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To Best Friends Club.


I want to share an orange with you,


Which is to say: I love you.









Introduction





 


 


 


In the dark times, will there also be singing? 
Yes, there will also be singing. About the dark times.


BERTOLT BRECHT1


I remember the first time I realized that we, as women, were in a story of regression, rather than the one of progress I was so used to hearing. It was March of 2023, and I had been selected to be a part of the UK’s delegation at the United Nations’ Commission on the Status of Women (CSW67) – a week-long series of discussions, debates and planning, hosted in New York. The conference was opened by a speech from António Guterres, the UN’s secretary general, who said to us, the assembled delegates:


We had years and years of incremental progress, [but] women’s and girls’ rights have stalled now and are going into reverse [. . .] The truth is that half of humanity is largely being left behind; in every region, women are worse off than men, earning less and doing up to ten times more unpaid care work [. . .] Many of the challenges we face today, from conflicts to climate chaos, and the cost-of-living crisis, are the result of a male-dominated world, and a male-dominated culture, taking key decisions that guide our world. And while men still largely make those decisions, women and girls often pay the price.2


I was shocked.


Up until that point, I had been so used to the narrative of progress and positive change – the Girl Power of the nineties and my childhood, developing into the 2020s era of the ‘girl boss’ and ‘SheEO’* – that the possibility that we could have stalled hadn’t ever crossed my mind. Let alone that we could have fallen into reverse.


The idea that the hard-won rights of women and girls around the world had not only lost momentum, but were actually going backwards, was repeated time and time again during the week of the conference. I heard from researchers, activists, thought leaders and experts from around the world, with a broad range of focuses. From women’s bodily autonomy, to digital safety, to access to education and medical care, the message was consistent and strong throughout: we had spent so much time congratulating ourselves on making progress that we’d forgotten to make sure that we were, actually, still making the progress we were so proud of.


Being curled up on my sofa, dialling into a conference room at the UN was already something I’d never imagined I’d experience, and I’d certainly never imagined that a main theme of our discussions would be that, somewhere between our complacency and the world’s misogyny, the rights of women had fallen into reverse.


The secretary general continued:


Women are credited less for their achievements, win far fewer prizes and receive less research funding than men, even when they have the same conditions [. . .] This must change. The male chauvinist domination of new technology is undoing decades of progress on women’s rights.


Gender equality is a question of power. For more than a hundred years, that power was gradually becoming more inclusive. Technology is now reversing that trend [. . .] In the face of this patriarchal pushback, we must push forward – not just for women and girls, but for all communities and societies. Without the insights and creativity of half the world, scientific progress will fulfil just half its potential.3


We don’t have to look far to see that inequity has had a monumental impact on the working lives of women. In fact, we need look no further than the gender pay gap – a gap that we often discuss in terms of progress, and how much it has closed.


According to data from the Office for National Statistics, the gender pay gap for full-time employees in the UK was 8.3 per cent in 2022, an increase on 7.7 per cent in 2021. Among all employees, rather than just those who work full time, the gender pay gap sets working women’s finances back 14.9 per cent.4


And it gets worse.


In 2023, it was found that, instead of closing, the gender pay gap for higher-educated mothers – meaning those who have a ‘post-school education’ – had in fact widened since the 1970s, with working mothers earning only 69 per cent of working fathers’ wages. This means women today are paying a ‘motherhood penalty’ that is larger than it was forty-five years ago, in 1978, when mothers earned about 72 per cent of the wages of their male parent counterparts.5


Speaking about this to The Guardian, Dr Amanda Gosling, a senior lecturer in economics at the University of Kent, argued that, rather than being the consequence of societal progress, any closing of the pay gap between men and women since the 1970s ‘has largely been driven by economic factors such as the minimum wage and falling wages for less educated men’.


‘Barriers to career progression for mothers with some post-school education have hardly shifted,’ she said. ‘The gap in pay between mothers and fathers looks very similar now as it did in the late 1970s. The story for Gen-Xers is the same for boomers and millennials.’6


This is all the more shocking when we consider that, on average, mothers are now better educated than fathers. In 1978, only 10 per cent of fathers and 9 per cent of mothers had any post-school education; by 2019, this had risen to 45 per cent and 48 per cent respectively. ‘Arguably, then,’ Gosling said, ‘the current overall gap between the wages of mothers and fathers is understated because it does not control for the fact that mothers are more skilled’.


Sarah Ronan, early education and childcare lead at the Women’s Budget Group, told The Guardian that the research was ‘an indictment of our economy and the structures that underpin it’. She added: ‘For decades women have been told to “lean in” while we’re actively pushed out. Childcare costs, poor parental leave, and gendered stereotypes about care all conspire to keep women stuck either at home or in low-paid precarious work.’7


I’m aware that not every story of womanness is a story of motherhood – I myself am childfree by choice and admit to having something of a blind spot in that area. But this story, which is one of many, and its ability to encapsulate so succinctly an unspoken slide backwards over time, remains something we should be aware of when we think about womanness in a working capacity today.


Over the past few years, I have spent most of my time thinking and speaking, writing and teaching about women’s experiences in the workplace – usually with an intersectional look at the roles that race and gender play together. Doing that work, neck-deep in academic papers, trying to find an answer to the question of why there are so few stories of women being successful within high-profile leadership roles, is where I first came across the phenomenon of the Glass Cliff. And now, today, I’m so glad to have the chance to spend some time with you, and for us to explore this strange phenomenon together.


I’m aware it’s very likely that, up to this point, you’ve not heard much, if anything, about the Glass Cliff – even though it impacts all of our experiences. Whether you’re in a leadership position yourself, are planning to step into one, or simply work with leaders as part of your professional life, the Glass Cliff has touched all of us in one way or another, often without us realizing it. If you live in the UK, you will have seen it play out in politics, as Theresa May was left to manage the mess that was Brexit after David Cameron’s departure.* In the business world, you might have watched Linda Yaccarino step into the role of CEO at Twitter, with a mixture of interest, confusion and morbid curiosity as we wait to see whether she’ll become the next high-profile instance of a female leader taking on what looks like a potential poisoned chalice. The spectre of the Glass Cliff is omnipresent; from our workplaces to our political systems and beyond, women are set up to fail.


I have my own personal relationship with both the Glass Cliff and its sister, the Glass Ceiling, firstly as a speaker and educator who is regularly invited into businesses to speak about the former, but also as a woman who has been in several precarious leadership positions throughout my own career.


I first came across the Glass Cliff phenomenon when I was researching for my second book, Millennial Black. If I’m honest, after months of writing about the terrible things that happen in Black women’s professional lives, I was looking for a win – hoping to unearth a great, and triumphant, as-yet-untold story or piece of research about what happened to the women who beat the odds and finally, firmly, pulled up their seats at the heads of boardroom tables. I wanted something that I could hold up and celebrate – to encourage women, all women, to push through adversity and turn the tables in their own favour.* I desperately wanted something to make all of the difficulties and hard work feel worth it, if we could just, finally, break through the Glass Ceiling and take our rightful places in the positions where we belong – stepping into spaces where we could not just survive, but thrive. But that wasn’t what I found. In fact, what I ended up finding was almost the exact opposite experience. What I discovered was the story of the Glass Cliff, which is at the same time both much more interesting and much sadder than a tale of triumphant leadership and personal success.


This book is an in-depth look at the Glass Cliff. It’s designed first and foremost to help you learn what it is, how to spot it, how to avoid it – and what to do if you’ve already found yourself teetering on its edge. I want you to know that, as scary as the situation may seem, there’s always a way to soften the landing, reclaim the narrative and consider your next steps – even when it feels like the ground has fallen out from under your feet.


The Glass Cliff holds women back and limits our careers and prospects as we become more established in our positions and eventually take on the most senior leadership roles. When we recognize the hurdles and barriers that have stood in the way of women’s professional success stories up to now, we can begin to understand the very good reasons why some might decide to take on a role, even when they know the chances of success within it are limited.


I want to send you into the world armed with the necessary knowledge to make the choices and to follow the paths that are best for you. I want to show you what the warning signs are, how to spot them, and what you can do to try to protect yourself should you decide to shoot your shot, despite the stacked odds.


I don’t want us to accept that limitations to our success are in any way a fact of life or nature – because they’re absolutely neither. Instead, I want us all to understand and examine the power that we have, even in areas we might not have recognized before, so we can step forward and examine the role that we can play in breaking the cyclical nature of the cliff, in protecting others from falling foul of its precarious edge, and in refusing to participate in pushing one another over it, regardless of our role or position in the businesses and organizations in which we work.


In order to make meaningful change happen, we need to see and understand that the Glass Cliff plays out in many forums and in many contexts – from governments to charities, from FTSE 100 and Fortune 500 companies to start-ups and sports teams – its threat is ever-present. Though the way in which it plays out can sometimes vary from one setting to another, at its base, the Glass Cliff is a shared experience for many women. Up to now, we haven’t had the necessary language to identify it, so we haven’t been able to see its prevalence or to push back against it. This is particularly true for individualistic societies like the UK and USA, where we’re taught that all of our successes and failures are down to ourselves and ourselves alone – and where the Glass Cliff, left unchecked, thrives the most.


I hope this book will change that and be part of empowering all women to take greater control over the course of their careers.


To understand the Glass Cliff is to understand a story of a structural inequity disguised as personal failure. It’s a story of socialized gender norms and expectations forcing women into impossible-to-win positions, as they silently wait for a firm hand in the small of their back to push them off their own personal, professional cliffs, without ever really knowing that, in many cases, factors outside of their control had preordained their fates as inevitable.


But, as I say, it doesn’t need to be that way. Don’t worry, all is not lost – because, once we understand the phenomenon, we can start to make sense of so many other narratives about women’s leadership experiences and potentials that just don’t make sense without it.


I truly believe that a key thing that has stopped us from first recognizing and then overcoming the Glass Cliff until now is our current lack of any shared language to explore, explain and identify it.


This lack of a shared vocabulary has denied us the ability to properly frame and understand the experience within our cultural context as a systemic and widespread issue, and has instead pushed us into viewing individual leaders’ failures or successes as down to them and them alone. It has reduced working women’s experiences to a matter of personal aptitude, rather than rightfully framing them as part of a much wider story.


But, in starting a conversation – in putting down the groundwork to establish some shared language – we can not only better understand and contextualize our own experiences, but also see them playing out on a much larger scale, and we can take back some control. Because words are powerful – and discovering the right words to frame and reframe our own experiences can be transformative.


We need to name the Glass Cliff in order to tame it.


Name it to tame it, as coined by psychologist Dan Siegel, is a psychological tool that encourages people to name and identify difficult and triggering emotions in order to overcome negative thoughts.8 The theory is that, ‘when you experience significant internal tension and anxiety, you can reduce stress by up to 50 per cent by simply noticing and naming your state’. Additionally, ‘if we can see the emotion, we do not have to be the emotion’.9


Although we’re talking about a cultural rather than psychological phenomenon, our experiences of the Glass Cliff could also be tamed by naming them as such and recognizing that they are most likely not due to our own lack of abilities, but are part of the wider phenomenon.


Once we begin to see things in this way, we can start to recontextualize our own lived experiences and perceived failings. And, once we see that we’re not the problem, maybe we can also see the ways that we are, in fact, phenomenal.


There’s a chance that you’re reading this and wondering how it can be true. Maybe you’re even in the midst of a successful and high-flying career, wondering how something so widespread and ubiquitous could have slipped your notice.


Here’s the thing about glass: whether it’s making up ceilings, cliffs or escalators (we’ll come to the escalators soon), it’s invisible. We’re not supposed to spot it. But once we know it’s there, it becomes impossible to unsee.


I know that was the case for me, personally.


In a lot of ways, I came to my own understanding of the phenomenon late – which is to say, too late for it to be most useful to me. I had already worked as a C-suite leader in a London advertising agency before I first heard the term. It was even later still, once I had already joined and left a FAANG* business as a leader with a global remit, that I had the lightbulb moment of realizing the ways in which the Glass Cliff had already touched my own career.


Even once we know the theory behind the phenomenon, learning to recognize the Glass Cliff, and coming to terms with its impact on our career outcomes, often isn’t altogether straightforward.


Despite having spent endless hours poring over research into the topic, and even having given the definitive TED Talk on the Glass Cliff in 2021, my understanding of the phenomenon remained very academic, very detached from my own professional life. I knew how it played out, in theory, but hadn’t applied that theory to my working life, or the lives of the women I knew.


I don’t want this to happen to you, so, to help bridge the gap between the academic theory of the phenomenon and the real ways it impacts on real lives, I have included, at the start of each chapter in this book, a story of a well-known, high-profile instance of the Glass Cliff playing out in the real world. I have done my best to put together what I believe to be accurate retellings of these women’s stories using news sources, but, of course, I wasn’t there for any of it. I didn’t live through it or see these experiences play out from the inside. I also haven’t spoken to these women first-hand, so it’s also entirely plausible that they may not recognize the phenomenon or accept that they were victim to it – though I believe that all of the examples used offer a good insight into the barriers and obstacles standing in the way of women being successful once they have stepped into leadership roles. It’s also worth noting that I have absolutely missed out details in my retellings that cover several months or years of these women’s professional lives, but I hope I’ve captured the important elements. And I hope that seeing these stories, which may already be familiar to you, laid out within the context of the Glass Cliff, sparks recognition that may have been missing before.


For me, the breakthrough in taking my understanding of the Glass Cliff from the academic to the practical didn’t happen until I was in a room full of women talking about their own experiences. It was only then, in their company, that I was able to move from the theoretical to the personal, and I began to reframe some of the experiences in my own career that I’d never quite had the words for, up to that point.


I want you to join our fold.


Let this book become a safe space to work through thoughts and to reflect on and possibly reframe your own experiences.


Let the stories of the women shared in these pages become your room full of supportive women – allow their experiences to resonate with your own.


Allow yourself to find the similarities between their experiences and yours.


Allow it to permeate.


And then – tell the world!


Help other women to recognize their own precarious positions. Use the tips offered in this book to interrogate ‘opportunities’ before taking them on, and set your own terms and boundaries for success. Strategize together to overcome the hurdles that have been invisible up to now.


Take on the world and win.


Because that’s what you deserve, more than anything.


As Emma Lazarus told us, ‘Until we are all free, we are none of us free.’ So let’s get free – and free one another too.









FYI


¿Cuánto falta para que lleguemos a la frontera? / How long until we reach the frontier?


SPANISH-TO-ENGLISH PHRASEBOOK I FOUND ON 
A WALL WHEN I LIVED IN STAMFORD HILL


I want to start our time together by being clear about the language that I’m using, as well as being clear about who, what and where we are talking about, and who, what and where we’re not.


As you know, we are going to be talking about, and digging into, the phenomenon of the Glass Cliff – the position that too many women find themselves in once they have managed to break through the Glass Ceiling. But there are some things that it’s important to be clear and upfront about from the very beginning in order to set things out on the right foot, and so I’m going to outline those for you now.


Ready?


OK, let’s go!


Did you invent the Glass Cliff?


Absolutely not!


The Glass Cliff was first researched and named by academics from the University of Exeter, Michelle Ryan and Alexander Haslam (I’ve become a big fan – they’re like rock stars to me, now!). While their work initially looked only at corporate structure, using a sample group of FTSE 100 companies, further research, mostly led by US-based researchers Alison Cook and Christy Glass (in a lovely bit of nominative determinism), has proven the phenomenon pops up in other areas, particularly politics.


Is the Glass Cliff something that only happens to women?


No, it’s not. Although this book focuses on the female experience, the Glass Cliff phenomenon is not limited to women. In fact, research exists that shows racially marginalized men face the same situation when they take on the most senior leadership roles in organizations.1 This means that the Glass Cliff has the potential to impact the working lives of everyone who doesn’t hold the dual identities of both whiteness and maleness – which means all women and all racially marginalized men.


Or, to put it another way, the only people not susceptible to the Glass Cliff are white men.


It’s also important to note that the research doesn’t show that every time a woman becomes a leader she faces a Glass Cliff or that there are no examples of white men who find themselves in challenging and precarious leadership positions due to external factors. However, in the instances when the Glass Cliff does play out, those affected by it are always women and racially marginalized men.


Do non-marginalized men have their own Glass Cliffs?


When we look at white men’s experiences in the workplace, at a group level, we don’t see the Glass Cliff phenomenon playing out. In fact, what we see when we look at the research around this group’s experiences is a glass metaphor that is the opposite to the Glass Cliff: the Glass Escalator.2 In this metaphor, the escalator invisibly speeds up men’s progress to senior positions, particularly in professions that are female-dominated.


Does intersectionality have a role to play in the Glass Cliff?


Yes, absolutely. As we’ve just discussed, the Glass Cliff can impact all women and all racially marginalized men. Yet, as we all know, none of us are one-dimensional beings. None of us are only our gender, or only our race, because all of us are a whole host of elements and identities that make us us, all at once and all of the time.


When it comes to intersectionality and the Glass Cliff, what we tend to see is that, the more intersectionally marginalized identities a person holds, the more likely they are to be susceptible to the phenomenon.


This means that we see the Glass Cliff having an oversized impact on those people who have more than one marginalized element to their identity, or anyone who doesn’t fit in with their society’s idealized image of a leader. In western society, leaders are traditionally thought of, and expected to be, white males. Racially marginalized women have the double jeopardy of falling outside expectations in terms of both race and gender, and so are more susceptible to the phenomenon and face it more strongly than those with only one element that deviates from our expected ‘norm’.


How are you defining women?


I am defining women as anyone and everyone who identifies as such.


I’m going to be focusing on women’s experiences of the Glass Cliff, and how the phenomenon impacts their professional lives and potential successes in business. But, that being said, I want to acknowledge that gender is a social construct – one that’s relatively new and that isn’t replicated around the world.


Since gender, and therefore womanness, are social constructs, I also want to acknowledge that the experiences I’m going to be discussing aren’t in any way linked to, or a result of, a biological idea of sex. Instead, we need to be able to recognize that the experience and phenomenon of the Glass Cliff are a result of our application of the constructs, constraints and societal expectations we’ve formed around gender and gender expression in women.


Over time, we have built a shared understanding and expectation of what it is to be a woman, and assigned sets of cultural norms associated with that identity. We have built shared expectations of traits that are soft, nurturing, caregiving and in many ways subservient – expectations that are a result of socialization, rather than chromosomes.


To properly understand and reckon with the experience and phenomenon of the Glass Cliff, we must first recognize that there is nothing in women’s bodies or physical make-up that makes them inherently more susceptible to the experience.


Womanness lives in our minds, our socialization and our expectations, rather than in or outside anyone’s body.


Is the Glass Cliff something that happens everywhere in the world?


Interestingly, no, it isn’t.


The Glass Cliff mostly plays out in countries and cultures where there is an expectation of male dominance, particularly in the workplace. Because the phenomenon is a result of the perimeters we have built, culturally, around performed gender roles, it stands to reason that, in societies where those expectations and roles are expressed differently, gender-based outcomes also vary and so the experience of the Glass Cliff is different, sometimes disappearing altogether.


Researchers in Turkey, for instance, have found that, in their society – which they define as a country where the level of femininity is ‘relatively high’, while the levels of both individualism and masculinity are ‘relatively low’ – women are equally likely to step into leadership roles when a company is thriving as they are when it’s underperforming.3


We also see more instances of the Glass Cliff occurring in countries where individualism is high. In these countries, like the USA and the UK, the idea of a person’s professional success is thought of mostly within a vacuum of individual performance. We expect people to succeed or fail on their own, and on their own terms, often without taking into consideration the structural systems and constraints within which they are working. This means that, although the Glass Cliff is more likely to manifest in these societies, it’s also much more likely to be overlooked as a group phenomenon and misread as an individual’s inaptitude for leadership.


What do you mean by ‘under-represented leaders’?


‘Under-represented’ can mean so many different things in different contexts and for different groups. I am speaking about those people who are most under-represented in senior leadership roles in the UK and the US.


Using data from the Lean In Foundation, we can look at businesses in the US and see that:




• ‘Women of colour’ represent 19 per cent of the workforce for entry-level positions, a figure that shrinks to just 5 per cent by the time we reach the C-suite.


• White women represent 29 per cent of the entry-level cohort, shrinking to 21 per cent by C-suite level.


• ‘Men of colour’ also enter the workforce with 19 per cent representation, which shrinks to 13 per cent as they reach C-level jobs.


• White men begin at 33 per cent representation in early entry-level roles, a number that balloons to 61 per cent by the time we look at the C-suite.4





It is reasonable to say, then, with white men making up 61 per cent of C-level roles and being the only group whose representation grows as they become more senior in the workforce, that anyone who does not hold the dual identities of maleness and whiteness is under-represented at the most senior levels of business.


There are points where I need to use terms such as ‘minority’ or ‘women of colour’ to be true to the research I’m working with and building on. These are not terms I enjoy or find useful, and so, where I have needed to use them, they are always quoted.


What are the limitations of the work?


As with all work, we are both enriched and limited by the research available to build on. In the case of the Glass Cliff, those limitations include:




• A somewhat narrow definition of gender, only looking at ‘male and female’ experiences, without the inclusion of non-binary experiences, or reference to trans identities or experiences.*


• A UK and US bias. Most of the research into the Glass Cliff has been carried out by British and North American researchers, and so most of their findings focus on these countries.


• The focus on intersectionality is somewhat lacking. While groups are split by gender, there is no real mention of other intersectional identity elements, such as race, neurodivergence, physical disability, class background etc. Although I do include intersectional data where it’s available, it’s not available anywhere near as much or as often as I’d hope.





Why look at leaders – people who already seem to be winning – when so many people have a hard time even getting started?5


It might seem to be a strange time to be speaking about issues that are faced by those who seem to be at the top of their game – those who have already taken on leadership roles, or those who are about to – when we know there are barriers to career progression from the very beginning of so many under-represented people’s working lives. We’re not only facing a cost-of-living crisis that is forcing many people to look for additional revenue streams, from Uber-driving to Vinted-dealing, to meet their most basic needs – we’re also seeing a record number of labour strikes as workers demand fair payment for their labour. People are struggling to stay afloat.


I get it. It can seem like a real luxury and a privilege to be worrying about whether your (probably) well-paid senior-leadership role has been set up for success or not, when so many are struggling to get off the starting blocks.


But, here’s what I think. Being a pioneer, at any point in time, is a difficult and daunting thing to do – it requires courage and tenacity, and we owe it to those people who are doing that work, and taking those risks, to set them up for success as best we can. Or at least to be honest with them about the challenges and potential stumbling blocks they might face.


We know that, in a lot of cases, you need to be able to see it to be it, and so we need to help the people who have taken their first steps towards being it, so they have the best possible chance of success, inspiring the next generation of female leaders to imagine that success as their own and begin building their pathways towards it.


While these women are among the first to step into these highly visible, often precarious roles, I want to ensure they’re not the last, and I believe that a part of the way we achieve this is by understanding, reframing and giving context to their legacy and achievements, so we can all benefit and grow from their trailblazing work.


What is leadership?


For the purposes of this book, leadership is stepping into a role with additional responsibilities and visibility, where you are leading others. In the body of Glass Cliff research, this has usually been limited to C-suite and board-level professionals. But we can see now that the implications of this phenomenon are much more widely applicable than that, as we consider some of the ways modern workplaces have moved from the top-down hierarchical structure to a more modern, flatter structural model.


Why do you call the Glass Cliff a phenomenon, rather than a theory?


In this, I’m taking my lead from the researchers who first named the Glass Cliff. As they explain it, its existence isn’t in question – there is strong and robustly proven evidence readily available – although it doesn’t exist everywhere.6


The Glass Cliff phenomenon is nuanced and context-dependent – for example, one business’s poor performance may be another’s record-breaking year. If the Glass Cliff were a theory, we would be seeking to either prove or disprove it. However, studying and understanding it as a phenomenon allows us to gather confirming and disconfirming evidence and use that to better frame and understand the circumstances where it is likely to materialize, and where it has been avoided.


In other words, we are looking for the conditions that make it more or less likely – rather than proving whether it exists or not.


Is the Glass Cliff political?


Really, it depends on what you mean by ‘political’. In the world as we know it, talking about women, the barriers they face and the things that we can do to try to level the playing field is often seen as being political. So, in that sense, yes, I guess it is. But, if we’re talking party politics, then the answer is no. The Glass Cliff, as a phenomenon, is entirely apolitical; it is a result of socialization and gendered expectations rather than political preference. The Glass Cliff doesn’t happen more when one particular political party is in power than another, nor does it happen more to people who vote one way or another.









CHAPTER 1 


Breaking 
Through the 
Glass Ceiling


[image: line image]


There is an entire generation of women who are drowning because they were raised with traditional gender roles while being empowered to be independent. These women still take on the majority of house duties while simultaneously killing it in the workplace. They’re tired.1





 


 


 


In November 2007, Zoe Cruz, co-president of Morgan Stanley, was called to her boss’s office and fired2 – ending her twenty-five-year employment with the business.3


‘I’ve lost confidence in you,’ the chairman and CEO of the bank, John Mack, told her. ‘I want you to resign.’ This was a decision that, unbeknown to Cruz, had been approved by the bank’s board of directors the previous day.4


Cruz, up to that point, had been referred to as one of the most powerful women, and indeed people, in finance – she had been nicknamed ‘Cruz Missile’ thanks to her ambition, her ‘aggressive approach’ to risk-taking and her seemingly unstoppable rise through the ranks of the traditionally male industry of banking. In 2005, she was ranked at number sixteen on Forbes’ list of the one hundred most powerful women in the world.5 In the write-up for the feature, the magazine said ‘she earned a solid reputation as a fixed-income genius after running one of the largest trading desks on Wall Street from 2000 to 2005.’6 Not only that, but, just three weeks before her sudden dismissal, Mack (who was sixty-three at the time) had signalled that Cruz was his first choice to replace him as the head of Morgan Stanley when he retired.7


Mack had earned his own nickname from those who had worked with him over the years: ‘Mack the Knife’, a label he’d picked up in part due to his ‘ruthless focus on clients and on the bank’s bottom line’. Speaking to The Guardian, Brad Hintz, an analyst at the stockbroker Sanford Bernstein in New York, said, ‘[Mack] is not a warm and fuzzy person, neither is he particularly forgiving’ – as Zoe Cruz had just discovered.8


‘Of all the recent firings on Wall Street,’ New York magazine wrote, ‘Cruz’s is the one that’s still vehemently debated. It’s not just because a top executive was forced to take the fall for her boss, though that does seem to be the case.’9


So what happened to the woman many had thought would become the first female leader of a Wall Street firm?10


Twenty-five years prior, when banking was still very much a boys’ club, Cruz had joined Morgan Stanley as a twenty-six-year-old. Her almost-all-male colleagues socialized over drinks in strip clubs or playing rounds of golf, and had pictures of pin-up girls in their cubicles. Women were not commonplace as traders on the floor, and Cruz wasn’t the most obvious fit.11


Indeed, in 2001, a female executive filed a lawsuit against Morgan Stanley, claiming women had been denied opportunities to advance – a suit that was settled in 2004 for $54 million, which was shared between sixty-seven female employees of the business.12


Despite the environment, Cruz performed well and, after a series of promotions within the business, she became a managing director in 1990, co-founded the bank’s foreign-exchange group in 1993 and eventually became the firm’s global head of fixed income, commodities and foreign exchange in 2001.13


Speaking to Fortune, Cruz said that part of the reason she liked working on the notoriously high-stress trading floor was that she felt it was an area where the performance of men and women could be measured objectively, telling them, ‘I like trading because of the unequivocal nature of the report card.’14


Cruz was known for her hard work and determination. Balancing her high-profile job with raising a young family, she would regularly work sixteen-hour days – getting up at 4 a.m. to bake biscuits to go into her children’s packed lunches.15 In 1988, when she was actively in labour with one of her three children, she even took a call from the trading desk to discuss positions in a particularly volatile market.16


Cruz was well compensated for her work: in 2003, her pay and bonus combined came to a package of $16 million.17 By 2004, the division that she led had grown revenues to $5.6 billion – representing 14 per cent of Morgan Stanley’s total income.18 By 2006, her compensation from the business had grown to $30 million as Morgan Stanley reported a 51 per cent rise in profits.19


Despite her successes, it seems that internal relationships didn’t always run smoothly for Cruz. Her tenure and senior role notwithstanding, she repeatedly faced suggestions that she was unqualified for her position.20 This situation wasn’t helped by the support of her peers; on the contrary, there were reports that one particular male senior leader would ‘antagonize Cruz in front of the other managing directors, causing her to shake with anger and frustration, wiping tears from her eyes.’21


Within the business, Cruz was characterized as a ‘ruthless, hard-edged leader who did not do well at smoothing over conflict with her colleagues or subordinates’.22 This was a reputation that went beyond the confines of the company; an extensive, in-depth article in New York magazine about her departure described how, ‘From the beginning, she had the uncompromising ferocity that seems to be characteristic of nearly all women who achieve great success.’23


The New York magazine article also mentioned a particular incident that showed that, as well as difficulties in gaining the respect of male peers at the managing-director level, junior team members were, at least on occasion, equally subordinate and dismissive of her position within the business, and she was ‘not taken at all seriously by a number of her male colleagues’:


‘She’d give these speeches, and the eyes would roll,’ says one former executive. The attitude toward attending meetings headed by Cruz was ‘take [the] pain and move on,’ says a current Morgan Stanley employee. During a year-end management meeting in 2004, one mid-level executive interrupted Cruz’s speech to ask, ‘Are you high? Because I really don’t know what you’re talking about.’


‘High?’ Cruz asked. ‘You mean stoned?’


‘Yeah, exactly,’ he said. ‘Smoking it.’


Everyone in the room laughed – except Cruz.24


Despite these tensions, the divisions of the business Cruz was responsible for not only remained profitable, but grew 110 per cent during 2006, and Mack remained vocal about the intention he had first mentioned back in 2001 – that Zoe Cruz would one day lead Morgan Stanley – saying during a shareholders meeting in April 2007 that the bank’s all-time highs in revenues, in income and in earning, were thanks to Cruz, who had revolutionized the institutional-securities group, managing a huge amount of risk in a very smart and disciplined way.25


However, like all financial institutions, in 2007, Morgan Stanley found itself on the verge of a catastrophe the likes of which had never been seen as the sub-prime mortgage crisis hit, with the bank on the wrong side of the collapsing value of mortgage securities. Cruz’s division accumulated losses of $3.7 billion,26 with $6 billion in additional losses across the business being predicted.27


Cruz officially ‘retired’ from her role in December of 2007.28


Ultimately, as is the case for the exits of many women in high-profile roles – where both NDAs and speculations run high – there are likely to have been a number of factors involved in the decision to let her go. Instead of being appointed as Mack’s successor and eventual CEO of the business, Cruz found herself leaving the company she’d given over two decades of her life to.


She was replaced by two men who jointly took on her responsibilities.29


•    •    •


Like most other people, my understanding of the Glass Cliff began with another glass metaphor – that of the Glass Ceiling.30 For as long as I can remember, the Glass Ceiling has been a part of mainstream cultural conversation. All of my life, I’ve seen think pieces, read magazine articles and heard discussions about that invisible, but seemingly impossible-to-break-through, barrier that sits above the heads of women in their working lives, as they try to reach the fullness of their professional potential. The way that it existed in the zeitgeist made it seem like it had been accepted as an inevitability – something that could be acknowledged, discussed and analysed, but never really questioned or challenged. And certainly not overcome.


People were always happy to agree that the Glass Ceiling was there, but they were less keen to suggest anything could be done about it. The Glass Ceiling exists, the world seemed to be saying, and at some point you too will hit your head against it, and that will be how you know you’ve reached the limit of your professional achievements. Yes, of course, even when you reach that limit, you’ll know that there’s more you’re capable of, and sometimes that next level, taking the next step, will feel so close that you can almost touch it. But almost is the key word.


I’m starting this conversation about the Glass Cliff by discussing the Glass Ceiling because, really, the conversation about the Glass Cliff is a conversation about what happens when women break the rules, break through the Glass Ceiling and break out of the roles that have historically been assigned to them in their careers and professional journeys.


When a woman decides that she wants, deserves and has earned more than the limited role she has historically been conditioned to play – and when she has the courage, skills and opportunity to take the next steps towards leadership and the fulfilment of her own professional capabilities – she will often find herself at odds with our society’s expectations of her. While this tension begins with trying to break through the Glass Ceiling, all too often it ends with her finding herself in a precarious position, teetering at the edge of the Glass Cliff.


To understand the Glass Ceiling, and then the Glass Cliff, we first need to revisit and understand women’s first steps into the paid labour force.


From my perspective, having been born in 1987 and having grown up in the late eighties and early nineties, so much of the conversation around the Glass Ceiling made it feel like a fait accompli – it was there, yes, and while of course it wasn’t fair, there was nothing that could be done about it, so why even try?


But, as I got older and took on more senior positions myself, I started to notice that it wasn’t always the immovable beast it had been made out to be. Slowly, I became aware that, in small numbers at first, women were breaking through their Glass Ceilings and going on to step into positions as the most senior leaders in their businesses. I saw Dame Marjorie Scardino become the first female chief executive of a FTSE 100 company. I saw Deborah Meaden, Karren Brady and Hilary Devey pull up seats in the Dragons’ Den as powerful (and power-suited) women who were leaders of industry – very much calling the shots. And this shift was reflected in my personal experiences, too, as I worked for businesses that were owned and run by female founders and leaders.


Although women were still deeply under-represented in management and leadership spaces – making up only 2.8 per cent of CEOs and 33 per cent of managers in the European Union, and 4.8 per cent of CEOs and 42.7 per cent of managers in the United States – our visible representation was growing.31 Between 2001 and 2005, female representation on the boards of FTSE 100 companies increased dramatically. In 2001, 56.6 per cent of boards included female members; this had increased to 74.8 per cent by 2005.32 And so it seemed to me that, even if the Glass Ceiling was truly there (and I do believe it is), it might be a little more possible to smash through than we had all been led to believe.


Somehow, despite these high-profile wins, our shared cultural narrative wasn’t keeping up in real time. Women were stepping into powerful positions in previously unheard of (albeit still statistically tiny) numbers, but the think pieces and magazine articles remained preoccupied with the experience of being trapped beneath the Glass Ceiling – without pushing the conversation onwards. To my mind, the logical question they should have been asking was: What’s next? What happens to those women who manage to break through the Glass Ceiling and go on to become leaders in a male-dominated world? Is it amazing?


The answer to that question is the story of the Glass Cliff, which is what this book will be exploring.


But, let’s rewind for a moment.


Where did we start?


When we speak about women’s roles in the workplace, it’s important to remember that women’s participation in labour is not at all a new story. In fact, women’s labour has absolutely always existed. Historically, this work has most often taken the form of unpaid nurturing and caregiving duties within our homes and communities: raising children, caring for the elderly, preparing food, cleaning and creating a safe and stable home environment. Although this work has traditionally been undervalued and overlooked, it has been essential to the formation of both our society and our economy.


What is newer, on the other hand, is our formalized and recognized participation in paid labour, outside of the home and the family. This is a much more recent development in most western countries, and one that has given us the opportunity to build and define the rules of engagement for ourselves.* Up until recently, we’ve done a really bad job of this.


Despite the shorter tenure of women’s formalized labour participation, as a society, we have quickly and collectively developed a set of norms and expectations around what a woman’s role in the workplace ‘can’ and ‘should’ be.


Since we were children, we’ve all been trained to associate different types of jobs with different types, or groups, of people. Think back to childhood picture books, or TV shows, with their depictions of doctors, nurses, firefighters, teachers and so on. If your childhood media was anything like mine, you’ll remember that gender roles in the adult world seemed to be firmly, and quietly, set in stone, with very little variation from book to book, story to story. These clear, recurring and distinct roles sent a clear message to us all, as children, about where our place in the adult world was going to be and – perhaps more pertinently – where it was not. Rather than being rebutted, this early, quiet socialization was only reinforced as we moved through the educational system. Teachers’ gendered biases and expectations


around competencies mean they are more likely to encourage male students to pursue more rigorous STEM subjects and (eventually) better paid and more prestigious careers.33


Our chances to dream the biggest dreams we can are capped by the imaginations of those who teach us about the world in our earliest years – and so we’re set up to be limited, folded into small boxes before we’ve even begun to make sense of the world for ourselves, on our own terms.


It can hardly be a coincidence that, with all of this early socialization, women are still over-represented in disrespected and poorly paid roles.* According to Oxfam, women represent approximately 70 per cent of the world’s health and social care workforce and are deeply over-represented in careers and industries such as teaching, cleaning, retail and tourism – professions that rely on our historically expected and over-exploited ‘soft skills’.34 These are also roles that are suspiciously close to the unpaid, in-home labour that women have traditionally undertaken: cooking, cleaning, caring. And those traditionally female roles, even when formalized into professions, are still some of the least respected and worst compensated roles in our society.*


Again, it didn’t need to be this way. None of this is the essential natural order of things. Instead, this is the result of choices that have been made along the line. These inequities exist because of the way we’ve chosen to structure our world, rather than because of some kind of divine intervention or the nature of human evolution. There is nothing inherently less valuable, challenging or important about what have become traditional female roles. In fact, these are some of the most important roles in a well-functioning society – one that has developed a social infrastructure designed for raising children, caring for the sick and elderly, and building the social bonds of community. We have simply collectively decided not to hold these roles in the same high regard, nor compensate them as well as roles that have traditionally been dominated by men.


•    •    •


In 1968, a group of female sewing machinists from Ford’s Dagenham plant got their children ready for school, put on their shoes and jackets, and went to the factory where they worked, as usual.35 Frustrated by a pay structure that they felt blatantly favoured male workers, instead of going inside, the women – who had been on strike for three weeks at that point – boarded a coach to Whitehall with a banner reading We want sex.* This was far from the beginning of their battle for equal pay and recognition for their work. Instead, it was the end. After years of fruitless conversations, the machinists, who sewed the upholstery for the Ford cars and vans, had taken the decision to strike – a move that became a national news story, since ‘no machinists meant no seats, and no seats meant no cars’ – forcing the factory to grind to a halt, with an estimated cost to the company’s export orders of £117 million in today’s money.


While some of their male colleagues were supportive of the strike, which also forced them to stop working, and therefore earning, during that three-week period, others were less impressed.


‘Some of the men said: “Good for you girl”, but others said: “Get back to work, you’re only doing it for pin money”,’ recalled Eileen Pullen, one of the strikers. ‘A lot of women jeered us. They didn’t go to work and their husbands were at Fords and we’d put them out of work’.


‘But our wages weren’t for pin money,’ said eighty-year-old Gwen Davis, in conversation with Pullen. ‘They were to help with the cost of living, to pay your mortgage and help pay all your bills. It wasn’t pocket money. No woman would go out to work just for pocket money, would she? Not if she’s got a family’.36


Despite this, the women insist that the financial inequality wasn’t the only injustice informing their decision to strike. They also wanted to be recognized for the skills that were essential in their work. Despite their work being classed as B grade – officially unskilled work in Ford’s internal banding system – the machinists needed to pass a skills-based test in order to be hired, and so believed their work should be recognized as skilled, putting them into Ford’s C grade.


‘One of the ladies who worked with me had been a machinist for [Norman] Hartnell,’ Davis recalled. ‘She’d been a dressmaker making the Queen’s clothes. She went for a test at Ford and they turned her down.’ The bar, they pointed out, was much too high to be classed as ‘unskilled’.


By the time the eight strike leaders wrapped up discussions and headed back to the coach for the trip home, they had agreed a deal to end the strike, and the foundations had been laid for what, two years later, would become the 1970 Equal Pay Act. Yet the story still wasn’t over for the Dagenham machinists and their efforts for equality.


Although the women did return to work, it was not on the new terms that had been agreed. Prior to the strike, their pay had constituted 85 per cent of the male rate; this subsequently increased, but only to 93 per cent. Furthermore, sixteen years later, the Dagenham women were still waiting to be recognized as skilled, and so were forced to go out on strike once again.


We don’t have to look hard to see modern examples of how little has changed. At the time of writing, for instance, 40,000 female employees at the supermarket chain Asda are involved in a long-running equal-pay case against the business.* An email from the lawyer representing the workers involved, which was leaked to ITV, shows that independent experts have found that shop-floor jobs, in which women are over-represented, ‘score more highly on average on a range of [crucial] factors, such as knowledge and responsibility, than distribution jobs, [which are] held predominantly by men’. Despite this, retail workers say they are paid £1.50 to £3 less an hour than those in the more male-dominated field.37


While it’s difficult to compare two different job types, each with its own distinct skills and market expectations, it does seem, much more often than not, to be the women’s skill sets that fall into the ‘less valuable’ category. Time and time again. So often, in fact, that it’s become the expectation, rather than an irregularity. As Elizabeth George, a partner at Leigh Day who has acted on workers’ rights cases remarkably similar to that at Asda, put it: ‘We think we can say, “No, the market forces argument is tainted by sex discrimination. Just because you’ve always done it, and just because everyone else does it, isn’t a material factor.”’38


[image: line image]


BUT, WHAT ABOUT . . .?


There is sometimes a (frankly, wild) suggestion from those who want to deny the realities of Occupational Segregation that the underpayment and undervaluing of women’s work is a choice that women have made. Maybe you’ve heard people say that the gender pay gap is a myth, because men and women choose to do different jobs, and the jobs that women choose just so happen to be worse paid than those favoured by men. Silly little ladies just can’t seem to get the hang of this money-making game.


This is clearly nonsense.


Traditionally female professions, such as teaching, or nursing, are incredibly demanding, both mentally and physically, requiring an abundance of skills, education and training.


When people are planning their career paths, no one aims to train for years and then work as hard as possible for the least amount of money.39 But, in a society that values women’s work less, those careers that are disproportionately held by women are held in a lower regard, and so they are compensated less attractively, or fairly.
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We have accepted women joining the workforce, particularly in times of great need. The war effort saw women rolling up their sleeves and joining formalized work for the first time in previously unprecedented numbers. However, the message has always been clear, and consistent:


Not too much.


Not too well paid.


Not too senior.


And certainly not as leaders.


‘We built workplaces for white men [who] had a stay-at-home partner,’ observes Reshma Saujani, a lawyer, politician and activist.* ‘Whenever you’re building anything,’ she continued, ‘you should always build for the most vulnerable [. . .] Workplaces should be built for single mom[s], [and] women of colour [. . .] If we’re building workplaces for [those women], they’re going to work for everybody.’40


But that’s not how we’ve chosen to build the working world. At all.


Working within the constraints we have inherited – within systems that were not only not made to benefit us, but which actively rely on an assumption of our unpaid, unrecognized labour – has seen generations of women working the double shift of balancing the demands of work inside and outside the home, toiling beneath Glass Ceilings and never expecting to be able to reach the pinnacle of their own personal capabilities.41


But, in recent years, we have all witnessed a shift. Our expectations have begun to change and expand, as women have increasingly begun to demand equality, and more and more have sought to break out of traditional gendered expectations and smash through their Glass Ceilings.



What does the Glass Ceiling look like in the real world?



For all of the cultural conversation about the Glass Ceiling existing, there has been a lack of specificity when discussing exactly what we mean, and exactly what these invisible barriers that women face in their careers are made up of.


As we know, we’ve seen an increasing number of women overcoming the odds and taking their rightful places in leadership and decision-making roles, heading up various businesses. But, in order to properly appreciate their achievements, we need to recognize some of the major barriers they faced along the way.


The Broken Rung


Before a woman, or anyone, has the opportunity to begin thinking about their path towards leadership, they need to take their first step and get their first break. This is, sadly, where the problems of progression that plague so many women during their careers often first come to life.


The Broken Rung refers to the challenges that female employees face in getting their first management opportunity and taking the initial step on the ladder towards leadership. From this very first step, this very first rung, there is a gender imbalance at play – one that only becomes more pronounced as we look further up the ladder.


Even when we look at the very beginning of the pipeline, we can see a gap. Despite women in the USA making up 57 per cent of college-level graduates, fewer women than men are hired into entry-level roles.42


The next stage of the journey is the first promotion, and the story there is no better. In fact, for every hundred men promoted from the entry level to a first management position, only eighty-seven women are promoted* – reinforcing the existing gender disparity created by hiring.43 This means that, from the first step into the most junior levels of management, men already significantly outnumber women. Research has shown that, ‘if entry-level women were promoted at the same rate as men at the same level, the number of women at the most senior positions of SVP [senior vice president] and C-suite levels would more than double’.44


This is a problem that only becomes more heightened when promotions are made to mid- and senior-level management and leadership roles – since, as men are over-represented at the lower-management tiers, there are simply more of them to choose from when making ongoing, upward appointments. And so, of course, men are more likely to be selected to take the next steps of advancement up their career ladders, creating and reinforcing a gap that goes some way to explaining why, when we look at C-level roles in corporate America, men represent 74 per cent, and women only 26 per cent.



Being overlooked for promotions and advancement



At the end of 2022, only one in four C-suite leaders was a woman, and only one in twenty was a ‘woman of colour’.45 Historically, there have been arguments put forward – by those who want to deny or minimize the reality of structural workplace inequities – that this is due to women lacking the education or ambition to take on those roles. But, in reality, we know that’s not the case. In fact, as we’ve already seen, women in the US make up the majority of college graduates, and 78 per cent of both male and female leaders say they want to be promoted to the next level in their careers, but the opportunities to take on those roles do not seem to be granted equally.46


Recognizing this, women are increasingly opting to take on the burden of managing their progression themselves – leaving jobs and switching companies to build and navigate their own pathways to success and progression. In 2022, research carried out by the Lean In Foundation and McKinsey found that 48 per cent of women in leadership roles who had changed jobs in the previous two years said they did so ‘because they wanted more opportunity to advance’.47 It’s interesting to note that, while almost all companies track gender representation of employees overall, ‘only 65 per cent track for gender differences in promotion rates’, leaving themselves open to continued invisible disparity.48


Workplaces have also not usually been structured to put women’s advancement front and centre. In fact, women overall are 24 per cent less likely than men to be offered advice from a senior leader – advice which, had it been offered, may have helped them to plan, navigate and negotiate the next steps of their career.49 But it goes far beyond that. Research from MIT50 shows that, even when women received higher performance ratings than their male colleagues, they were likely to receive a lower score for their ‘potential’, leaving them, on average, 14 per cent less likely to be promoted than their male counterparts.51 When we look at and understand factors like these, we can really begin to understand how, even after progressing beyond the Broken Rung, women’s leadership potential has still been hampered by factors outside of our own aptitude or control.



A perception that there are ‘already enough’



For a long time, many businesses have viewed gender inclusion as a tick-the-box exercise, being more than comfortable with doing the bare minimum when it comes to gender representation at all but the most junior, entry-level, lowest-paying roles. This is reflected by the shocking stat that ‘almost 50 per cent of men think women are well represented in leadership in companies where only one in ten senior leaders are women’ – the most begrudging nod to inclusion.52


If most senior leaders are men, and if those men are satisfied that female advancement is well taken care of with only 10 per cent representation at senior level, then it’s no shock that they – as the people with the power to influence and drive hiring, promotion, progression and retention initiatives – have not brought this lens to their recruitment strategies up to now.


Being perceived as a risky investment


Since most senior leaders are both white and male,* it’s likely that most women will be led or managed by someone who holds those dual identities – which can create both real and perceived power imbalances, further to the imbalances inherent to any hierarchical working relationship – even in ‘flat’ organizations.53 Even when managers take the time and effort to establish mentoring, collaborative relationships with their teams, there are hurdles that need to be overcome. Because, as a lot of research has shown, while women are over-mentored in the workplace, they often lack sponsorship – which is what really makes a difference in actual career progression and promotions.54


So what are the barriers to building those connections that are deeper and more meaningful than mentorships?


Firstly, a successful relationship of this kind requires non-marginalized leaders to be able to understand and empathize with the challenges that their marginalized team members face in their progression journeys.55 This is often difficult, because those challenges are likely to be misaligned with the over-represented manager’s own lived experiences – and so the leader’s advice and guidance is often misguided, failing to take into account intersectional differences.


Secondly, there has been an element of risk or perceived risk, as a result of institutional prejudice, that needs to be acknowledged and overcome.


It has been noted by researchers that managers might be more cautious in putting forward for a new role, or sponsoring, a ‘minority’ person from their team* because they may feel that under-represented protégés are scrutinized more closely and so have less chance of being successfully appointed to a new position.56


This feeling of increased scrutiny is not limited to the experience, or the perception, of the managers; indeed, ‘minority’ employees often realize that they represent bigger risks to their bosses, or potential sponsors, because they are aware of the assumptions and prejudices that people hold about them at a group level. This, understandably, has an impact on their behaviours, making them become tentative or overly cautious in making decisions, as they attempt to mitigate against any discomfort that their boss or sponsor may feel in supporting them.57 Because both employees and managers are aware of these feelings of risk, even bosses and mentors who feel socially comfortable and have developed good personal relationships with their ‘minority’ team members may hesitate to push them forwards for quick promotions or high-risk assignments that could put them on the fast track – since avoiding this type of risk avoids not only potential failure for the protégés, but also potential damage to the sponsor’s own reputation and credibility, should the wider team not endorse and take on their recommendations.


Even when someone is put forward for a new role or opportunity, the same research shows that their chances of being accepted and appointed are indeed limited because often these decisions have been made not by individuals, but by groups, committees, board members or investors – all of whom need to be individually and personally convinced and assured of the candidate’s ability to perform as required in the role. Those managers who did push for the advancement of their team members or protégés noted that creating the same opportunity for an under-represented employee took more work than for a comparably talented or experienced over-represented protégé. They believed this was because of the perceived risk that others felt they would be exposing themselves to if they were seen to be taking responsibility for – or backing – a ‘minority’ manager, and so they needed to invest additional time, effort and political manoeuvring into convincing their colleagues that their protégé would not be a huge risk.58
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