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FEMALE EQUITY PARTNERS
Twelve months to December 2017 Six months to July 2017 Twelve months to December 2016 

● LARGE  ● INTERNATIONAL Women as Number Total Female Women as Number Total Female Women as Number Total Female
--- % equity of equity number of equity % equity of equity number of equity % equity of equity number of equity

partners partners partners partners partners partners partners partners partners partners partners partners
ALLENS 25.1% 125.0 129.0 31.4 23.7% 124.3 128.0 29.5 23.0% 126.5 130.5 29.1
ARNOLD BLOCH LEIBLER 13.3% 30.0 34.5 4.0 7.1% 28.0 34.5 2.0 7.1% 28.0 34.6 2.0
BAKER & MCKENZIE AUSTRALIA 6.5% 46.0 79.4 3.0 8.3% 48.0 80.4 4.0 6.4% 47.0 81.3 3.0
BANKI HADDOCK FIORA 62.5% 8.0 9.0 5.0 61.5% 7.8 10.2 4.8 61.5% 7.8 10.2 4.8
CLAYTON UTZ 19.4% 135.2 167.4 26.2 18.6% 140.0 170.0 26.0 16.8% 134.1 171.9 22.5
CLYDE & CO 37.5% 24.0 24.0 9.0 N/A    43.5% 23.0 23.0 10.0
COLIN BIGGERS & PAISLEY 0.0% 14.1 64.1 0.0 0.0% 14.0 66.5 0.0 0.0% 14.0 63.9 0.0
COOPER GRACE WARD 16.7% 12.0 19.8 2.0 16.7% 12.0 21.0 2.0 16.7% 12.0 20.8 2.0
CURWOODS LAWYERS 0.0% 6.0 15.0 0.0 0.0% 6.0 16.0 0.0 0.0% 6.0 17.0 0.0
DENTONS 22.7% 29.9 49.9 6.8 N/A    18.9% 25.9 46.8 4.9
DIBBSBARKER 24.4% 31.2 34.6 7.6 18.8% 28.8 36.4 5.4 16.5% 31.6 39.4 5.2
DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA 24.8% 65.8 65.8 16.3 24.4% 70.9 70.9 17.3 27.3% 73.7 74.7 20.1
GADENS LAWYERS 17.8% 33.8 90.3 6.0 15.7% 31.8 82.7 5.0 15.7% 31.8 88.2 5.0
GILBERT + TOBIN 30.0% 66.3 69.8 19.9 29.5% 64.7 69.3 19.1 28.3% 65.1 70.7 18.4
GILCHRIST CONNELL 20.0% 5.0 16.1 1.0 20.0% 5.0 17.2 1.0 16.7% 6.0 17.1 1.0
HALL & WILCOX LAWYERS 18.0% 36.6 66.2 6.6 18.0% 36.6 67.0 6.6 17.1% 38.6 68.1 6.6
HOGAN LOVELLS 28.6% 7.0 7.0 2.0 28.6% 7.0 7.0 2.0 N/A    
HOLDING REDLICH 13.5% 37.0 53.8 5.0 17.9% 28.0 51.0 5.0 N/A
HOLMAN WEBB 10.0% 10.0 26.4 1.0 10.0% 10.0 26.0 1.0 10.0% 10.0 26.0 1.0
HOPGOODGANIM 15.0% 20.0 40.9 3.0 15.8% 19.0 40.3 3.0 15.8% 19.0 40.3 3.0
HWL EBSWORTH LAWYERS 13.4% 144.2 211.4 19.3 13.4% 142.0 219.0 19.0 13.6% 147.0 207.0 20.0
JACKSON MCDONALD 25.5% 18.8 25.5 4.8 21.9% 19.2 26.2 4.2 25.0% 20.0 27.0 5.0
JOHNSON WINTER & SLATTERY 15.1% 46.4 59.9 7.0 16.7% 48.0 63.0 8.0 18.6% 43.0 61.0 8.0
KING & WOOD MALLESONS 26.6% 159.1 159.1 42.4 25.1% 154.5 154.5 38.8 25.8% 154.5 154.5 39.8
MACPHERSON KELLEY N/A 0.0 40.6 0.0 21.1% 42.1 42.1 8.9 0.0% 0.0 43.0 0.0
MADDOCKS 24.4% 40.6 70.8 9.9 26.5% 40.4 67.7 10.7 25.8% 33.3 67.0 8.6
McCULLOUGH ROBERTSON 9.1% 33.0 48.0 3.0 8.1% 34.6 45.6 2.8 7.7% 36.6 48.8 2.8
MILLS OAKLEY LAWYERS 9.8% 41.0 95.6 4.0 10.8% 37.0 88.2 4.0 7.9% 38.0 87.2 3.0
MORAY & AGNEW LAWYERS 7.1% 28.0 95.0 2.0 7.1% 28.0 94.0 2.0 7.1% 28.0 89.0 2.0
NORTON ROSE FULBRIGHT 26.9% 99.7 148.9 26.8 25.3% 83.0 116.8 21.0 23.6% 89.0 123.1 21.0
PIPER ALDERMAN 5.3% 38.0 59.0 2.0 3.6% 28.0 51.0 1.0 3.8% 26.0 50.0 1.0
RUSSELL KENNEDY 17.2% 14.5 33.9 2.5 18.5% 13.5 32.9 2.5 18.5% 13.5 33.7 2.5
SEYFARTH SHAW 14.3% 7.0 9.0 1.0 25.0% 8.0 10.0 2.0 23.1% 7.8 9.8 1.8
SPARKE HELMORE LAWYERS 23.1% 38.9 73.7 9.0 21.4% 42.0 77.8 9.0 21.1% 38.0 70.8 8.0
SQUIRE PATTON BOGGS 7.1% 14.0 20.6 1.0 7.1% 14.0 20.6 1.0 18.2% 11.0 21.4 2.0
THOMSON GEER 12.8% 60.8 96.0 7.8 12.8% 60.8 95.8 7.8 12.8% 60.8 86.8 7.8
THYNNE + MACARTNEY 0.0% 9.8 16.0 0.0 0.0% 9.0 17.0 0.0 0.0% 8.8 15.0 0.0
TRESSCOX LAWYERS 24.0% 15.4 25.4 3.7 22.1% 16.3 26.3 3.6 21.1% 17.1 27.5 3.6
WOTTON + KEARNEY 8.3% 12.0 21.0 1.0 8.3% 12.0 22.0 1.0 8.3% 12.0 18.6 1.0
Total 19.4% 1564.1 2373.4 303.0 18.6% 1514.3 2264.9 281.0 18.6% 1484.5 2265.7 276.5
Large 22.2% 856.1 1047.4 190.1 21.2% 840.2 1024.3 178.5 21.0% 850.7 1019.2 178.7
International 17.8% 127.9 189.9 22.8 11.7% 77.0 118.0 9.0 18.9% 114.7 182.3 21.7
Domestic 15.7% 543.1 1081.3 85.1 15.6% 569.1 1071.6 88.5 14.7% 519.1 1064.2 76.1

THE AUSTRALIAN PARTNERSHIP SURVEY
FIRMS WHERE WOMEN DO WELL: EQUITY AND SALARIED PARTNERS

Twelve months to December 2017 Six months to July 2017 Twelve months to Dec 2016 
● LARGE  ● INTERNATIONAL Women as Number Total Women as Number Total Women as Number Total

percent of women partner percent of women partner percent of women partner
of partners partners numbers of partners partners numbers of partners partners numbers

ALLENS 25.9% 33.4 129.0 23.8% 30.5 128.0 23.1% 30.1 130.5
ARNOLD BLOCH LEIBLER 18.8% 6.5 34.5 18.8% 6.5 34.5 19.1% 6.6 34.6
BAKER & MCKENZIE 15.9% 12.6 79.4 16.9% 13.6 80.4 17.6% 14.3 81.3
BANKI HADDOCK FIORA 55.6% 5.0 9.0 47.1% 4.8 10.2 47.1% 4.8 10.2
CLAYTON UTZ 23.9% 40.0 167.4 22.4% 38.0 170.0 22.6% 38.9 171.9
CLYDE & CO 37.5% 9.0 24.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 43.5% 10.0 23.0
COLIN BIGGERS & PAISLEY 19.8% 12.7 64.1 17.9% 11.9 66.5 16.1% 10.3 63.9
COOPER GRACE WARD 24.2% 4.8 19.8 28.6% 6.0 21.0 27.9% 5.8 20.8
CURWOODS LAWYERS 20.0% 3.0 15.0 25.0% 4.0 16.0 29.4% 5.0 17.0
DENTONS 33.9% 16.9 49.9 N/A 0.0 0.0 30.3% 14.2 46.8
DIBBSBARKER 31.8% 11.0 34.6 28.0% 10.2 36.4 28.4% 11.2 39.4
DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA 24.8% 16.3 65.8 24.4% 17.3 70.9 26.9% 20.1 74.7
GADENS LAWYERS 29.8% 26.9 90.3 30.4% 25.1 82.7 21.1% 18.6 88.2
GILBERT + TOBIN 31.4% 21.9 69.8 31.3% 21.7 69.3 29.8% 21.1 70.7
GILCHRIST CONNELL 25.5% 4.1 16.1 30.2% 5.2 17.2 29.8% 5.1 17.1
HALL & WILCOX LAWYERS 23.0% 15.2 66.2 24.2% 16.2 67.0 23.9% 16.3 68.1
HOGAN LOVELLS 28.6% 2.0 7.0 28.6% 2.0 7.0 N/A   
HOLDING REDLICH 28.6% 15.4 53.8 25.5% 13.0 51.0 23.4% 11.0 47.0
HOLMAN WEBB 26.5% 7.0 26.4 26.9% 7.0 26.0 26.9% 7.0 26.0
HOPGOODGANIM 34.0% 13.9 40.9 33.0% 13.3 40.3 33.0% 13.3 40.3
HWL EBSWORTH LAWYERS 19.3% 40.9 211.4 20.1% 44.0 219.0 17.4% 36.0 207.0
JACKSON MCDONALD 29.4% 7.5 25.5 23.7% 6.2 26.2 25.9% 7.0 27.0
JOHNSON WINTER & SLATTERY 19.7% 11.8 59.9 20.6% 13.0 63.0 24.6% 15.0 61.0
KING & WOOD MALLESONS 26.6% 42.4 159.1 25.1% 38.8 154.5 25.8% 39.8 154.5
MACPHERSON KELLEY 22.2% 9.0 40.6 21.1% 8.9 42.1 22.6% 9.7 43.0
MADDOCKS 32.3% 22.9 70.8 31.6% 21.4 67.7 31.2% 20.9 67.0
McCULLOUGH ROBERTSON 16.7% 8.0 48.0 17.1% 7.8 45.6 18.4% 9.0 48.8
MILLS OAKLEY LAWYERS 15.5% 14.8 95.6 12.9% 11.4 88.2 10.6% 9.2 87.2
MORAY & AGNEW LAWYERS 25.3% 24.0 95.0 24.5% 23.0 94.0 24.7% 22.0 89.0
NORTON ROSE FULBRIGHT 31.0% 46.2 148.9 27.1% 33.4 116.8 27.1% 33.3 123.1
PIPER ALDERMAN 20.3% 12.0 59.0 19.6% 10.0 51.0 20.8% 10.4 50.0
RUSSELL KENNEDY 26.3% 8.9 33.9 27.1% 8.9 32.9 26.4% 8.9 33.7
SEYFARTH SHAW 22.2% 2.0 9.0 30.0% 3.0 10.0 28.6% 2.8 9.8
SPARKE HELMORE LAWYERS 28.2% 20.8 73.7 29.3% 22.8 77.8 29.4% 20.8 70.8
SQUIRE PATTON BOGGS 27.2% 5.6 20.6 32.0% 6.6 20.6 34.6% 7.4 21.4
THOMSON GEER 17.9% 17.2 96.0 18.8% 18.0 95.8 17.3% 15.0 86.8
THYNNE + MACARTNEY 13.8% 2.2 16.0 17.6% 3.0 17.0 14.7% 2.2 15.0
TRESSCOX LAWYERS 42.1% 10.7 25.4 40.3% 10.6 26.3 40.0% 11.0 27.5
WOTTON + KEARNEY 28.6% 6.0 21.0 22.7% 5.0 22.0 19.4% 3.6 18.6
Total 24.9% 590.5 2372.4 23.9% 542.1 2264.9 23.7% 547.7 2312.7
Large 24.7% 258.3 1047.4 23.6% 241.7 1024.3 23.0% 234.3 1019.2
International 25.3% 48.1 189.9 21.4% 25.2 118.0 26.7% 48.7 182.3
Domestic 25.0% 284.1 1135.1 24.5% 275.2 1122.6 23.8% 264.7 1111.2

Many Australian universities, in-
cluding my own institution,
UNSW Law, require under-
graduate law students to study
another degree. 

A student can combine law
with commerce, science or arts,
among others, including combina-
tions like computer science. 

Graduates can stand out from the herd with law-science degree
In making these decisions,

there tends to be a bit of a herd
mentality. For example, the data
for students starting at UNSW
Law in Semester 1, 2017, (including
transfer students) has only 45 stu-
dents enrolling in degrees in the
science or engineering faculties
alongside their law degree.

There are other faculties with
small numbers of combined law
students — eight in the Faculty of
Art and Design, three in the
Faculty of Built Environment and
three in a combined Arts and Busi-
ness program.

There are two faculties with
large numbers of combined law
students: 160 in the Faculty of Arts
and Social Sciences and 226 in the
UNSW Business School.

Of the latter, 200 students
chose to study commerce/law. Of
the 45 students doing a science or
engineering degree, only two
chose a specialist computer sci-
ence/law degree, although others
may be taking computing subjects
within a general engineering
(hons)/law or science/law degree,
within an information systems
major in a commerce/law degree,
or as a “free elective” within any
other program.

The lack of diversity is itself a
problem. The reason for combined
degrees is that law is always about
something else.

If lawyers are to understand the
industries in which clients operate,
an overlapping educational back-
ground is a significant advantage.

This is obvious in areas such as
patent law, but also applies to areas
such as construction and urban
development (civil engineering or
city planning), family law (psy-
chology), and copyright (music,
art, design, film, or writing).

Such degrees are far from es-
sential for practice in these areas
but, then, neither is the ever-popu-
lar commerce. 

In addition, society benefits
when there are lawyers who also
understand the workings of poli-
tics, social structures, scientific
method, statistical reasoning, data
analytics, philosophy, crimi-
nology, and the creative process.

Lawyers are often involved in
formulating and interpreting the
rules by which society is governed,

so having some people who under-
stand the law and the various dif-
ferent ways of understanding the
world is crucial.

Understanding data analytics is
helpful in critiquing the use of
data-driven tools, already used in
the US in making decisions on bail,
sentencing and parole. 

Of course, commerce is also an
important aspect of the modern
world and it is thus understand-
able that many choose to combine
their law degree with commerce.

Students who are interested in
commerce should, of course, pur-
sue that interest. However, I am
not convinced that almost half of
those commencing a law degree
are more interested in commerce
than other fields of study.

The overrepresentation of
commerce, which may be higher
at UNSW than elsewhere, likely
stems primarily from beliefs about
career opportunities among advis-
ers and parents. 

While a commerce/law degree
gives students useful skills, so do
other combinations. If you are one
of more than 200 students with a
similar educational background
applying for the same job, you
need to demonstrate you are near
the top of the heap (through
grades, leadership potential or
other skills and experiences).

If, on the other hand, you are, as
I was many years ago, one of very
few science/law students (and
even fewer mathematics majors),
then you get noticed. What you

offer is more distinct (for me, it was
logical thinking, intellectual rig-
our, and problem-solving skills). 

In addition, those studying
more technical subjects alongside
a law degree have particular
advantages. Technology is becom-
ing an increasingly important sec-
tor of the economy, and is also an
important part of business opera-
tions and individual lives.

Technology continues to
change how law is practised: law
firms are looking to process inno-
vation, electronic discovery, auto-
mated document analysis,
compliance systems, blockchain
transactions, and legal bots either
within their own practice or as a
service to clients.

There is thus a strong demand

for legal graduates with technical
expertise, not only for legal work
but also to take on hybrid roles
such as legal knowledge engineers
and legal technologists. 

Hybrid expertise is also import-
ant in fields such as cybersecurity
and data governance. 

High school leavers should
think outside the box. We need
them to ask: “Which dual degree
best matches my interests and the
future legal market?” Hopefully,
more than two of them will enrol
in computer science/law in 2018.

Associate professor Lyria Bennett 
Moses is director of the Allens Hub 
for Technology, Law and 
Innovation at the University of 
NSW.

LYRIA BENNETT MOSES

Decorating the Christmas tree
with my 15-year-old daughter this
week, I mentioned the recent re-
sults of The Australian partnership
survey conducted with ECP Legal
and asked her for a meme.

Her reactions were instructive
of the future generational view of
how the legal profession has navi-
gated the gender balance issue.
Yeah, Nah! Indeed!

Curiously, the meme goes a
number of ways. Yeah its improv-
ing, Nah, it’s not enough. Yeah
women are being offered partner-
ship opportunities but Nah, they
choose to opt out of the prize.

Women’s dissatisfaction with
the traditional partnership model
is hardly news. At the recent
launch of 100 Years in Law by
NSW Women Lawyers Associ-
ation, we heard of Marie Byles, the
first female practising solicitor in
NSW, admitted in 1924.

A woman before her time, ac-
cording to biographer Anne
McLeod, Marie started her own
law firm because she felt the male
partnership model would give her
no decent opportunity to be treat-
ed as more than a law clerk.

She wanted more control, hired
mainly part-time female lawyers
and clerks, and was known to be
unusually timely and responsive
for a lawyer in those days.

I would love to be able to say we
are embarking on a new era of gen-
der balance in law firm partner-
ships, but even over the past few
weeks I have listened to several
discouraging stories from high
quality females from major law
firms suggesting the situation is
still two steps forward and one
back. The first was a lady who has
been a partner in a couple of qual-

It’s improving, but gender 
balance still a long way off

ity firms. She is smart, a good oper-
ator and is adept at business
development.

She recounted an equity part-
ner (male) when she was a salaried
partner went to her client that she
had personally brought to the firm,
without consulting her, asking the
client to transfer the work to him
because he questioned her ability
to focus on the matter as she was
going on maternity leave.

The second situation shocked
me even more. This high-quality
longstanding senior associate was
knocking on the door for promo-
tion. The response in discussion
from the partner (a 40-something
male) was: “Why are you so keen
to be a partner, you don’t need to
be. Your husband is a partner, he’ll
take care of you!”

Finally, a high performing part-
ner of a large firm confided quite
regretfully that the partnership
was still a boys’ club in the way de-
cisions were made about who con-
trolled the work, and she felt it was
becoming harder for women to
progress. She was concerned for
the very talented female SAs com-
ing up the ranks, that they would
walk as a result.

These three examples speak to
the most important Yeah, Nah in
the gender balance equation
which is not so PC to discuss.

Performance and focus are
linked and rightly or wrongly,
those who are able to focus most
for longest tend to have an expo-
nential improvement in their per-
formance, career progression, and
ability to attract the best work. 

The reality is that many women
have more distractions from work
during their career than most men.

Rightly or wrongly, it is not PC
to say it and of course there are ex-
ceptions to the generalisation, but
men are often more able to be

there 24/7, be visible, available to
grab the work, work all weekend
or for weeks on end round the
clock and to do that job. This is the
innate unfairness in the equation. 

Desk time and gunning for the
best work is often the way to get
ahead in a law firm, often at the ex-
pense of fair play, collaboration,
and ability.

It is quite the dilemma for law
firm leadership that just when they
are under pressure from client di-
versity procurement policies to
embark on massive drives to re-
cruit and promote female part-
ners, those supposedly champing
at the bit have left the room. 

Women have voted with their
feet for years. They have moved
in-house, into government and
contracting roles and to new law
platforms where flexibility to jug-
gle other aspects of life is support-
ed, and work distribution and
opportunity is not dependant on
appearance hours.

So, who is doing well for
women? Fore calendar year 2017
there are several firms that look to
have made a giant leap forward
based on the percentage of new
partners who are female. Some of
these are internal promotions and
some lateral hires. King & Wood
Mallesons, Clayton Utz, Dibbs
Barker, Wotton + Kearney and
Dentons stand out at over 50 per
cent of new partnership positions
going to women in 2017. 

Two steps forward can also be
claimed for overall gender bal-
ance, with surveyed firms having
24.9 per cent of female partners
this year, up from 23.7 per cent in
2016. Yeah! … but nah, such small
incremental improvements are
not nearly enough.

Shaaron Dalton is a partner with 
Eaton Capital Partners.

SHAARON DALTON

A strategic merger has enabled the
Australian practice of Norton
Rose Fulbright to leap ahead of its
rivals and emerge with the nation’s
largest cohort of female partners.

The merger with Henry Davis
York, which took effect this
month, means Norton Rose Ful-
bright now out-ranks three big
firms that had previously domi-
nated the profession on this
measure.

The Australian practice of this
international firm now has the
equivalent of 46.2 full-time female
partners — equity and salaried —
which is an increase of 12.9 since
this time last year.

The former leader on this mea-
sure, King & Wood Mallesons, has
also increased the number of fe-
male partners but is now in second
position with 42.4, followed by
HWL Ebsworth with 40.9 and
Clayton Utz with 40.

But King & Wood Mallesons
has easily retained its position as
the home of the biggest cohort of
female equity partners among the
39 firms covered by The Austra-
lian’s end-of-year partnership
survey.

Unlike some other firms, all of
the 42.4 female partners at King &
Wood Mallesons are equity part-
ners.

The Australian’s survey, con-
ducted by Eaton Capital Partners,
shows that on average the pro-
portion of female partners at the
39 firms — equity and salaried —
has increased by just over 1 per
cent — from 23.7 per cent to
24.9 per cent.

But on the key measure of equi-
ty partnership, the increase is less
than 1 per cent.

Women hold just 19.4 per cent
of the firms’ equity partnerships
compared to 18.6 per cent last year.

While women have long
formed the majority of law school
graduates, the survey found they
represent a smaller proportion of
this year’s intake of new partners
— equity and salaried — than they
did last year.

Women accounted for 33.7 per
cent of this year’s intake of new
partners — equity and salaried —
compared to 36.2 per cent last
year.

Just 87 new female partners
were appointed this year com-
pared to the full-time equivalent of
85.7 last year.

But when the promotion prac-
tices of individual firms are exam-
ined they show that some firms are
working hard to increase the num-
ber of female partners.

King & Wood Mallesons,
which has the largest cohort of

per cent, Maddocks on 48.7 per
cent, Holding Redlich on 48.1 per
cent and Allens on 43.2 per cent.

Berkeley Cox, who is K & WM’s
chief executive partner for Austra-
lia, said his firm’s performance was
the result of a deliberate focus over
a sustained period.

“Support, encouragement and
structures need to be in place
many years before eligibility for
partnership to maximise the chan-
ces of equalising the opportunities
and pathways and overcome the
factors that get in the way,” Mr
Cox said.

While the firm was pleased
with this year’s results he believed
it still had a long way to go.

“We still lose too many fantas-
tic female lawyers too early in their
career and we need to fix this,” Mr

Cox said. “When looking at part-
ner promotions since 2012 almost
40 per cent were women and over
18 per cent — including men —
were working flexibly at the time
of their promotion.

“Women are also represented
across all the firm’s leadership,
making up 27 per cent of our board,
54 per cent of the executive team
and 50 per cent of our four manag-
ing partners.”

Norton Rose Fulbright man-
aging partner Wayne Spanner
said his firm was now the first
of those with more than 100 part-
ners in which women account for
more than 30 per cent of the part-
nership.

“This was one of our key targets
for 2020,” Mr Spanner said.

“But through the merger pro-

cess it gives you scope to look at
the business as a whole and apply a
diversity lens through it.”

While the big firms have the
largest cohorts of female partners,
the strongest performers in per-
centage terms were smaller prac-
tices led by Banki Haddock Fiora
where 55.6 per cent of partners are
female.

TressCox is in second place on
this measure with a partnership
that is 42.1 per cent female, fol-
lowed by Clyde & Co on 37.5 per
cent, HopgoodGanim on 34 per
cent, Dentons on 33.9 per cent, and
Maddocks on 42.3 per cent.

Among the international firms,
Clyde & Co’s 37.5 per cent is the
highest proportion of female part-
ners, well ahead of the 25.3 per cent
average for that sector.

Strategic merger shatters the glass ceiling
CHRIS MERRITT
LEGAL AFFAIRS EDITOR

female equity partners, also had
the highest proportion of women
among this year’s intake of new
partners — 69.7 per cent.

This was followed by Clayton
Utz on 58.3 per cent, DibbsBarker
on 56.5 per cent, Dentons on 52.9
per cent, Wotton Kearney on 50

‘We still lose too 
many fantastic 
female lawyers too
early in their 
career and we need
to fix this’
BERKELEY COX
K&WM’S CHIEF PARTNER

With a little effort, it is possible to
view the findings from today’s
partnership survey as good news
for women lawyers.

It’s more accurate, however, to
see things this way: there are very
strong signs of progress that can
easily divert attention from the big
picture — which is overwhelm-
ingly bleak.

The bottom line is this: for
women lawyers, the pace of
change in the private profession as
a whole has long been glacial.

But based on the reduced pro-
portion of women in this year’s in-
take of new partners, even that
glacier is at risk of coming to a halt.

For the best part of 20 years I
have been monitoring the prog-

Glacial pace of workplace change at risk of grinding to halt
ress — or otherwise — of women
in the legal profession.

For all of that period I have
been hearing that time and demo-
graphic change will solve all the
woes of women lawyers and make
it inevitable that they will rise to
the top in significant numbers.

And by significant, I mean
something that comes close to re-
flecting the fact that women — as
of last year — formed a small
majority in the solicitors’ branch of
the profession.

Today’s survey results show
that those who rely on time and
demographic change to fix this
problem are kidding themselves. 

Right now the most astute law
firms have achieved great results
in their efforts to ensure women
are not excluded from the pool of
potential partners. That work is
paying off.

But at the same time, the survey
results show that the efforts of
other firms need attention.

The fabled demographic wave
of women lawyers is here but there
will be no improvement until indi-
vidual managing partners take this
issue seriously. It’s a problem that,

Titterton, a partner at Clyde & Co.
“First, work hard — that

sounds obvious — but you need to
demonstrate capacity and talent,’’
Ms Titterton said,

‘‘But you also need to identify
those partners you want as men-
tors and sponsors.

“Look for those mentors and
soak up as much as you can from
them because they are going to be
the ones supporting you and tell-
ing the rest of the partnership
about you.

“When I look at the ingredients
for the significant number of fe-
male partners at our firm, if you
look into the backstory of those in-
dividuals — including myself —
that is a significant aspect of their
success.

“It’s not just mentoring and the
conversations they have with you,
it’s talking about the sponsoring,
talking about your talent to others
and providing opportunities for
you to shine.” 

The Legal Affairs section will 
resume on January 19. Merry 
Christmas to readers and a happy 
new year.

unless addressed, risks placing
their firms at a long-term disad-
vantage.

Some firms are leading the way,
introducing changes that rest on a
clear business case for retaining
and promoting more women.

If law firms are serious about
providing their clients with the
best possible legal advice, they

cannot afford to alienate half of
the available talent.

It is therefore in their interest to
take positive steps to address the
factors that encourage senior
women to find more amenable
employment elsewhere.

Those women who aspire to
partnership could do a lot worse
than to take the advice of Alena

‘You need to demonstrate capacity and talent’: Clyde & Co 
partner Alena Titterton’s advice to aspiring female lawyers

PREJUDICE
CHRIS MERRITT

First, work hard — that sounds 
obvious — but you need to 
demonstrate capacity and talent.
ALENA TITTERTON, CLYDE & CO


