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Abstract


Race, class, and gender theories seem to be fighting different battles and generally fall short of offering a comprehensive theory of enduring inequality that can explain or specify the changing patterns of race and gender inequality in the U.S. in the latter part of the twentieth century.  Here we offer some preliminary steps toward a compound theory of educational attainment, family status, class, and labor markets as these differentially affect race and gender earnings in complex yet comprehensible ways.  Using Current Population Survey data, we examine the changes in race and gender earnings gaps, 1958-2000 and then estimate an Ordinary Least Squares regression model predicting 2000 earnings for working respondents, using age, education, family and work status, class, and labor market measures as predictors.  Then we use the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition to test some predictions derived from debates on the “declining significance of race” and the “glass ceiling” and from the literature on the gendered marriage and motherhood penalties and the regional as opposed to industrial base of racial labor market segmentation. 
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Deconstructing Race, Class, and Gender Inequality in Personal Earnings

Clearly, the gender gap in employment earnings was declining steadily from 1980-2000 while the racial gap was not.  There are many competing theories of race, class, and gender inequality that claim to explain this finding, but they seem to be speaking past each other in offering interpretations of three pieces of the puzzle that fail to congeal into a synthetic or even a compound theory that explains how race relations, gender relations, and class structure have changed in such a way so as to produce this particular pattern.


The explanation for declining racial progress has tended to be political—blaming Reagan and the conservative backlash of the Reagan years for the decline in affirmative action and equal opportunity programs (Cancio, Evans, and Maume 1996).  This interpretation has been challenged, however, by those who, in the tradition of the Wisconsin School, assert that we need to pay particular attention to the ways in which education is enabling women to prepare for professional or white collar careers but failing to reduce the racial gap because education is failing to serve the urban poor (Alon 2009; Condron 2009; Downey, von Hipple, and Broh 2004; Farkas and Vicknair 1996; Neal and Johnson 1996).  

Although this "Wisconsin" education model might seem more compelling, the predominant explanation for the gender gap also tends to be political, defending the feminist theory of the "glass ceiling" that is sustained by patriarchy and the relatively invisible exclusionary efforts of top management old boys' networks (Britton and Williams 2000; Ferree and Purkayastha 2000; U.S. Department of Labor 1991).  Here too there are critics, including Baxter and Wright (2000:285), who claim that the authority dimension of class is relatively permeable and that women in the U.S. have managed to penetrate the higher circles even more effectively than they have pierced the class boundary separating the supervisor from the more proletarian worker.

With regard to changes in class structure, more or less radical critiques of the postmodern or postindustrial economy point to changes in the institutional order that have favored white women at the expense of black men (Harvey 1990; Leicht 2010; Tilly, Bluestone, and Harrison 1986; Wright and Dwyer 2003).  There are, however, a plethora of gender theory critics who argue that, particularly for women, cohort (Morgan 1998; Percheski 2008) or on-the-job training (Tam 1997) are more important than industrial sector.  Others argue that despite progress and favorable labor market conditions women still suffer disadvantages associated with the burden of marriage—particularly the burden of being the trailing spouse (Bielby and Bielby 1992) and the motherhood penalty (Budig and England 2001).  Others argue that, particularly for black men, regional rather than industrial aspects of labor market segmentation specify racial differences in unemployment that are more important than changes from the industrial to the postindustrial economy (Moore 2010; Mouw 2000).

These gender and racial Labor Market theories suggest that black men are trapped in the South and in rustbelt inner-cities (Moore 2010; Mouw 2000; Wilson 1997), while white women are trapped in marriages (Bielby and Bielby 1992) and burdened with children, a burden that is most serious for low-income women and likely to be more salient for black women (Budig and Hodges 2010).  There are, in fact, further complications facing education (Farkas and Vicknair 1996) and class theories (Baxter and Wright 2000) of racial and gender inequality.  Wright’s earliest work on Marxist class categories (Wright and Perrone 1977) offers evidence of gender differences in both earnings and in the effect of education upon earnings for white female, as opposed to male, managers.  There is also some evidence in his more recent work that the apparent success of U.S. women in penetrating the glass ceiling of managerial authority is more apparent than real (Wright 1997:319).  Perhaps managerial authority still does not yield the same effects for men and women.  
Similarly, there is considerable evidence that self-employment is a mixed blessing (Portes 1996; Portes and Zhou 1996; Sanders and Nee 1996) and that its effects vary by race and gender.  Black men and women generally lack the wealth required for self-employment and also face discrimination in the marketplace (Oliver and Shapiro 2006).  White women, particularly professional married women, do not face the same disadvantage in family wealth (Carr 1996) or in earnings that low-income self-employed women face, but self-employment, in general, seems to predict lower earnings for women (Budig 2006).  Thus the “competition versus exploitation” distinction (Tomaskovic-Devey and Roscigno 1996) between labor market and class theories is not sufficiently nuanced to capture racial and gender barriers that are either independent of class, as in the concentration of blacks in the South, or that interact with class and labor market, as in the racial and gender barriers to and effects of self-employment, professional credentials, and managerial and supervisorial authority.  There is also some evidence to suggest that racial and particularly gender barriers have declined for recent cohorts (Tomaskovic-Devey, Zimmer, Stainback, Robinson, Taylor, and McTague  2006), particularly for professional white women (Morgan 1998; Percheski 2008).

Here we are inclined to support the critical voices in these debates, but we also recognize their limitations.  If we embrace the “Wisconsin" theory of the educational disadvantage of blacks, how can we account for the fact that women are increasingly better educated than their male counterparts but still earn less, even though their education does not appear to be failing them (as "Wisconsin" might predict for black men).  Similarly, if we accept the revisionist class theory we are left with the problem of women who are managers but who earn less and have less effective authority or more narrowly circumscribed authority than their male counterparts (Wright 1997:319, 365).  

We suggest that the critical problem in the literature is not simply that gender, race, and class experts tend to ignore each other but, more important, that they tend to be locked in zero-sum games or significant coefficient competitions to demonstrate the superiority of class versus patriarchy or education versus politics, rather than attempting to combine or synthesize various elements of the competing approaches, recognizing that class and labor market need not be competing interpretations (Tomaskovic-Devey and Rosigno 1996) and that culture, notably family, and its association with wealth (Oliver and Shapiro 2006) as well as norms of the relative value of different tasks (Firestone, Harris, and Lambert 1999) need not be an alternative to class or labor market approaches.

We shall follow the lead of Tilly (1998), who offers a general theory of enduring inequality that can be applied to class, race, and gender inequality without sacrificing the fairly obvious differences between white women and black men in their institutional relations with white men, both at home and at work (Hogan 2001).  Since Tilly (1998) and Hogan (2001) have already developed this theoretical approach, which has, of course, been roundly criticized by class (Wright 2000), gender (Laslett 2000) and race (Morris 2000) scholars, the interested readers have adequate sources for the theoretical pros and cons (Tilly 2000).  

Here we shall focus on the empirical evidence to defend this synthetic approach, as an alternative to the competing claims in two debates.  First, we consider the "declining significance of race," specifically, the focus on the political/discrimination versus educational bases of enduring if not increasing racial inequality (Cancio et al. 1996 versus Farkas and Vicknair).  Second, we consider the patriarchal ("glass ceiling") versus class base of gender inequality (Baxter and Wright 1996 versus Britton and Williams 2000 and Ferree and Purkayastha 2000).  Then we shall add some gender (Motherhood Penalty: Budig and England 2001; Marriage Trap: Bielby and Bielby 1992) and race (Regional Poverty Traps: Moore 2010; Mouw 2000) theories that might be considered Labor Market theories, but should be included in theoretical and empirical work—not simply as controls but as components of racial and gender relations that sustain inequality.  We do not claim that we can definitely resolve either the race or the gender debate but we claim the preponderance of the evidence in favor of a synthetic theory that incorporates the best of the class, education, and class structure (or labor market) approaches and also attempts to come to grips with the race and gender effects of life as well as work.

Toward this end, we look at income inequality between 1958 and 2008 in order to document the fact that the decline in racial progress corresponded to the period of greatest progress in reducing the gender gap.  Thus if we wish to blame Reagan and neo-liberals (or conservatives) for abandoning equal opportunity for blacks, we also need to credit them for defending gender justice.  In this regard, the effects of postindustrial society and the effects of education seem to be more promising explanations.  
As we shall see, in Current Population Survey (CPS) data, white and black women, in 2000, were over-represented among professional workers and reported, on average, higher educational achievement than men of their own race.  At the same time, however, labor market barriers, including the marriage and children penalty (Budig and England 2001) and women's traditional burden of the double shift (fewer hours per week of paid employment and under-representation in core industries and union jobs) remained important constraints (see Perrucci 1978 on gender difference among college graduates; see Parcel and Sickmeier 1988 on dual labor markets; see Hartman, Roth, and Collins 1994 and Wunnava and Peled 1999 on gender and unions; see Morgan 1998 and Morgan 2000 on gender and engineering).

Most important, as we shall see when we deconstruct our Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) model (with the Blinder-Oaxaca method), the pattern of effects for white and black women and black men, in comparison with white men, are qualitatively different.  Here we shall compare what Cancio et al. (1996) have called non-discrimination ("explained") and discrimination ("unexplained") effects of the earnings gaps between white men and women, black and white men, and white men and black women.  Following the lead of Farkas and Vickair (1996) we question the assertion that these are "discrimination" effects and reject the comparison of total explained versus unexplained effects for a more detailed comparison or what we shall consider to be "distributional" and "other" effects of specific class, occupation, family status, and labor market effects that vary systematically across race and gender comparisons, most markedly in contrasting black men and white women in relation to white men.


There are, of course, some effects, notably marriage and children, which clearly advantage white men, even in comparison to black men, but particularly in comparison to women.  Alternatively, the effects of education, class, and region exhibit distinctive patterns of advantage and disadvantage that characterize the home and work lives of white and black men and women.  Generally, it is still true that our model, which fits the data quite well, works best in comparing black and white men.1  Nevertheless, this analysis indicates that the intersection of race, class, and gender defines a set of distinctive relations that produce distinctive advantages and disadvantages in the pursuit of personal earnings.  
We find very little support for the political explanations that tend to predominate in the literature and, in particular, no support for the “glass ceiling” hypothesis (U.S. Department of Labor 1991), even though we find considerable gender and racial disadvantages in labor market participation.  Only some of these disadvantages can be considered results of discrimination, however, as that term is normally used.  Alternatively, not all are clearly rooted in class relations (Wright 1997), in educational achievement (Farkas and Vicknair 1996), or in labor markets (Tomaskovic-Devey and Roscigno 1996).  All of the advantages and disadvantages can be interpreted, however, as evidence of exploitation, opportunity hoarding, emulation, and adaptation (as Tilly 1998 defines those terms) in institutionalized race, class, and gender relations in the U.S. at the dawn of the 21st century.
Race, Class, and Gender Inequality

Here we shall focus on two sides of two debates and on the prospect of offering an alternative to these dueling theoretical perspectives.  The first debate is rooted in the classic work of Wilson (1978) who proclaimed the declining significance of race in the aftermath of the equal opportunity and Great Society programs that dramatically reduced both poverty and racial inequality between 1968 and 1978 (the year of Wilson's publication).  Cancio et al. (1996) challenge what they take to be the thrust of Wilson's argument—that class now trumps race in explaining inequality, and offer a more explicitly political explanation for the lack of racial progress since 1978.  In this regard, they don't challenge so much as supplement Wilson.  Cancio et al. (1996) argue that the election of Reagan and the accompanying programs designed to turn back the clock on social justice, with the strong support of white racism or racial backlash, effectively halted or reversed racial progress.

As Farkas and Vicknair (1996) have argued, however, the "discrimination" effect that Cancio et al. (1996) report is merely the effect of unmeasured variables, the most important of which is mental ability.  In the tradition of the Wisconsin School (Sewell, Haller, and Ohlendorf 1970), Farkas and Vicknair (1996) include a standard measure of mental ability, although it is not clear that their measure is independent of the effects of education (which, supposedly, is true of IQ).  Nevertheless, Farkas and Vicknair (1996) specify the unexplained (or residual effects) of racial inequality that Cancio et al. (1996) attributed to discrimination, just as the “Wisconsin model” of 1970 specified the process through which parents’ social class advantages were transmitted to sons as direct and indirect effects on teacher and peer influence, academic performance, aspirations, and, ultimately, educational and occupational achievement (Sewell et al. 1970).  Simply stated, as blacks achieve higher education their pre-education or extra-educational disadvantages become increasingly salient (Condron 2009; Downey et al. 2004; Neal and Johnson 1996; Roscigno 1998) in explaining their failure to achieve the benefits of higher education, or, in different terms, the extent to which public schools are failing to educate black students, particular in our inner city slums.

This would suggest that there should be an interactive effect (or an "unexplained" effect in the decomposition) of education on earnings for black and white men, even after controlling for occupation and labor markets and everything else we can include in our explanatory model.  This would be support for the “Wisconsin” education (Farkas and Vicknair 1996) model, as opposed to the political or even the class model, since Wright and Perrone (1977) found that racial differences within class were limited to intercept (not slope) differences, unlike the gender effects.


Wright's more recent foray into the study of gender inequality is quite different, however.  Wright and Perrone (1977) indicated that women were not enjoying the advantages of class, in earnings (intercept) and in the return on education (slope), for white female managers, compared to black and white male managers.  More recently, however, Wright (1997:348-349) argues that women in the U.S. are more successful than their European or Asian counterparts in penetrating the glass ceiling to achieve top management positions.  Furthermore, Baxter and Wright (2000) find no evidence of a glass ceiling in the U.S.  Using logistic regression they find the only significant net effects (after controlling for occupation, part-time employment, public sector employment, education, age, age squared, children and marital status) was the logged odds of being a supervisor as opposed to a non-supervisorial worker in the U.S., Australia or Sweden, and the logged odds of being a lower versus middle manager in Australia and Sweden (but not the U.S.).  In no case were the logged odds of women being in positions of authority significantly lower as one moved up the hierarchy toward top management positions.

From these results Baxter and Wright (2000) conclude that there is no support for the glass ceiling hypothesis in the U.S. and very little support in Sweden or Australia.  At the same time, however, Wright (1997) concedes that there is a significant gender gap in authority in all countries that he compared and that the nature of gender inequality in the U.S. might be different as opposed to less pronounced than what he found in other countries.  As Wright concedes, “in many respects, gender relations are more egalitarian in Sweden: … the wage differential is much lower, … husbands, on average, perform a somewhat higher proportion of housework; and gender attitudes are significantly more egalitarian.”  
This would suggest that we should see significant effects of marriage and children for women as opposed to men in the U.S. (Budig and England 2001) and that we should see interaction (or unexplained) effects of managerial occupation (or class) in comparing white men and women.  In fact, Budig and Hodges (2010) suggest a more complex set of interactions surrounding the “motherhood penalty,” which is significantly greater for low wage earning mothers.  These findings were limited to white women, but the authors predict “strong negative effects of children on earnings among black women” (Budig and Hodges 2010:725).
There are, however, in addition to the effects of education and family status, labor market and class effects that further complicate racial and gender earnings gaps.  Since around 1972 (Harvey 1990), the emerging sales and service economy has provided a plethora of employment opportunities for white and (to a lesser extent) black women in professional white or pink collar employment (Morris and Western 1999:629-630, 633-639).  At the same time there has been an increase in self-employed women (Wright 1997), including women in large enterprises, but here it appears that the benefits of class are gendered.  

Specifically, it seems that men, particularly white men, are able to exploit unpaid family labor and to appropriate family wealth in order to further their careers as capitalists.  Generally, self-employment is associated with less than non-union worker wages, particularly after controlling for the hours the small business owner or self-employed crafts-person reports (Sanders and Nee 1996; Portes 1996; Portes and Zhou 1996).  The employer (in these data, those with ten of more employees), however, earns significantly more but not if she is a white woman.  Here we see evidence that white men are using self-employment as a means for exploiting family in pursuit of wealth while white women are using self-employment to accommodate the demands of family, particularly marriage and children (Carr 1996; Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer, and Robinson 2000; Bittman, England, Sayer, Folbre, and Matheson 2003; Hogan, Perrucci, and Behringer 2005; Percheski 2008; Budig and Hodges 2010).  This suggests that we should find interactions in self-employment predicting earnings for white men and women (Budig 2006).

Most interesting here, however, is that women's education and professional employment do not eliminate gender inequality, even though we expect to find that education does not fail women in the same way that it fails black men (Tam 1997; Roscigno 1998; Buchmann and DiPrete 2006).  This is particularly perplexing since it seems that while racial desegregation of occupations "essentially stops after 1980" gender desegregation continues "through 2003" (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006:584-586; Roscigno 2007).  
There is evidence that even as occupations are being integrated, however, race and gender barriers remain in access to supervisorial authority.  Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey (2009) find that women supervise other women, and blacks supervise other blacks, which may, in part, explain the gender barrier that Wright (1997) observed.  Wright (1997:68) finds that women in the U.S., black and white, are over-represented among unskilled workers and among unskilled supervisors and managers.  White but not black women are somewhat over-represented among experts but decidedly under-represented among expert supervisors and expert managers.  Furthermore, women in the U.S. in top management positions actually exercise less authority than comparable male managers (Wright 1997:365) which accounts, in part, for their lower earnings (Wright 1997:352).  This suggests that there should be interactive effects of managerial position predicting earnings for white men and women.
In a similar vein, at the opposite end of the class structure, manual or blue collar work has tended to favor black men over women in labor unions and employment opportunities in the core industries, notably construction and manufacturing, where black men are exploited as the last hired and first fired while women, black and white, have traditionally been excluded (Wilson 1978; Petersen and Morgan 1995; Wilson 1997; Kim and Sakamoto. 2010).  Here we would expect net (explained) but not interactive (unexplained) effects of unions, large firms, and core industries predicting earnings for black men but not women.
Finally, given the extent to which blacks are still concentrated in the South or in rustbelt cities we expect net (explained) but not interactive (unexplained) effects of region for blacks.  Unlike the effects of core industry and union jobs, here we expect that white women, even if they are trapped in marriage and constrained by their husband’s employment decisions (Bielby and Bielby 1992), will not suffer regional barriers as blacks do.  The need to follow husbands might contribute to irregular employment (Fuller 2008) but is not likely to tie well educated professional women to the rustbelt or the South, since these women are likely to be married to professional men whom they will be following to more promising labor markets where their husbands are most likely to find work. 

Data and Methods


Data used here are from the Current Population Survey (CPS) and were obtained online, in tabular form (for constructing the figures reported below) or as raw data, read with an online Stata Dictionary and recoding and labeling "do file" and then manipulated in a variety of ways within Stata.  The March Supplement was selected to provide annual earnings for persons, including self-employed persons, which are not available in the quarterly reports.  Persons (fifteen and over) in the labor force in the preceding year (2000) who reported non-zero (and non-negative) personal earnings from wages or salaries (or from self employment) were included in the sample.  Thus the roughly 250,000 cases in the dataset were reduced to 50,657 persons for whom earnings and a complete set of predictors were available in these data.

Among the predictors of personal earnings, the status indicators are age (in years), which serves as a surrogate for experience in these data, dummy variables for sex ("male" coded as female= 0, male=1), race ("white" coded as black=0, white=1), marital status (currently married=1), number of children under eighteen at home (0-9, in which "9" includes more than 9), and education (coded 0-6 following the general logic of Wright and Perrone 1977—"3" is high school graduate and "6" is postgraduate degree).  Occupational or employment status is represented by continuous variables for hours worked per week, weeks worked in 2000, and firm size (coded categorically in CPS and recoded using midpoints to approximate an interval scale: 5-1250 [representing the range from less than 10  to 1000 or more]).


Beyond these occupational status measures, labor market effects were represented by "core" industrial sector (coded 1, with periphery=0, following Beck, Horan, and Tolbert 1978) and region (dummies for Northeast, Midwest, West—South was excluded/reference category).  Occupations (or some might prefer, classes) included dummies for professional and managerial and supervisorial workers—coded from occupational codes as surrogates for what some might call skill/credentials and organizational property (or authority).  Unlike Wright (1997) these data allow for self-employed professionals but not for self-employed managers or supervisors.  The self-employed are identified by the CPS variable, "class of worker" ("a_clswkr"— not by the CPS occupational codes) and the "self employed" code in the CPS occupational measure (based on census classification) was excluded from the managerial classification.  There were, in fact, 923 self-employed professionals in this sample but (because of these coding decisions), there were no self-employed managers or supervisors.

The other deviation from Wright (1997) is the use of "union worker," a dummy, coded "1" when a union member is not self-employed or classified in the occupational listing as a professional, manager, or supervisor.  Conceptually, managers and supervisors represent, in theory, classes that effectively exploit workers (or union workers) in the interest of capital accumulation.  Both are wage or (more frequently for managers) salaried workers, but their class relations distinguish them from employers or workers.  Wright (1997) would call theirs "contradictory" class circumstances or relations.  Professionals, on the other hand, might be employees, proprietors (with less than 10 employees in these data) or salaried workers, but they are distinguished from "workers" as a privileged occupation that has managed to effectively monopolize the production and sale of a specific set of professional services.  

Sørensen (1996), Wright (1997), and Abbott (1988) would disagree on the basis for their privilege, but Tilly (1998) would consider professional licensing and credentialing as opportunity hoarding (much like union closed shop contracts).  Here we favor Tilly's (1998) position, but the important implication is that professionals are an occupation and might occupy various classes.  "Worker" thus becomes the excluded or reference category for both the class categories of employer, proprietor, manager, supervisor and the occupational categories of professional and union worker.  As a practical matter, this would allow us to include the worker dummy in the analysis, but we choose not to do so in order to retain the non-union, non-supervisorial worker as a reference point for each of these occupation and class measures.
Expectations


We are not particularly interested in a battle of the regression coefficients to indicate the relative importance of class versus status versus labor market effects, but we will test hypotheses derived from those models.  Otherwise, we are exploring the ways in which class, status, and labor market effects specify or interpret income inequality, in general, and race and gender differences in particular.  We expect our model to be a relatively effective explanatory model when used to predict logged personal income (it performs fairly well in predicting unlogged earnings as well—results available on request).  All of the coefficients should be significant and positive—except for the proprietor effect.  
The positive effects of family status, labor market, occupation, and class reflect the overwhelming influence of men, particularly white men, in determining the organization of work.  We expect that we might find different effects if we ran separate models (which we did—results available on request), but we are not interested in estimating interaction effects in OLS.  We choose instead to use the Blinder Oaxaca decomposition to consider what we might consider "distributional" and "other" effects.  


For further information on the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition, Blinder (1973) and Oaxaca (1973) are recommended.  Jann (2008) has developed software for STATA which runs separate OLS models for "groups" (in this case, black and white men and women) and then uses the results to calculate a series of instructive statistics.  First, the predicted values of the dependent variable (e.g., logged earnings for white or black men or women) are presented (with robust standard errors and probability estimates—p values and confidence intervals), along with the predicted difference between the two models—which can be interpreted, in this case, as the predicted gender or racial or compounded race and gender gap.


Although the OLS model separates the effects of race and gender, essentially estimating effects of race within gender and effects of gender within race, we have specified three separate comparisons in the decomposition.  In each case, the reference point is the logged personal earnings of white men in the sample, and the predictors are the same, but three separate decompositions were run: one comparing white men and women, a second comparing white and black men, and a third comparing white men and black women. 

These three separate runs are interpreted as analyses of the (white) gender gap, the (male) race gap, and compounded race and gender gaps.  As we shall see, the effects of the predictors differ substantially for white women and black men, when compared to white men, while the results for black women tend to exhibit a combination of the disadvantages (with virtually none of the advantages) enjoyed by white women and black men (in comparison to white men).  Thus it is convenient to estimate these models separately as the "gender," "race," and "race and gender" earnings gaps, since this facilitates efforts to indicate the ways in which black women are doubly disadvantaged (Hogan and Perrucci 2007).  


In each decomposition, the earnings gap is decomposed into two parts: (1) the effect of the different "group" values for the independent variables (e.g., racial differences in education) are called "explained " (what we might consider distributional) effects, (2) the residual group differences are called "unexplained" effects.  These two sets of effects sum to the predicted difference (in this case, the predicted racial gap) and, when compared to each other, indicate the relative importance of each of these effects.


In these terms, we expect that a large part of the racial gap in earnings (comparing white and black men) will be "explained" by distributional effects, because black men continue to have more limited access to education, professional and managerial positions and the family resources that provide access to marriage and investment markets.  Black men will be less likely to enjoy the benefits of marriage and self-employment (both the poorly paid proprietorships and the more remunerative employer relations).  

Black men will, however, benefit from unions and from work in large firms, where the literature suggests that wages are higher (see Hollister 2004; Kalleberg and Van Buren 1996).  These benefits include access to government work—which accounts for 28% of black men's jobs in large, over 1,000 worker, firms, among fulltime workers in these data.  Finally, black men are expected to suffer more from geographical limitations than from access to core industrial sectors, since they lack the wealth (Oliver and Shapiro 2006) and family resources to facilitate geographic mobility in search of employment opportunities, particularly since blacks have been concentrated, first in the South and more recently in the Midwest, both associated with lower wages and fewer economic opportunities in the postindustrial 21st century labor market (Fuller 2008; McCall 2001; Mouw 2000).

White women will benefit from more education but will suffer from marriage and children, both expected to decrease their personal earnings (although it may be associated with greater family income—a compensating factor that we will ignore here).  Unlike black men, white women will suffer from patriarchal exclusion from union and core industrial sector employment but will benefit from access to professional if not managerial jobs.  They will be similarly disadvantaged in self-employment, although they will not, compared to black men, lack the wealth to open their own businesses.  

Here we expect that white working women frequently will sacrifice earnings for the flexibility needed to accommodate unpaid family labor.  This will be evident in both the inability to work the same hours as men and in the tendency to earn less than non-union workers, even when she is an employer with ten of more employees.   

Finally, white women are expected to suffer more from patriarchal exclusion from core sector employment than from geographical constraints, despite the fact that they might be forced to follow their husband's career opportunities (Bielby and Bielby 1992).  The upside of the trailing spouse, for white women, is the liklihood that the new location will be a more attractive labor market for educated professional women (who tend to marry educated professional men and to follow them into major metropolitan areas).

Black women are expected to suffer the marriage penalty and the patriarchal exclusion of white women without the corresponding benefits of wealth and family support for higher education and self employment.  At the same time we might expect that the black woman, while not gaining the advantages of white female part-time professional workers (working for fulltime professional white men), does not pay the same price as a business or professional woman who is expected to sacrifice her career for her husband.  

Of course, the cost of independence is the lack of support that marriage to a wealthy family might provide.  Thus black women working outside the home are likely to have lower marriage rates and fewer children, thus being less encumbered, while still being trapped in Southern or Midwestern poverty.  Thus we can expect to find that black women suffer both gender and racial exclusion in their exploitation at work, if not to the same degree in their exploitation at home.

 
In sum, although we consider our work to be largely exploratory at this point, we offer several hypotheses that follow from the debates and the literature reviewed above, which will be the focus of our attention in interpreting the vast number of explained and unexplained effects that will be reported in the decomposition of our OLS model.
Hypotheses to be Tested in Blinder-Oaxaca Decomposition
H1: Education: negative explained and unexplained effects for black men (Race, “Wisconsin” Education model: Farkas and Vicknair 1996)
H2: Education: positive explained but no unexplained effects for white women (Gender, “Wisconsin” Education model: Buchmann and DiPrete 2006)
H3: Manager: negative explained and unexplained effects for white women (Gender: “Glass Ceiling” critics of Baxter and Wright 2000; Labor Market: Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2009)

H4: Professional: positive explained but no unexplained effect for white women (Class: Wright 1997; Gender: Morgan 1998) 
H5: Supervisor: negative explained but not unexplained effects for white women (Class: Baxter and Wright 2000)
H6: Self-employment: negative explained and unexplained effects for white women (Class: Wright 1997; Gender: Budig 2006; Carr 1996)

H6: Marriage and Children: negative explained and unexplained effect for women; particularly for black women (Gender, Marriage Penalty: Bielby and Bielby 1992; Motherhood Penalty: Budig and Hodges 2010)

H7: Large Firm, Core Industry, Union: negative explained but not unexplained effects for women (Labor Market: Kim and Sakamoto 2010; Gender: Hartman et al. 1994)
H8: Region: negative explained but not unexplained for blacks (Labor Market: Moore 2010) 

Findings

Figure 1 reports race and gender gaps calculated by comparing median annual personal income for black men, white women, and black women to median income for white men, using CPS tables to estimate points representing five year intervals between 1958 and 2008.  Clearly the race and gender gap, comparing black women to white men, declines dramatically between 1958 to 2008.  Black women earn less than 40% of the white male median in 1958 and nearly 60% by 1993, peaking at over 65% in 2003.  Black men and white women begin in a more advantageous position, with just over 60% of white male income in 1958 and peak in 2003 at just below 80%. 

Despite their virtually identical origins and destinations, however, the paths of race versus gender progress are distinctively different.  Black men, like black women, experienced the greatest progress between 1958 and 1978.  White women actually lost ground through the Sixties and into the mid-Seventies, beginning to narrow the gender income gap in 1978 and making their most marked progress during the Eighties, just as racial progress declined, during the Reagan-Bush years.

(figure 1 about here)

The general pattern of racial and gender progress over the past four decades, exhibited in Figure 1, is fairly consistent with conventional media accounts of the gaps.  The U.S. Census reports the history of race and gender inequality in percentage of median annual income for all persons fifteen and over in the fulltime year-round labor force (as indicated in Figure 1).


Usually, the census compares all whites, or all men and women, or men and women within race.  For present purposes, however, Figure 1 better illustrates the diverging patterns of racial and gender progress and the extent to which black women mirror the racial progress of the Sixties and Seventies and, to a lesser extent perhaps, the gender progress of the Eighties, while remaining consistently below the relative standing of white women and black men.  It is in this sense that black women may be said to be doubly disadvantaged, even as they benefit from the Equal Opportunity and Great Society programs and, later, from the women's struggle for equal rights. 


Although median income for fulltime year-round workers is the conventional base for historical comparisons, efforts to explain racial and gender inequality in OLS regression models, including the results that we report below, rely on estimates of mean rather than median differences and often include persons who worked less than fulltime for less than the entire year.
(figure 2 about here)


This tends to exaggerate the gender and the racial gaps, as seen in Figure 2.  The mean income of white men tends to be inflated by positive outliers—men who earn far more than their contemporaries, which increases the race and gender gaps.  Furthermore, the fact that women, particularly married women with children, are likely to have more irregular employment histories inflates the gender gap even more than the racial gap, as seen in Figure 2.  Here, in 2000, black women report roughly 45%, white women 52%, and black men 62% of mean white male income.


For present purposes, Figure 2 presents a better picture of racial and gender progress, since it takes into account the extent to which women might suffer as workers from their status as wives and mothers, which is an essential component of the model that we will interpret below.

First, however, Table 1 presents race and gender gaps in mean annual personal earnings in 2000 for "earners" who were employed for pay at the time of the interview, in March 2001.  Although these are weighted means, the gaps appear to be substantially smaller than what we observed in Figure 2, because we are excluding the unemployed, those who have less than complete employment data for the March supplement interview, and those who report zero or negative earnings.  

Thus we have already eliminated a fair amount of the racial gap, since black unemployment tends to be twice the white rate (Moore 2010), so the racial gap in Table 1 is 71% (black men are nearly ten points closer to white men here).  The gender gap is also attenuated, but not to the same extent, since part-time temporary women workers are still included, so long as they are still employed.  Thus the gender gap (57%) in Table 1 is only five points higher than in Figure 2, while the compounded gender and racial gap (53%) is eight points higher than in Figure 2, reflecting the racial difference in unemployment.2
(table 1 about here)


Of course, much of the racial gap and at least some of the gender gap can be interpreted or specified by examining the status, class, and labor market differences between white men and white women, black men, and black women.  The general pattern of these "explained" (or distributional effects) are presented in Table 2, as means (and standard deviations) for white and black men and women on all the predictors of personal earnings.  As seen in Table 2, the white men are slightly older and have more education than black men and women but not more than white women. They are likewise more likely to be married and more likely to have children living at home, compared to black men and white women.  White men also report working more hours per week and more weeks per year.
(table 2 about here)


White men do not, on average, work in larger firms but are more likely to work in the core industrial sectors and are more likely to be self-employed, particularly as employers but even as proprietors.  They are not, however, more likely to be professionals or managers (compared to white women) or union-workers, compared to black men and women.  They are, however, most likely to be supervisors and least likely to be non-union workers (only 56% "workers" in Table 2) and most likely to be working in the West.  

In fact, the race and gender patterns are quite pronounced, with women, particularly white women being most highly educated and over-represented in professional and even managerial occupations and in the Northeast.  Black men are less educated but work, on average, more hours than white or even black women.  Black men tend to work in large firms, are less likely to be in professional or managerial occupations or to be self-employed—even when compared to white women, but are more likely to have union jobs and most likely to be non-union workers (70%) living in the South (55%).

Black women are least likely to be married but tend to have more children at home.  They are more educated than black men if somewhat less educated than white men.  In hours and weeks of paid employment black women average somewhat more than white women but less than black men.  They tend, on average, to work in the largest firms but not in the core industrial sector.  They are least likely to be self-employed or supervisors but more likely than black men to be professionals or managers.  Thus they stand between black men and white women but closer to black men in being overwhelmingly (67%) non-union workers.  Similarly, they reside mostly (55%) in the South.

Rather than considering the significance of these "gross" differences in status, class, and labor market position, we will consider the significance of the net effects of these differences in predicting personal earnings.  First, however, the implications of these gender and racial differences should be considered in the context of the results of the OLS regression model predicting logged personal earnings for the entire sample.  These results are reported in Table 3.
(table 3)


There are large and significant race effects and even larger gender effects, even after controlling for all of the predictors described above.  At the same time, however, virtually all of the other effects are highly significant, in the expected direction, combining to explain over 45% of the variance.  The only negative effect, as expected, is for proprietors, who earn less than non-union workers, particularly when controlling for hours worked.  The only insignificant effect is the regional dummy representing the Midwest, where earnings were not significantly better than in the South.


Table 4 displays the results of the Blinder-Oaxaca Decompositions comparing white men to white women, black men, and black women.  Beginning with the total explained effects, it is clear that this model is much more effective in explaining (or specifying) racial as opposed to gender inequality.  For white women, total explained (or distributional) effects (-.271) represent only 51% (-.271/-.527) of the predicted gender difference in logged earnings (for whites).  For black men the model explains (-.164/-.256) 64% of the predicted difference.  For black women, the model explains (-.281/-.499) 56%.
(table 4 about here)


Nevertheless, the race and gender patterns of explained and unexplained effects are particularly interesting.  Generally, white men are advantaged by the explained (or distributional effects).  Age, a proxy for experience in these data does have a significant "explained" effect on racial but not on gender inequality, but the "unexplained" effect suggests that older white women are disadvantaged when compared to older white men.  This might be considered a cohort effect or an effect of irregular employment (Morgan 1998), effects which cannot be separately tested within the limits of these data.

Conversely, as predicted in H1 and H2, white women benefit from higher education while black women and black men in particular are disadvantaged (relative to white men).  Black men, as predicted in H1, suffer additional disadvantage in the large and significant (p<.05) effect of lower returns on education (indicated by the unexplained effect of education: -.161).  

We see a similar pattern in the marriage and children penalty, although here black men and particularly black women report larger explained effects—lower marriage rates, but white women report the largest marriage penalty, reporting significantly lower earnings when married (-.083), in contrast to the expectation in H6.  

For children under 18 at home, white women have fewer and black women more, which translates into a significant disadvantage for white women and a slight advantage for black women (since children predict higher earnings for white men).  The true nature of the gendered burden of children is apparent, however, in the unexplained effects, where black men suffer no significant disadvantage but white women (-.023) and particularly black women (-.048) suffer substantial and significant decrease in earnings with the addition of each child under 18 living at home, as predicted in H6.  In hours per week, however, white women are most disadvantaged—working fewer hours, but they also enjoy greater returns on additional hours worked.


Firm size is an advantage for the otherwise disadvantaged, in contrast to the expectation in H7, since black men and black and white women all tend to work for larger firms, compared to white men.  Also, the gender disadvantage in core industry employment is not simply a distributional effect, as expected in H7, but a significant interaction effect for black women, who earn relatively less when employed in the core.  The unexplained effect for white women does not quite reach significance (p<.05).  

The same is true for self-employment, although in this case it is the white women who are doubly disadvantaged, as predicted in H6.  All are under-represented among employers but only white women suffer a lower return on their status as employers.  For proprietorships the sign of the explained effects is different because white men are most likely to be proprietors and proprietorship is associated with lower earning.  Thus their under-representation among proprietors is an earnings advantage for black men and white and black women.  For white women, however, there is the additional (unexplained effect) disadvantage of even lower earnings in proprietorship (as predicted in H6).


White women claim an advantage, however, in their over-representation among professionals, as expected in H4, but a disadvantage in their under-representation among union workers, as expected in H7.  Conversely, black men enjoy the advantage of over-representation among union workers but under-representation among professionals.  In contrast to the expectation of the “glass ceiling” model (H3) white women are not significantly disadvantaged in access to or earnings associated with managerial jobs, but are, as Baxter and Wright (2000) found, under-represented among supervisors (as predicted in H4).  Unlike white women, both black men and black women are significantly disadvantaged by under-representation among managers, and all three are disadvantaged (relative to white men) by fewer supervisorial positions.  Here we find support for the Labor Market model of Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey (2009) but only for supervisors—not managers (per H3).  It appears here that there are distributional (explained) but not interactive (unexplained) effects, indicating racial and gender barriers to supervisorial work but no significant differences in the benefits of acquiring such positions.  

Finally, white women are advantaged by over-representation in the Northeast, while black men and women are disadvantaged by under-representation in the West and, for black women, in the Midwest, as expected in H8.

Discussion

White men are generally advantaged in employment earnings in 2000, as they were in 1958, in comparison to black men, white and black women.  The earnings gaps have diminished, of course, but substantial, significant differences in the work and family lives of white and black men and women continue to sustain racial and gender earnings gaps as we move into the postindustrial frontier of the 21st century.

These data do not offer evidence of a “glass ceiling” for white women, who are not under-represented among managers and do not earn significantly less than white male managers.  Instead, as Baxter and Wright (2000) found, white women are under-represented among supervisors, but are over-represented among professionals.  At the same time, the traditional problems of gender remain.  Women bear a heavy burden in unpaid kinship obligations that limit, particularly for married white women, their earnings, despite their success in getting a good education and getting good jobs.  Even when we control for family status, much of the mystery of gender inequality remains, but the large unexplained effects cannot be attributed to discrimination or sexism, at least not entirely.

Of course, there is evidence of discrimination in home and at work.  White women work fewer hours per week, which might be viewed as evidence that the double shift, including unpaid domestic labor, undermines their labor force participation.  The fact that these white women in the labor force have fewer children than white men, suggests that there are some women who stay at home, as well as some who work fewer hours (Percheski 2008). 

The disadvantage of caring for an overworked but better paid self-employed, professional, or managerial white husband is balanced by the increase in family income (which can be assumed, since we know that the overwhelming majority (probably more than 90%) of these white women are married to white men, probably men who earn more than their wives could reasonably expect to earn (Behringer, Hogan, and Perrucci 2004; Farley 2002).  

To some extent, particularly in the case of highly educated white women, working fewer hours or being self-employed is a "rational choice" and probably, to some extent, a negotiated decision to maximize family earnings and minimize household expenses by exploiting the unpaid labor of the working wife rather than hiring childcare or domestic servants (Bielby and Bielby 1992; Behringer, Perrucci, and Hogan 2005).

The fact that white women are particularly advantaged when they do manage to work more hours—i.e., when they work like white men or as if they were single and childless, suggests that their labor market position and class circumstance is, perhaps, more complex than patriarchal exclusion from higher education and better jobs.  

This is not to deny patriarchy, which clearly bars white and especially black women from core industrial sectors, self-employment, union-jobs, and supervisorial positions.  The best available data suggest that women only supervise other women, which is, of course, part of the reason for the enduring gender gap (Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2009; Tam1997).  In fact, these data support the findings of Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey (2009) on the racial and gender barriers to authority when subordinates are white men, but they do not suggest that female or black supervisors are earning less than white male supervisors (beyond the race and gender gap that separates non-supervisorial workers).

Aside from discrimination (or opportunity hoarding) in the man's world of work, however, white women clearly face the burden of marriage to a white man.  The dilemma remains, as Dear Abby (and her sister) suggested so many years ago.  White women need to decide whether they are better off with him or without him.

That decision seems more complicated for black women, because black men, while they earn more than black women, on average, do not have the advantages of white husbands, in education, labor market, or class circumstance.  More important, perhaps, and totally absent from our analysis here, is the fact that blacks lack wealth (Oliver and Shapiro 2006), so blacks, male and female, carry the burden of poor relations without the advantage of the surplus labor or capital that sustain kin-based modes of production (e.g., the immigrant Mom and Pop business).  

Black men continue to suffer as the last hired and the first fired, but they have, thanks in large part to the Civil Rights Movement, the equal opportunity law, and the Great Society program that followed, made headway in education and access to good jobs—but not in access to the same type of jobs that white women enjoy.


For those who would encourage the black men and women to get a good education in order to get a good job, to get married and raise a family, and to save for their children's future, this analysis offers a few caveats.  First, it appears that black men, like Rytina’s "lads," are more perceptive than status attainment scholars when they argue that school is for losers (Rytina 1989).  As expected in H1, these data support the “Wisconsin School” (Farkas and Vicknair 1996) perspective on how education has failed black men in the U.S.  

At the same time, however, we should not abandon the political interpretation (Cancio et al. 1996).  Racism continues to haunt our halting progress in opening up professional and managerial and even supervisorial positions for black men, who can often, at best, expect to serve a black consumer market or to supervise black men and women (Kornrich 2009; Oliver and Shapiro 2006; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2009), in contrast to the opportunities available to white women who might choose to forego marriage and children or to outsource the domestic labor (Percheski 2008).  The problem in the 21st century is that the jobs that first unions and then Civil Rights activists have created as privileged positions in the world of working men have moved first to the suburbs, then to the sunbelt, and now overseas.
Conclusion

One of the mysteries that education, class, and labor market theories of race and gender inequality are loath to explain is the low marriage rates and high fertility rates of black women in these data.  Obviously, the marriage and motherhood penalties are considerable, but it seems that marriage is less of a burden than children, particularly for black women.  Nevertheless, among the working women in this sample, black women had higher fertility, and they had higher fertility than the wives of the working black and white men in the sample.

Here we might build upon the work of Budig (2006), who finds that the motherhood penalty is less for self-employed professional women.  There is, in the CPS data, a strong negative relationship between professional occupational status and children living at home (results available on request) for the total sample, which remains significant for white men and women and for black women but not black men.  The size of the effect is actually larger for black women, although the significance is less, because of the relatively small number of black professionals.  One might expect black women to have lower fertility, since that might be the key to their career mobility, but that seems to be contingent on career alternatives that many black women lack.  Highly educated black women who are pursuing professional careers may be doing so at the expense of a family life that white women can afford, even if it detracts from their earnings.

Among professional women with children, there seem to be both trailing spouses and single mothers.  Both make rational choices—"I will follow him," or not (Bielby and Bielby 1992).  There seem to be more white trailing spouses (suffering greater marriage but smaller motherhood penalties) and more black single mothers, but this may tell us more about his prospects than it does about her predilections.  Obviously, more work on this topic is necessary.


Beyond this, we need to look more closely at what has happened both before and after the CPS 2001 March supplement was collected.  Here we have a fairly general overview of race and gender income gaps, 1958-2008, and a much more detailed but ultimately static deconstruction of the relationships and processes that generate and sustain those gaps.  To achieve more confidence in these results and in the interpretations offered here, we need to fill in the considerable blanks between the historical and the lived experience of white and black men and women, living and working together and separately.

Notes

1. In fact, the decomposition of explained and unexplained effects indicates that the limited power of this model to "explain" the gender earnings gap for whites is even more limited if we confine the sample to those working fulltime, year-round, which is, of course, the usual base for computing the gender gap.  Results for this model are available on request.

2. Perhaps we will one day learn to distinguish the percent of white male earnings (in this case, 57% for white women) from the earnings gap, which should be the inverse (100-57%) or 43%.  If we did so we could avoid the awkward discussion of the gender gap increasing from 57 to 52%.  Alas, the mass media has effectively pre-empted social science here, since "everyone" knows that the gender gap is somewhere above 70% (i.e., the gap is around 30% of median male earnings for fulltime year-round workers), so we may have to adjust accordingly.  We could begin a campaign to educate the media, but let us leave that for another day.
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