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The Ethnic, Race, and Sex Gaps in Workplace Authority:

Changes over Time in the United States
Abstract
Recent research has demonstrated that white men achieve higher levels of workplace authority than either women or minority men.  We analyze the factors that explain differences in hierarchical authority attainment between men and women within and across categories of race and ethnicity in two time periods: 1972-1989 and 1990-2006.  We also consider the role of the state by discussing the possible impact of incarceration and welfare reform on changes in race, ethnic and gender gaps in authority.  Our results suggest that the gender gap is driven largely by the supply-side variable, percentage of women in an occupation.  In contrast racial and ethnic authority differences within genders are explained by human capital variables and, in the black-white comparison, occupational location as well.  Education and work experience account for decreases in the authority attainment of Hispanic men caused, we believe, by recent immigration trends.  For women, marital status is most important in explaining the white-black gap and we find this to be due to differential marriage rates, rather than different penalties for single status.  For Latinas, surprisingly, moving out of female dominated occupations contributed to relative decreases in authority.   We find no indication that state policies affected changes in authority attainment between groups, but the high incarceration rate of black men may have an impact on black women’s marriage prospects.   

Introduction 
Authority in the workplace has long been recognized as an important dimension of social stratification and, as Smith and Elliott (2005) suggest, it is often considered a central mechanism for maintaining race and gender inequities.  Research in this area has demonstrated that authority is unevenly distributed along lines of race, ethnicity, and gender, and that these differences are consequential in a variety of ways.  No matter how authority is measured, a variety of studies have found that after controlling for an assortment of relevant variables whites are more likely to exercise authority at work than minorities (Kluegel 1978; McGuire and Reskin 1993; Wilson 1997; Smith 1997, 1999; Elliott and Smith 2001; Smith 2001), and men are more likely to do so than women (Wolf and Fligstein 1979a; Jaffee 1989; Jacobs 1992; Reskin and Roos 1992; Tomaskovic-Devy 1993; Huffman, 1995).  And importantly, the financial costs of these differences have been consistently documented (Kluegel 1978; Parcel and Mueller 1983; Smith, 1997; Wilson 1997).


Over the course of the past few decades, gender, race, and ethnic occupational segregation has been declining within categories presumably rich in authority.  In 1970, for instance, 16% of managers were women but by 2000 the percentage had increased to 39%.  For African-Americans the figure rose from 2.5% to 6.9%, and from .7% to 6% for Hispanics (U. S. Bureau of the Census 1975, 2001).  Given such dramatic changes in the gender, race, and ethnic composition of pertinent occupations, we might anticipate corresponding gains in authority attainment among women and minorities as groups.  This has not been studied extensively, but available research suggests that until the 1990’s, at least, this assumption was false: the gender gap in authority remained  (Jacobs 1992; Reskin and Roos 1992) while the racial gap for men increased over time (Smith 1999). 

In this paper we are interested in the processes leading to continued inequality in workplace authority, given the recent entry of excluded groups into relevant occupations.   The little work available in this area has demonstrated that boundaries to authority attainment differ by race/ethnicity and gender (McGuire and Reskin 1993; Elliot and Smith 2004), but we still do not understand the ways in which determinants of authority vary by gender across race and ethnicity or by race and ethnicity across genders.  And we do not know if this has changed over time in conjunction with recent mobility patterns.  

To address these questions, we examine differences in hierarchical authority attainment between groups, utilizing data on African Americans, Hispanics, and whites from the General Social Survey (Davis, Smith, and Marsden 2007).  We measure authority differences between 1)men and women by race and ethnicity, and 2) racial and ethnic groups by gender for two time periods: 1972-1989 and 1990-2006.
   Using additional GSS data we analyze the factors affecting any authority differences that we identify among groups, within and between the two time periods;   we also evaluate whether the independent variables that we consider operate similarly for each group and whether the magnitude of the effects change over time.  
We then consider whether the traditional practice of restricting analyses to employed populations affects our results.  As Western and Pettit (2005) point out, such strategies may underestimate racial gaps because joblessness is affected by race.  Decreasing employment rates among low-skilled black men, for instance, may contribute to shrinking black-white wage differences, and black women’s relative wage decline may also be an artifact of changing labor force participation patterns (Neal 2004; Pettit 2005).

We are particularly interested in the impact of government policies and actions in this context.  Literature in this area has identified two trends that are especially relevant: soaring incarceration rates have removed more and more young black men from the labor force (Holzer et al. 2005) while the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and changes in welfare policy have encouraged a disproportionate number of minority women to enter the labor force (Neal 2004).  Thus, we explore the possibility that state-driven changes in population composition, rather than individual attributes, account for changes in authority attainment.
  Supply and Demand-Side Models

Supply and demand-side frameworks have dominated the literature on race, ethnicity, and gender inequality in the workplace, and both have contributed to our understanding of workplace differences between groups.   Many studies have found the organizational and economic structures of demand-side explanations to be particularly useful in understanding the details of labor force inequities, including the cases of occupational segregation (Bielby and Baron 1986; Reskin 1993; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993; Kaufman 2002) and authority differences (Smith 2002).  Few studies, however, have examined differences in the explanatory power of supply versus demand side explanations by race, ethnicity, and gender.  Here we use the individual characteristics suggested by supply-side approaches and structural factors captured by demand-side views as vehicles for exploring the causes of the authority differences that we uncover.  We pay particular attention to whether supply and demand side processes operate differently for race, ethnicity, or gender and whether this has changed over time.  For the supply side, we are interested in assumptions generated by human capital theory; we use occupational characteristics to examine demand-side processes.  

Human capital theory, with its roots in neoclassical economics, argues that individuals are rewarded for investing in skills and training, and, thus, people seek training or pursue skill acquisition when they anticipate a positive return on their investment, be it in financial or other terms (Becker 1993).  In the workplace, education is the investment that has most typically been found to contribute to increases in authority levels with a number of studies reporting that educational attainment explains part of the difference in authority levels between blacks and whites (Kluegel 1978; Parcel and Mueller 1983; and Tomaskovic-Devey 1993).  Research on Hispanics is more sparse, but educational differences seem to explain the authority gap between white men and Latinos.  This is true both in general (Smith 2001) and at increasingly higher levels of power within organizations (Elliott and Smith 2004).  
Few studies have examined differences by race/ethnicity and gender in this context, but recent work has looked at returns on educational investment along these dimensions.  Smith, for example, found that white men receive a much higher authority return on educational investments than black men (1997), and that men as a group enjoy a higher return than women (2002).    
In light of these results, we examine the role of educational attainment in explaining the authority gaps that we uncover.  In recent years, women of all races and ethnicities have made substantial gains in educational attainment (Bae et al. 2000; Freeman 2004), and we ask whether these advances have contributed to changes in the gendered nature of authority wielding within the workplace.  Given that the level of education of white, black, and Hispanic women is now equal to or greater than their male counterparts (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007), we do not expect educational differences to account for authority disparities between men and women of any race or ethnicity under investigation in our later period.     

We also ask whether education continues to explain some of the racial and ethnic differences among men, on the one hand, and women, on the other.  We are particularly interested in the role of education in changes in the relative authority levels of Hispanics.  The time period that we are examining includes very high rates of immigration, and we wonder if educational differences accompanying a dynamic Hispanic population generated changes in authority attainment patterns between racial and ethnic groups.  

A second human capital variable, work experience, has been found to contribute to the authority attainment of black men (Kluegel 1978; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993); of women, more generally (Halaby 1979); and, at increasing levels of authority, of white men when compared to white women (Elliott and Smith 2004).  Here we are interested in the role of work histories in explaining the authority differences among the groups that we are examining.   Given the increases in work experience of women in the United States, we ask if these changes over time affect gender gaps within racial and ethnic groups.  And again, thinking about very large increases in immigration rates, we wonder if lack of formal work experience contributes to an authority gap in the later period between Hispanics and non-Hispanics.
 For demand-side explanations, previous research has found that occupational gender composition and occupational location affect authority attainment.  For the former, we know that women who work in female dominated occupations have limited access to workplace authority (Huffman 1995; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993).   In fact, available research suggests that the percentage of women in an occupation accounts for a much larger share of the gender gap in authority than supply-side differences; female concentration also affects men’s authority attainment, at least in the United States (Huffman and Cohen 2004; Jaffe 1989).
 

We are interested in whether the effect of working in an occupation dominated by women varies by race and ethnicity, a question that has not been examined.  Thus, we ask if the impact of the proportion of women in an occupation on the gender gap in authority varies by race or ethnicity, and whether its impact varies by race or ethnicity among men on the one hand and women on the other.  Given the changing nature of the Hispanic population, we are particularly interested in whether Hispanic patterns differ from the other groups under investigation and whether this has changed over time.  
Research on occupational location has demonstrated that: occupational location explains some of the authority differences between black and white men (Kluegel 1978);   minority men tend to be underrepresented in positions that carry control over monetary resources (Smith 2001); and working in a professional occupation is particularly important for the authority prospects of Latinos (Smith 2001).  Thus, we expect that occupational location will help explain authority differences by race and ethnicity among men in the early period.  Given that African American men and Latinos have moved into occupations presumably rich in authority in the later period, we speculate that occupational location will be less important in explaining any authority gap that we uncover.    
We know little about the role of occupational location in explaining differences in authority attainment either between men and women or, among women, by race or ethnicity.   Since women, too, have moved into occupations from which they were once excluded, perhaps this will have helped close the gender gap in authority for them as well.  To address these possibilities, we evaluate the impact of occupational location on authority differences by gender within racial/ethnic groupings and within racial and ethnic categories for both men and women for the two time periods under investigation.  
The Role of Population Composition 

Recent work has begun to address the role of the state in facilitating workplace equality.  It is becoming clear that formal state policies and less formal state actions have played an important role in changing employment practices. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, for example, generated a series of laws that have contributed to improved workplace opportunities for white women and people of color (DiPrete and Grusky 1990).   

State policies and activities have also had an impact on trends in labor force participation.  Western and Beckett (1999) and Western and Pettit (2005) point out, for example, that incarceration has removed an unprecedented number of low-skilled black men from the labor force.  Indeed, while incarceration rates of white men have remained steady over the course of the past few decades at about 1.1%, the rate for African-American men has increased from about 3% in the early 1980s to around 8% in recent years (U.S. Dept. of Justice 1997; Human Rights Watch 2002).   By 1999, more than 40% of young black male high school drop outs were incarcerated, compared to 10.3% of their white counterparts (Western and Pettit 2002).  

Western and Pettit (2005) found that joblessness, both in the form of traditional unemployment and as result of incarceration, has removed enough poorly paid black men from the labor force that the black-white male wage gap has dropped markedly.  Thus, they suggest that data demonstrating the improved economic position of young black men is an artifact of these trends.   And Stainback et al. (2005) speculate that unemployment and incarceration of African-American men may have lowered observed levels of occupational segregation.  We wonder whether changes in the relative authority of African-American men over time are driven by a similar dynamic since, as Holzer et al. (2005) report, the percent of black men who were incarcerated continued to grow through the 1980s and 90s. 

The impact of public policy on minority women has been quite different.  Changes in tax and welfare policies have pushed a disproportionate number of single black women into the labor force.  Indeed, the combination of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and welfare reform, institutionalized in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, has increased employment for African-American women by about 9 percentage points (Meyer and Rosenbaum 2001).  Neal (2004) suggests that welfare reform may have increased the employment rate of poorly educated women with few job skills, in particular.  
It is not clear, however, whether this influx of women contributes to the authority attainment gaps that we uncover.  Pettit (2005) points out that since wage disparities between black and white women are growing at level of education, independent of occupation, they cannot be explained by such policies.  And Reid and Padavic (2005) found that before welfare reform, at least, the rates of labor force exits, rather than entries, explained employment differences between black and white women; and exit rates themselves are caused by an assortment of things (Reid 2002).  Here we are interested in whether the increased labor force participation of poor black women affects differences in authority attainment between groups. 

Thus, to consider the role that state policies and actions play in explaining differential authority attainment by race, ethnicity and gender, we examine that role of population composition on changes in authority gaps over time.  To do so, we consider the possible impact of incarceration rates, on the one hand, and the EITC and welfare reform on the other, on our results. 

Data and Methods


All data are drawn from the General Social Survey (GSS), other than percentage of women in an occupation, which is measured using data from the Current Population Survey (U.S. Bureaus of the Census and Labor Statistics); we pool data from the 1978, 1980, and 1982 CPS for the early period and the 1998, 2000, and 2002 CPS for the late period.  For our analyses we group the GSS data into two time periods: 1972 – 1989 and 1990 – 2006.  We do this because when we classify respondents by race and ethnicity there are not enough cases to conduct a more finely grained analysis.  In our early period, for example, we have only 166 Hispanic men and 155 Hispanic women; sample sizes for each group included in our analysis are presented in Table 2.
  The GSS is the only nationally representative data set of which we are aware that has a measure of authority and allows an examination of trends.
We use a three-level measure of hierarchical authority in which the lowest level includes respondents who did not supervise others,  the second level features those individuals who were supervisors but whose subordinates did not supervise other workers, and the top level includes those who supervised others and whose subordinates were also supervisors.  Since hierarchical authority is an ordinal-level variable, we employ ordered probit models for our analyses.

Some analyses of authority have employed a more complex measure, drawing on the questions from the General Social Survey (GSS) that ask about subordinate status (Are you supervised?  Is your supervisor supervised?), as well as those concerned with supervisory status (e.g., Smith 1999).  Smith (1999), for instance, building on the work of Fox et al. (1977), used the following three groupings: Upper Command (categories 5, 6, 7, 8, 9); Lower Command (category 4); Obey (categories 1 and 2). 

After a careful look at the GSS data, we opted for a simpler scale.  One approach to validating a measure is to find a good criterion to use as a yardstick or calibrator.  Since our interest in authority stems in part from its effect on earnings, we looked at the average earnings of respondents from the 1998-2006 surveys by all combinations of values on the GSS authority questions (see Table 1).  We found that our three levels of authority are associated with distinctly different mean earnings; specifically, earnings increase monotonically as authority increases ($47,254 to $58,458 to $94,951 in 2005$).  When questions on subordinate status are introduced, however, things become much more complicated: the effect of subordination on income differs by supervisory status, and, thus, it is not clear how to order the nine different combinations of values.  Furthermore, even with combining survey years, there would not be enough cases to look at each of these categories by race and sex.  Finally, our measure is simpler, so the standard of Occam's Razor seems to favor the straightforward indicator of supervisory authority.

Table 1 about here

Our independent variables include those frequently used in analyses of authority.  As measures of human capital, we utilize years of education, work experience (via the often-used proxy: age-education-6) and work experienced squared.  We include two additional variables derived from human capital theory as controls: marital status (married or not), and the presence of children in the home (yes or no).  We do so because gender-based differences in workplace equality are often located in the division of labor in the traditional family, and research on this question has found that family structure is relevant to authority attainment for both men (Wolf and Fligstein 1979a,b) and women (Okamoto and England 1999; England et al. 2004).   Moreover, we know that marital status operates differently by race, ethnicity, and gender (Smith and Elliott 2005).
 
 For occupational characteristics we include occupational prestige and percentage of women in an occupation as measures.  Some studies use major occupational groups to model occupational location, but we follow the lead of Wright et al. (1995) in employing occupational prestige.  They argue that when studying authority, traditional occupational classification systems risk problems of circularity: many managers, for example, wield authority by definition.  The correlation between occupational prestige and our measure of hierarchical authority, on the other hand, is only .23.


We also include several variables that have been identified in previous research as relevant to this type of analysis as additional controls.  Following Smith (1999) and Elliott and Smith (2004), we include the average number of hours worked per week; and following Browne (1997) and Smith (1999) we include population of residential area (square root) and region (South vs. non-South).  

To assess the effects of these independent variables on supervisory authority we employ ordered probit regression models.  This seems appropriate given that we measure authority at the ordinal level.  To test this assumption of ordinality we compared ordered to unordered logit models utilizing the BIC statistic (Raftery 1995); in all cases the ordered models had superior BIC statistics.  Our analytic strategy is to enter sets of independent variables in a series of blocks, each time assessing the degree to which the sex, race, or ethnic effects identified in Table 1 decline.  We measure these declines in percentage terms and label them as the “percent of difference explained.”
Findings

Table 2 presents the probit effects of race, ethnicity and gender that we use to measure authority differences among groups.  In the early period, these differences are generally consistent with results reported in the literature: there were statistically significant gender gaps in authority for whites and Hispanics, but not for African Americans.  And for both men and women, whites occupied positions of authority more often than blacks, and Hispanic men did so more often than black men.   

Table 2 about Here

 
Surprisingly, although by the later period (1990-2006) each group of women under investigation had made substantial inroads into managerial occupations, we see no reduction in the gender gap in authority for either whites or Hispanics when considered as groups.  At the same time, a gap between African-American men and women emerged (p<.10).  Among men, authority differences between African-Americans and whites declined, but a white-Hispanic gap favoring the former appeared for men and women both.  Finally, the difference between African-American and Hispanic men was no longer statistically significant.   
Tables 3 and 4 present the results of our probit regression analyses.  In Table 3, we examine differences in authority attainment between men and women by race and ethnicity; in Table 4 we look at differences by race and ethnicity within genders.  Each Table is divided into early and late periods. 
These analyses evaluate the effects of our independent variables on authority levels.   They address two questions: a) which variables contribute to the authority attainment of each group under investigation; and b) what role do these variables play in explaining differences in authority levels between men and women within racial and ethnic groups, and between racial/ethnic groups, within genders.   Since the first question is well understood, our primary interest is in the latter.  

In both Tables, the ways in which the independent variables affect authority are generally consistent with previous findings:  education, work experience, marriage, employment in a prestigious occupation, and hours worked have a positive impact upon authority level for all groups.  Percentage of women in an occupation has a negative effect, while having children at home is not significant.  Exceptions to these patterns are noted below.   
Table 3 about Here

In Table 3, as we examine the effect of gender on authority for each racial/ethnic group under investigation, we add independent variables in each successive model and note the decrease in the effect of gender.  This is called the “proportion of the sex difference explained” and is found along the bottom of the Table; it is included only when the gender effect declines in a meaningful way.  

In the early period,  Model IV demonstrates that although human capital variables had an impact on authority levels, they did not explain the gender effects.  This suggests that differential investment in skills and training does little to explain the gendered nature of authority attainment and this is true across race and ethnicity.  Occupational location, too, failed to provide much insight into these differences (Model V).  As Model VI indicates, on the other hand, the percentage female in an occupation accounted for one-third of the authority differential between African-American men and women, 41% among whites, and nearly two-thirds between Hispanics . This demonstrates that occupational segregation and authority deficits go together, and they do so for Hispanics most forcefully.  The control variables explained part of the remaining gender gaps for whites and African-Americans, but not for Hispanics (Model VII).  
In the late period the findings were fairly similar, although one interesting contrast is with the explanatory power of percentage female: it came to account for even more of the authority difference between African-American men and women (56% versus 33% in the early period) but was no longer statistically significant for Hispanics (Model VI).  This latter result suggests that the importance of occupying a position in a female dominated occupation changed markedly for Latinas.  To help understand what has occurred, we examined changes over time in the types of occupations that Hispanics entered.  Using Census data for 1980 and 2000, we found that Hispanic women were moving out of female dominated occupations at disproportionate rates, while Hispanic men continued avoiding these positions.
   In 1980, the mean percentage of women in the 15 most frequently occurring occupations among Latinas was 80% (as opposed to 94% for white women and 83% for black women).  In 2000, this decreased to 67% (as opposed to 92% of white women and 80% for black women).  Thus, Hispanic women worked in a broader range of occupations than their white and African-American counterparts in the early period, and this difference grew over time.  Interestingly, they were entering low-paying, semi-skilled blue collar jobs, often as machine operators in a variety of industries.  This is consistent with Catanzarite’s (2002) finding that recent female immigrants in Los Angeles were entering occupations with low returns on skill levels.

Table 4 examines the effects of race and ethnicity on authority by gender. Here we are interested in the changes in the coefficients for race and ethnicity as we add blocks of independent variables, noted as the “proportion of the black-white difference explained” and the “proportion of the Hispanic-white difference explained” at the bottom of the table.   The following authority differences were not statistically significant and are thus not included in the analysis: the difference between whites and Hispanics in the early period; the difference between black women and Hispanic women in the early period; the difference between blacks and Hispanics in the late period.  Although the difference between black and Hispanic men in the early period was statistically significant, the variables in our models do not explain it.  Therefore it, too, is not analyzed along the bottom of the table.
Table 4 about Here
Unlike gender differences, a good part of the authority gap between blacks and whites in the early period is explained by human capital variables: more than one-third among men and about half among women (Model IV). As Model II demonstrates, educational attainment, in particular, is very important in understanding the racial gap for both men and women; work experience, too, has an impact, albeit small (Model III).  And marital status contributes to these differences especially among women, in which case it accounts for about one quarter of the gap (Model IV).  This suggests that one reason white women as a group wield more authority than black women is because they are more likely to be married.  As expected, occupational prestige also accounts for a large part of the racial differences for men and, as it turns out, for women as well.  Neither the percentage female in an occupation nor the control variables are noteworthy.  

 
In the late period, as model IV indicates,  human capital variables remain extremely important in explaining black-white authority differences, where they account for about 40% of the gap for both men and women.  They also help us understand the differences that appeared between Hispanics and whites, explaining 89% of the gap between men and 50% for women.  Education, in particular, accounts for much of the black-white difference for men (Model III).  Among women being single remains costly, and this is particularly the case for black women (Model IV).  
Educational differences also explain a good part of the authority gap between Hispanics and whites:  about 62% for men and 42% for women (Model II).   In addition, lack of formal work experience emerges as a disadvantage for Hispanic men (Model III).    These findings are consistent with our prediction that the dramatic increases in Hispanic immigration rates have an impact on overall Hispanic authority attainment trends.  
Finally Model V indicates that, as expected, occupational prestige continues to explain a part of the authority gap between black and white men.  This suggests that occupational location remains salient in determining authority outcomes for these groups but, interestingly, this is not the case for either Hispanic men or women more broadly.  For women, the independent variables are less important in accounting for the racial gap than in the earlier period.  Human capital continues to play an important role, but the other variables do not display much explanatory power.  

Previous research has found that two of the factors contributing to authority differences—level of education and marital status—operate differently for the groups under investigation.  To examine whether this is so in our data, we ran global tests for interaction effects in Model VII between our independent variables and gender for each racial and ethnic group (6 tests), and between race/ethnicity for each gender (4 tests).  That is, for each period, we compared the fit of a model with all interaction effects between our independent variables and gender (or race/ethnicity) to that for a model without these effects.  The tests yielded statistically significant results in only 3 of 10 cases.  Most interestingly, the interaction effects for education and experience are not statistically significant, suggesting that authority returns on these variables are similar for whites and minorities, and for men and women, independent of race or ethnicity.  Further, marital status operates similarly for African-American and white women, suggesting that being single is not more costly for the former, but that the lower rates of marriage are costly onto themselves. 
In both periods, however, white women paid a larger price in authority wielding than white men for employment in a female-dominated occupation (p<.009 for the interaction effect in both instances), and, in the later period, being married contributed more to the authority attainment of African-American men than white men, and of white/Hispanic women in comparison to white/Hispanic men (p<.005).


Finally, we ran global interaction tests by period to see if the magnitude of the effects of the independent variables changed over time.  That is, for each group, we compared the fit of a model with all interaction effects between our independent variables and time period to that for a model without these effects.  Except in the case of Hispanics, all of these global tests were statistically significant.  However, the number of variables which actually displayed statistically significant interaction effects was small.  For men, women, and whites, the impact of living in a highly populated area changed from negative in the earlier period to positive in the later period.  We found that same pattern for Southern residence, for men and whites.  For women and African-American men, working in a female occupation had a larger negative impact in the later period than in the earlier period.

The Role of Population Composition


The most interesting changes over time in patterns of authority attainment that we identified include the introduction of a difference between African-American men and women and the decline in the gap between white and African-American men.  Might these results be explained by the large increase in the incarceration rates of black men, by the effects of welfare reform on black women, or by a combination of the two?  
We do not have data to address these questions directly.  If incarcerated men were part of the sampling universe of the General Social Survey, and if we had data on authority levels of the last job held by unemployed men, we could add these individuals to our sample and re-compute male authority gaps by race.  Similarly, if we knew which women had entered the labor force as a result of the government policies that we are considering, we could remove them from our sample and, here too, recalculate authority levels.  


Instead, given available data constraints, we use occupational prestige to help us think about these questions.  Skill level is correlated with occupational prestige, and we assume that the incarcerated and unemployed are disproportionately unskilled.
   We reason that if government policies such as incarceration and welfare reform are affecting our data, then certain patterns in the changes of occupational prestige levels of different groups are implied.  


Consider Table 5, which displays occupational prestige level by time period and gender for African-Americans.  As can be seen from the table, both African-American men and women increased their levels of occupational prestige over time, and by approximately the same degree.  In fact, the log-linear model of no 3-way interaction (prestige, sex, time) fits the data for African-Americans in this table well (p>.9).  If incarceration had decreased the number of low-skilled black men in the labor force and simultaneously increased the number of low-skilled black women, then it is reasonable to expect that these groups would not have increased their prestige levels in such similar respects.

Table 5 also presents occupational prestige data over time for whites.  If the decline in the authority difference between white and African-American men is a result of the removal of unskilled black men from the labor force, then it is reasonable to expect that the black-white difference in occupational prestige would have shrunk more over time for men than for women.  However, this is not the case.  The log-linear model of no 4-way interaction (prestige, race, sex, time) fits the table well (p>.7). 

Discussion and Conclusion
We have examined the factors contributing to authority attainment in two time periods and found that the processes leading to positions of authority within the workplace operate differently by gender than by race or ethnicity.  We have also found differences by gender within racial and ethnic groups, as well as differences by race and ethnicity within genders.  Moreover, we have found relatively little change over time in these patterns.  

  For gender, our models did a better job in explaining authority differences among whites than for either African-Americans or Hispanics, indicating that the processes generating authority gaps between men and  women  vary by race and ethnicity.  Nevertheless the demand-side factor, percentage of women in an occupation, explained a significant proportion of the authority differences between men and women in each race/ethnic group and, with one exception (Hispanics in the later period), did so for both time periods.  This suggests that the process of occupational segregation remains a major source of inequality for women, independent of race or ethnicity; for African-American and white women, surprisingly, this has increased over time. 
The progress that women have made in recent years in entering managerial occupations, then, has not translated into authority gains for women as a group.  This is probably because women who become managers tended to move into positions that do not carry high levels of authority.  In 2004, for example, women accounted for 23.3% of CEOs and 26.7% of general and operations managers, but were overrepresented as human resource mangers (64.4%), social and community service managers (67%), medical and health service managers (71.7%), and educational administrators (62.6%)  (U.S. Bureau of Census 2006). 

Thus one of the processes contributing to the continuing gender gap in authority seems to be the reproduction, within managerial ranks, of the occupational gender segregation characterizing the broader labor market.  The smaller proportion of women who occupy positions wielding high levels of authority is not large enough to increase the overall authority rankings of women as a group, and this is true across race and ethnicity.  Finally, these finding suggest that demand-side processes are particularly important in creating a gendered system of authority attainment in the United States workplace although our results are most definitive about this in the case of whites.  
For men, working in a “women’s” occupation does not contribute to authority differences between racial or ethnic groups.  Instead it is supply-side factors, and in white-black comparisons occupational location, that contribute to authority gaps; education is particularly important for Hispanic men, at least in the later period. And unlike previous research, we found little indication that authority returns on human capital investments vary by either race or ethnicity (or gender).   
However, while education and work experience explain nearly the entire authority gap between white and Hispanic men, they account for only about 40% of the difference between black and white men.  Demand-side processes account for most of the remaining gap between the latter groups, suggesting that Latinos can control authority outcomes by investing in skills and training in ways unavailable to black men; the same dynamic is at work for women, but not as strongly.
This suggests that the recent disappearance of what Smith (2005) has called a racioethnic hierarchy in authority attainment among men, in which Hispanics are more successful than African-Americans, is driven by changes in the educational attainment and work experience of Latinos.  We believe that this reflects the changing demographic composition of the Hispanic population accompanying the recent surge in immigration rates mentioned above.  Moreover, the importance of individual attributes in the Hispanic case suggests that the labor market continues to distinguish between race and ethnicity in employment practices, and we imagine that this process is at work in the early period under investigation where our models did little to explain the authority gap between black men and Latinos.  
Human capital variables are also important in understanding authority attainment differences for women by race and ethnicity while demand-side factors, too, contribute to the black-white gap among women in the early period and the white-Latina difference in the later analysis.  Most noteworthy is the role of marital status in explaining the authority gap between African-American and white women, and the impact of Latinas’ movement out of female-dominated occupations in the later period.  
For the former, unlike earlier literature, our analyses suggest that it is differential marriage rates rather than differential penalties for single status that drives this.  Thus, it appears that the authority penalty for being single that African-American women face is rooted in the larger process that generates racialized differences in marriage markets rather than in workplace stereotypes about single black women.  Although we did not find any indication that state policies and actions in the form of incarceration or Welfare Reform/Earned Income Tax Credit contributed to changes in authority attainment differentials among groups, the high rate of incarceration of black men may well have an impact on black women’s marriage prospects.  
Finally, for Latinas, given the relatively low wage scales of the positions that they entered when hey left female dominated occupations, we assume that employers were attracted to the recent influx of female immigrants as a cheap source of new labor.  Thus, surprisingly, we see no evidence that leaving female segregated occupations represents upward mobility for Hispanic women as a group.

	Table 1.  Mean Earnings by Supervisory and Subordinate Status from the 1998-2006 General Social Surveys (2005 Dollars)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supervisory Status
	Subordinate Status
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Category

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not a Supervisor
	Supervised and Supervisor Supervised
	46135
	2680
	43683
	1

	
	Supervised and Supervisor Not Supervised
	40451
	562
	47467
	2

	
	Not Supervised
	57803
	646
	63770
	3

	
	Total
	47254
	3888
	48388
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	A Supervisor but Subordinates do not Supervise
	Supervised and Supervisor Supervised
	56989
	1097
	50282
	4

	
	Supervised and Supervisor Not Supervised
	51912
	349
	52501
	5

	
	Not Supervised
	70419
	326
	69944
	6

	
	Total
	58458
	1772
	55135
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	A Supervisor and Subordinates do Supervise
	Supervised and Supervisor Supervised
	79600
	456
	75457
	7

	
	Supervised and Supervisor Not Supervised
	88835
	131
	87993
	8

	
	Not Supervised
	131188
	215
	101588
	9

	
	Total
	94951
	803
	87988
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	Supervised and Supervisor Supervised
	52556
	4234
	50846
	

	
	Supervised and Supervisor Not Supervised
	50366
	1042
	57804
	

	
	Not Supervised
	74578
	1188
	78458
	

	
	Total
	56250
	6463
	58636
	


Note: 
Mid-points were used to estimate the means for each General Social Survey income category. 


The Pareto Approximation was used to estimate the mean income of the open-ended categories.

[image: image1.emf]SEX RACE/ ETHNICITY

Whites Blacks Hispanics Men Women

-.267x -.108 -.286 Black vs. White -.346x -.189x

Hispanic vs. White -.066 -.077

Black vs. Hispanic -.280x -.112

-.245x -.276x -.224 Black vs. White -.171x -.211x

Hispanic vs. White -.138x -.117+

Black vs. Hispanic -.033 -.094

x   p<.05

+   p<.10

Table 2.  Probit Effects of Race, Ethnicity, and Gender on Authority

EARLY PERIOD

Sex (Female) x



LATE PERIOD

Sex (Female) x


	Sample Sizes
	Early Period
	Late Period

	
	
	

	African-American Men
	551
	583

	African-American Women
	565
	794

	Hispanic Men
	166
	472

	Hispanic Women
	155
	433

	White Men
	3867
	4468

	White Women
	3005
	4096


[image: image2.emf]EARLY PERIOD

Independent Variables Model I Model II Model III

W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H

Sex (Female) -.267x-.108 -.286x -.270x-.170x-.350x -.271x-.175x-.331x -.253x-.162x-.308x -.265x-.189x-.310x -.154x -.126 -.114 -.078+ -.092 -.168

Education .084x .105x .083x .091x .114x .098x .091x .114x .097x .041x .052x .085x .045x .057x .098x .044x .056x .084x

Experience .041x .025x .024 .030x .018x .007 . .026x .013 .021 .024x .013 .023 .020x .009 .021

Experience Squared -.001x .000+ .000 .000x .000 .000 .000x .000 .000 .000x .000 .000 .000x .000 .000

Married .267x .171x .200 .233x .176x .182 .232x .157+ .188 .243x .146+ .134

Kids .031 .062 -.094 .033 .053 -.079 .037 .033 -.115 .038 .026 -.119

Occupational Prestige .017x .021x .007 .017x .020x .006 .015x .019x .008

Percentage Female -.246x -.070 -.431x -.199x -.016 -.341

South -.089x -.147+ .521+

Size of Place -.001 -.005x-.002

Hours Worked .011x .011x .004

Proportion of Sex Difference .419 .333 .632 .706 .513 .458

Explained

LATE PERIOD

Independent Variables Model I Model II Model III

W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H W B H

Sex (Female) -.245x-.276x-.224x -.251x-.294x-.270x -.254x-.285x-.267x -.250x-.245x-.280x -.257x-.318x-.278x -.129x -.140 -.185+ -.064+ -.099 -.145

Education .068x .047x .068x .067x .048x .069x .066x .043x .071x .030x-.017 .041x .036x -.101 .043x .038x -.003 .039x

Experience .028x .023x .031x .021x .013 .025x. .017x .011 .025 .017x .010 .024 .009x .000 .003

Experience Squared -.001x .000+-.001x .000x .000 -.001x .000x .000 -.001 .000x .000 -.001 .000x .000 .000

Married .164x .324x .018 .147x .323x-.006 .138x .304x-.005 .161x .327x .032

Kids .049 -.006 .127 .038 -.015 .129 .031 -.002 .109 .039 -.014 .125

Occupational Prestige .014x .023x .014x .013x .022x .014x .011x .021x .014x

Percentage Female -.326x -.517x-.219 -.231x -.547x-.139

South .026 -.093 .174

Size of Place .003x .000 .002

Hours Worked .012x .007 .012x

x   p<.05

+   p<.10

Proportion of Sex Difference .498 .560 .335 .751 .689 .478

Explained

Model VII

Model IV Model V Model VI Model VII

Table 3.  Ordinal Probit Regressions of Authority Level on Sex and Other Blocks of Independent Variables

Model IV Model V Model VI



[image: image3.emf]EARLY PERIOD

Independent Variables      Model I      Model II      Model III

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F

Black (vs. White) -.346x -.189x -.265x -.148x -.248x -.140x -.221x -.095 -.146x -.041 -.174x -.029 -.129+ .010

Hispanic (vs. White) -.066 -.077 .095 .045 .120 .680 .095 .080 .102 .091 .106 .099 .128 .108

Education .081x .096x .091x .100x .091x .101x .044x .049x .047x .049x .045x .052x

Experience .045x .032x .035x .024x. .031x .017x .031x .015x .026x .011+

Experience Squared -.001x -.001x -.001x .000x -.001x .000x -.001x .000x .000x .000

Married .215x .256x .185x .238x .168x .257x .147x .285x

Kids .066 -.009 .054 .015 .048 .031 .031 .056

Occupational Prestige .017x .017x .017x .016x .016x .015x

Percentage Female -.086x -.358x -.068 -.297x

South -.090x -.074+

Size of Place -.001 -.003x

Hours Worked .012x .010x

Proportion of Black-White Difference Explained .234 .217 .283 .259 .361 .497 .578 .783 .496 .845 .627 1.000

LATE PERIOD

Independent Variables      Model I      Model II      Model III

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F

Black (vs. White) -.171x -.211x -.112+ -.174x -.117x -.178x -.103+ -.130x -.054 -.120x -.048 -.116x -.023 -.129x

Hispanic (vs. White) -.138x -.117+ -.052 -.073 -.012 -.072 -.015 -.063 -.019 -.052 -.012 -.023 -.016 -.047

Education .067x .063x .068x .061x .067x .060x .028x .023x .028x .023x .029x .029x

Experience .037x .016x .029x .010x. .026x .007+ .028x .005 .018x -.002

Experience Squared -.001x .000x .000x .000x .000x .000x .000x .000+ .000x .000

Married .101x .213x .069+ .207x .057 .216x .063 .253x

Kids .112x -.014 .105x -.026 .092x -.013 .066+ .021

Occupational Prestige .015x .014x .015x .014x .014x .012x

Percentage Female .038 -.702x .062 -.585x

South .017 .009

Size of Place .003x .001

Hours Worked .012x .010x

Proportion of Black-White Difference Explained .345 .175 .316 .156 .398 .384 .684 .431 .719 .451 .865 .389

Proportion of Hispanic-White Difference Explained .623 .422 .913 .385 .891 .505 .862 .606 .909 .844 .884 .633

x   p<.05

+   p<.10

    Model VII

     Model IV      Model V      Model VI     Model VII

Table 4.  Ordinal Probit Regressions of Authority Level on Race/Ethnicity and Other Blocks of Independent Variables

     Model IV      Model V      Model VI


Table 5. Occupational Prestige Level by Race, Sex, and Time Period


              Early Period



              Late Period

	Prestige
	Black
	Black
	White
	White 
	
	Black
	Black
	White
	White

	
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women
	
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	59%
	45%
	36%
	32%
	
	48%
	35%
	29%
	27%

	Medium
	29%
	36%
	33%
	38%
	
	29%
	33%
	34%
	36%

	High
	12%
	19%
	30%
	29%
	
	23%
	32%
	37%
	37%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	100%
	100%
	99%
	99%
	
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


The Low, Medium, and High categories were determined by placing one-third of the entire sample in each category.  The respective ranges of the prestige scores are 12-35, 36-49, and 50-86.
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Endnotes
� We utilize just two time periods because there are not enough cases to conduct a more finely grained analysis.  In our early period, for example, we have only 166 Hispanic men and 155 Hispanic women.  





�  Kraus and Yonay (2000) found that, in the Israeli case, men did not experience the same penalty.





� Other racial and ethnic groups have even smaller numbers in the General Social Survey.  For instance, there are only 83 individuals of Asian origin in our entire cumulative data set, a number far too low for analytic purposes.





� We also considered a 6-category measure, in which the lowest two values of subordinate status were combined.  This measure did not generate results appreciably different from our 3-category one, so we decided to retain the simpler measure.








� The 1980 data were taken from the 5% sample of the decennial Census, and the 2000 data from five Current Population Surveys (U.S. Bureaus of the Census and Labor Statistics 1998-2002).





� Using occupational data, we found that the correlation between the Dictionary of Occupational Titles measures GED (General Educational Development) and SVP (Specific Vocational Preparation) on the one hand, and occupational prestige on the other, were .863 and .871.  The DOT data came from England (1988), to which we added occupational prestige data from Nakao and Treas (1994).





�  Regarding Hispanics, Table 3 shows that the sex difference in authority among them declined over time.  If our results had been affected by the increasing incarceration of low-skilled Hispanic men and the increasing labor force participation of low-skilled Hispanic women, then we would have expected this sex effect to increase.  The decline is most likely explained by increased immigration of low-skilled Hispanics, as immigrants do tend to be disproportionately male.
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