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The earnings gap between men and women, an apt 

indicator of women's status relative to men's, was roughly 

constant for the thirty-five years between 1950 and 1985. 

During this period women earned about 60 to 65 cents for 

every dollar earned by men. The purpose of this study is to 

analyze the determinants of this wage gap. Because much 

existing research suggests that a large portion of the 

gender gap in pay results from the segregation of women into 

low-paying jobs, the present study focuses on the role of 

gender segregation in the workplace. Other potential 

contributors to the earnings gap are also examined (women's 

domestic obligations, educational attainment, women's labor 

force participation rates, and the industrial mix in 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas). The position of 

women as a group in the labor market is of primary interest 

in this research. Accordingly, the analysis was conducted 

on an aggregate level across labor markets. 

The data were drawn from the Bureau of the Census 

Census of the Population: 1980—Detailed Population 

Characteristics. The project uses a cross-sectional 



research design, the primary statistical technique used 

being multiple regression analysis. 

Findings reveal that workplace segregation and the 

industrial characteristics of SMSA labor markets have the 

strongest effect on the size of the gender-based earnings 

gap. Specifically, workplace segregation is positively 

related to the size of the earnings gap between men and 

women. The presence of above average levels of 

manufacturing activity in an SMSA is associated with a 

larger earnings gap while the presence of above average 

levels of service sector and government employment 

opportunities in an SMSA is associated with smaller earnings 

differentials between men and women. This study enhances 

the understanding of the effects of structural variables on 

the earnings determination process for men and women and 

provides insight into the collective situation of women in 

the labor market. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

For the thirty years between 1950 and 1 9 8 0 , women who 

worked full-time, year-round earned about 60 cents for 

every dollar earned by men who worked full-time, year-round. 

In recent years the earnings gap has narrowed only 

slightly, with women earning about 65 cents for every 

dollar men earn (Blau & Ferber, 1 9 8 6 ; Fuchs, 1 9 8 6 ; Mellor, 

1 9 8 4 ; Smith & Ward, 1 9 8 4 ) . This relatively constant 

earnings gap serves as an apt indicator of women's 

aggregate position in the labor marKet. Furthermore, in 

the opinion of many theorists and researchers in the area 

of gender stratification, women's economic position is the 

primary determinant of women's overall status (Blumberg, 

1 9 7 8 , 1 9 7 9 ; Sacks, 1974; Sanday, 1 9 7 4 ) . Earnings are not 

only important for their ability to command goods and 

services. They also serve as an indicator of prestige, the 

symbolic function of income. Social theorists dating from 

Karl Marx have noted that income (earnings serve as the 

primary component of income for the majority of the 

population in industrialized societies) can be translated 

into other valuable social rewards such as prestige and 

power (Marx, 1 9 6 7 ) . For all these reasons the gender gap 



in earnings is a phenomenon that warrants extensive 

research and theorizing. Explanations of earnings 

differentials between men and women are necessary in order 

to develop policies to enhance women's overall status and 

eventually eliminate gender inequality. 

The purpose of this study is to determine why the 

wages of women are approximately 60 percent of men's wages. 

Much research exists suggesting that a large portion of the 

gender gap in pay results from the segregation of women 

into low-paying jobs (occupational segregation). For this 

reason the present study focuses on the role of gender 

segregation in the workplace in causing the wage gap 

between men and women. Other potential contributors to the 

earnings g&P sre also examined (domestic obligations, 

educational attainment, and women's labor force 

participation rates). Because the position of women as a 

group in the labor market is of primary interest in this 

research, the analysis was conducted on an aggregate level 

across labor markets. 

Given these research interests, the following 

questions will be posed: 

1. What is the relationship between occupational 

segregation and gender based earnings inequality? 

2. What is the relationship between industrial 

segregation and gender based earnings inequality? 



3. How do women's family-related obligations affect 

the gender gap in pay? 

4. Can differences in educational attainment between 

men and women explain a significant portion of the earnings 

gap? 

5. How does women's labor force participation rate 

affect the earnings gap? 

6. How does women's unemployment rate affect the 

earnings gap? 

7. How much of the earnings gap between men and women 

can be explained by the above factors in combination? 

8. What factors are likely to be responsible for the 

remainder of the variation in the gender gap in pay? 

The present research evaluates the contribution of 

gender segregation in the workplace to the gender gap in 

pay. Other factors are also explored to determine their 

role in producing gender based earnings inequality. Though 

numerous studies attempting to explain earnings inequality 

between men and women exist, this study is unique because 

it has been conducted on an aggregate level across labor 

markets and emphasizes women's position as a group. In 

addition, this research utilizes relatively detailed 

occupational and industrial categories to measure the 

extent of segregation in the workplace—measures not 

present in the majority of research in this area (Blau, 

1984; England & Farkas, 1985; Mellor, 1984; Organization 



for Economic Cooperation and Development, 1985). The use 

of finer occupational and industrial distinctions results 

in a more accurate understanding of the relationship 

between gender segregation in the workplace and the 

earnings gap. Failure to use detailed occupational and 

industrial categories is likely to result in an 

underestimation of the impact of segregation on the gender 

gap in pay (Blau, 1984; Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development, 1980). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

What accounts for the earnings gap between men and 

women? Various explanations have been offered for this 

phenomenon. Over the last decade much empirical work in 

the fields of both sociology and economics has been devoted 

to explaining the gender gap in pay. Studies can be 

classified as offering one of three primary explanations 

for gender-based earnings differential: (1) differences 

between men and women in terms of labor market 

characteristics thought to affect productivity, 

(2) discriminatory practices in the labor market, and 

(3) differences in the distribution of men and women across 

occupations and industries (Shack-Marquez, 1984). Category 

three is often the mechanism through which explanations 

classified in categories one and two are thought to affect 

the gender gap in pay. In other words, both productivity 

differences between men and women and discrimination are 

likely to result in men and women being concentrated in 

different occupations and industries. 

Another classification scheme commonly used in the 

literature for grouping the varied explanations of gender 

differences in earnings involves a distinction between 



theories emphasizing factors influencing the demand side of 

the labor market, such as employer preferences or 

discrimination in hiring and promotion (number 2 above), 

and those which influence the supply side, including 

worker's preferences and constraints, as well as 

work-related characteristics thought to affect productivity 

(number 1 above) (England & Farkas, 1986; OECD, 1985). 

Theories emphasizing the importance of the distribution of 

men and women across occupations and industries in 

explaining the earnings gap (number 3 above) cannot be 

classified in a straightforward manner as either supply 

side or demand side explanations. Such theories suggest 

that supply and demand factors interact to cause the wage 

differential between men and women. For example, the types 

of occupations held by women are determined in part by 

supply characteristics such as worker preferences and 

qualifications, but the supply of willing and qualified 

employees alone is not sufficient to ensure the demand for 

such workers. Demand for workers may depend on a number of 

factors, including discriminatory preferences. Thus a 

complete examination of the theories positing an 

interaction of supply and demand factors involves a 

complicated identification problem. It is difficult to 

empirically distinguish whether supply or demand factors 

have played a larger determining role in explaining the 

distribution of men and women across employment categories. 



Workers' Characteristics, Preferences and the 

Earnings Gap 

Human capital theory is the most prominent economic 

perspective that emphasizes the importance of worker 

characteristics in the determination of wages. The central 

contention is that the superior qualifications of some 

workers cause them to be more productive, and the higher 

rates of productivity are then reflected in pay differences 

between workers. Because the human capital perspective 

emphasizes worker characteristics assumed to be related to 

productivity, it can be classified as a supply side 

approach to explaining the earnings gap between men and 

women. 

prominent economists responsible for the development 

of human capital analysis include Gary Becker (197 5) and 

Jacob Mincer (1974) . Their studies focused particularly on 

the role of formal education and job specific training in 

the determination of wages. Originally the human capital 

model was used to better understand the wage determination 

process in general, and the focus was not on the 

differences between men and women in human capital 

investments and wages. More recently the analysis has been 

expanded to address wage differentials oetween men and 

women (Corcoran & Duncan, 1979; Mincer & Polachek, 1974, 

1978; Polachek, 1975, 1976, 1978, 1979, 1981; Sandel & 

Shapiro, 1978; Zellner, 1975) . 
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Human capital theory is closely related to the 

functionalist approach to occupational attainment and 

earnings in sociology (Horan, 1978 ) . Specific examples of 

this approach can be seen in the work of Davis and Moore 

(1945) and in status attainment research (Alexander & 

Eckland, 1975; Blau & Duncan, 1967; Duncan, Featherman, & 

Duncan, 1972; Featherman & Hauser, 1978; Sewell, 1968 ) . 

Proponents of the functionalist or status attainment 

approach to socio-economic status argue that occupational 

status is largely determined by education and training. 

They depict a situation where high levels of reward are 

used as incentives to attract talented workers to important 

positions in the labor market. The logical implication, 

then, is that earnings inequalities resulting from 

occupational placement are just and necessary. According 

to this line of reasoning, the gender gap in pay is the 

result of society's reward structure which values the 

superior traits of men. Unfortunately, much of the status 

attainment research was conducted with samples composed 

entirely of men (Vanfossen, 1979 ) . For this reason, much 

of the empirical work examining the gender gap in pay is 

aligned with the economic "human capital" perspective 

rather than with the sociological "status attainment 

perspective. 

Because of the focus on individual, productivity-

related characteristics in the wage determination process, 
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all of the empirical work aligned with the human capital 

and status attainment perspectives uses the individual as 

the level of analysis. Although such studies do not 

examine structural variables central to aggregate level 

research, they do provide important clues as to the effect 

of individual, productivity-related variables on the wage 

determination process—an effect also relevant to aggregate 

analysis. 

Human Capital Research 

Research guided by this perspective attempts to 

explain pay differentials between men and women in terms of 

the voluntary choices of women. Mincer and Polachek (1974, 

1978) argue that the gender-based division of labor in the 

home results in men and women opting for different patterns 

of investment in work-related human capital. They claim 

that women's child care and domestic responsibilities cause 

them to anticipate shorter, more frequently interrupted 

work lives than men. These women are likely to reach the 

threshold level at which additional investment in human 

capital will no longer be worthwhile much earlier than men 

who anticipate an extended, less interrupted career. 

According to Mincer and Polachek, a rational woman, making 

the necessary human capital calculations, will recognize 

that it is not worthwhile to invest in education to the 

same extent as her male counterpart. Similarly, employers 
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will consider the likelihood of limited employment for 

women and be reluctant to offer firm-specific training. 

This results in a situation where women are deficient in 

terms of both formal education and job-specific training. 

Mincer and Polachek also assume that women's employment is 

more likely than men's to be intermittent because of 

childbirth and childrearing responsibilities. The 

resulting depreciation of women's human capital while out 

of the labor market is also thought to account for their 

lower wages. In sum, Mincer and Polachek see women as 

intentionally limiting their human capital and, as a 

result, their earning power. 

One problem with the analysis of Mincer and Polachek 

is that they fail to consider that discriminatory reward 

structures in the labor market may have a strong influence 

on the gender—based division of labor in the family 

(Becker, 1965; Blau, 1984; Moore & Sawhill, 1976). The 

term feedback is often used to refer to this phenomenon 

because what happens on the demand side (discrimination) is 

feeding back to affect supply (women's investments in human 

capital). In this particular case, women may be choosing 

to bear a disproportionate share of the domestic burden 

because they have limited opportunities in the labor market. 

Such a situation would suggest that Mincer and Polachek are 

incorrectly exaggerating the voluntary character of choices 

made by women. 
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Mincer and Polachek (1974) tested their model using 

data from the National Longitudinal Survey of women aged 30 

to 4 4 in 19 67. They found that 4 5 percent of the gender 

gap in pay could be explained by human capital variables, 

particularly labor force participation and time spent out 

of the labor force. Sandell and Shapiro (1978) replicated 

this research and found that years of experience can 

account for about 2 5 percent of the earnings gap. 

On the whole, studies exploring the human capital 

model have been able to explain only a small proportion 

(usually less than 25 percent) of the earnings differential 

by controlling for a variety of individual productivity-

related characteristics (see also the work of Fuchs, 1971, 

and Oaxaca, 1973). The most successful study supporting 

the human capital perspective is that of Corcoran and 

Duncan (1979). Corcoran and Duncan used data from the 1976 

Panel Study of Income Dynamics, including measures of 

education, training, work history, and labor force 

attachment, in their study. The number of years of 

experience with one's current employer proved to be the 

most important variable in their analysis. The 

productivity-related variables in combination were able to 

explain 44 percent of the hourly wage gap between women and 

men, one of the highest proportions of any study. 

Empirical evidence, then, supports the assertion that 

schooling, on-the-job training, and experience are 
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positively related to earnings and partially account for 

the gender difference in average earnings. A review of the 

literature suggests that the human capital variables can 

account for somewhere between 20 and 5 0 percent of the 

gender gap in pay. Because human capital research has left 

a substantial portion of the earnings gap unexplained, it 

is reasonable to conclude that other factors play a key 

role in the determination of earnings. 

Status Attainment Research 

Status attainment theory and research, offering an 

individualistic explanation of income inequality, was 

heavily influenced by the work of Blau and Duncan (1967). 

The researchers arranged with the Bureau of the Census to 

insert questions concerning work history and parental 

background into the survey of employment and unemployment. 

This provided Blau and Duncan with an unusually large data 

set, one of the reasons their study was considered a major 

contribution. Blau and Duncan attempted to show that a 

man's occupational status was influenced primarily by his 

father's education and occupation as well as the 

individual's own education and first job. Using path 

analysis, they were able to explain slightly less than 50 

percent of the variation in son's occupational status. 

Son's education proved to be the best predictor of his 

occupational status. The research of Blau and Duncan was 
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replicated eleven years later by Featherman and Hauser 

(1978). The results of the two studies were remarkably 

similar. 

Numerous other studies expanded on the model proposed 

by Blau and Duncan. Because Blau and Duncan's model left 

much unexplained, Sewell and Hauser (1975) added several 

social psychological variables to the original model 

educational and occupational aspirations, and the influence 

of significant others on these aspirations. They found 

that the son's occupational aspirations had a slight effect 

on his choice of occupation, and that educational 

aspirations had a strong effect on educational attainment. 

Sewell and Hauser's model explained a total of 40 percent 

of the variation in occupational attainment and 57 percent 

of the variation in educational attainment. 

Bibb and Form (1977) tested the effect of individual 

variables (education, vocational training, experience, and 

employment history) on individual income. Their sample 

consisted of blue collar workers in 1972. They found that 

all of the variables in combination could account for less 

than 20 percent of the variation in income for their sample. 

Wachtel and Betsy (197 2) conducted a similar study. Their 

results were comparable. 

Status attainment research has been criticized for 

assuming that workers face a homogeneous marketplace in 

which all participants have an equal opportunity to 
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exchange their human capital investments for rewards at a 

uniform rate and according to a standard set of rules. 

Given this assumption, any differences that result in the 

level of reward in the workplace must be the result of 

differences in the productive characteristics of workers or 

the result of random deviation. Beck, Horan, and Tolbert 

(1978) argue that not all workers face a homogeneous labor 

market; that is, they did not find empirical support for 

this basic assumption. Their research suggests that wage 

differences result from structural, rather than individual, 

characteristics. Structural characteristics are ignored in 

status attainment research. 

On the whole, status attainment, or functionalist 

research on occupational status and earnings, resembles 

human capital research in economics in that it explains 

somewhere between 20 and 50 percent of the variation in 

earnings. Both lines of research, emphasizing individual 

variability as the primary determinant of earnings, fail to 

consider the role of discriminatory forces in the labor 

market. Attention will now be turned to theory and 

research focusing on this important variable. 

Discrimination and the Earnings Gap 

The majority of recent studies of the gender gap in 

pay have been motivated by a desire to quantify the effects 

of labor market discrimination on women's earnings. 
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Studies focusing on discrimination as the key explanatory-

variable in understanding the wage gap offer demand side 

explanations. According to Blau and Ferber (1986), "Labor 

market discrimination exists when two equally qualified 

individuals are treated differently solely on the basis of 

their sex (race, age, disability, and so forth)" (p. 229). 

Discrimination in the labor market may take a number of 

forms. Hiring discrimination refers to a situation where 

women are denied employment on the basis of sex. Pay 

discrimination occurs when women are paid at different 

rates than men for the same work. Another more 

controversial form of discrimination resulting from 

occupational segregation occurs when men and women are paid 

at different rates for comparable work (work that is of 

equal value to the employer). "Comparable worth 

discrimination" refers to a situation where the sex of the 

typical incumbent of the position is considered when 

setting wage rates. Because this form of discrimination is 

dependent upon occupational segregation, it will be 

addressed in a later section dealing with occupational and 

industrial segregation. 

The presence of labor market discrimination is not 

compatible with the neoclassical, human capital perspective 

in economics because it violates the underlying assumption 

that all participants in the labor market are rational. 

Rational, profit-maximizing employers would not 
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discriminate, but rather would make all pay, hiring, and 

promotion decisions according to objective, productivity 

criteria. So to the extent that discrimination based upon 

employer's personal preferences is responsible for a 

significant portion of the pay disparity between men and 

women, one of the major tenets of the human capital 

perspective has been violated. 

Gary Becker (1957), whose perspective has been heavily 

influenced by human capital theorists, argues that 

discrimination in the labor market provides nonpecuniary 

satisfaction for employers who have a "taste for 

discrimination." He argues that employers who choose to 

indulge their taste for discrimination have to pay a price 

for their actions. Because discriminating employers will 

not hire women, women are forced to accept lower wages in 

order to find employment. The nondiscriminating employer, 

taking advantage of the lower labor cost associated with 

hiring women, will increase his/her profit margin while the 

discriminating employer is forced to pay to indulge his 

tastes. Discriminators must compete against 

nondiscriminators in the labor market; thus, there will be 

a tendency for market forces to discourage the practice of 

discrimination over the long run. 

Employers may discriminate for reasons other than 

tastes or preferences. The term error discrimination is 

used to describe a situation where employers do not have 
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personal preferences regarding the sex of their employees, 

but they have inaccurate information that causes them to 

underestimate the productive capability of women (England & 

Farkas, 1 9 8 6 ) . Because such employers believe women to be 

less productive than men, they choose to hire only men or 

pay women substantially lower wages for their work. Often 

this misinformation is the result of the employer s 

reliance on stereotypes regarding the productive 

capabilities of women in the workplace. To the extent that 

these stereotypes are based on statistical averages, they 

may be accurate more often than not (Arrow, 1972; Blau, 

1984; Lewin & England, 1982; Phelps, 1 9 7 2 ) . Despite the 

fact that some highly qualified women will be denied 

employment, and in some instances these women will have a 

higher productive capability than the men who are hired, 

this form of discrimination may be efficient for the 

employer given the costs associated with other means of 

inferring the productivity of potential worjcers (tests, 

close scrutiny of work history, etc.). For this reason 

some theorists suggest that this form of discrimination 

will persist over time (Aigner & Cain, 1977). Because this 

form of discrimination may be efficient for the employer, 

error discrimination does not necessarily violate the 

rationality assumption of the neoclassical economic, human 

capital model. 
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Most research attempting to quantify the effect of 

labor market discrimination on wages utilizes a "residual 

approach" (Lloyd & Neimi, 1979). This approach involves 

estimating, via multiple regression, the proportion of the 

gender gap in pay that is the result of the 

productivity-related characteristics of men and women 

workers and allocating the residual to discrimination. 

This approach can be problematic in that the failure to 

specify and appropriately measure all of the productivity-

related variables will result in overestimating the effect 

of discrimination on wages (Blau, 1984; OECD, 1985). It 

has also been suggested that this "residual approach" may 

underestimate the effect of discrimination on wages because 

it ignores the potential effect of "pre-model" 

discrimination on investment in human capital (see 

discussion of feedback, page 12) (Lloyd & Neimi, 1979; 

OECD, 1985). Because these methodological problems exist, 

it is difficult to determine if studies examining the 

magnitude of the effect of discrimination on the gender gap 

in pay are producing underestimates, overestimates, or 

accurate results (Blau, 1984). 

Lloyd and Neimi (1979) reviewed sixteen studies 

conducted between 1964 and 1979 which attempted to 

decompose the gender gap in pay by controlling for all 

measurable differences between men and women that might be 

expected to affect productivity. The range of results of 
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these studies is striking. The variables in these studies 

explained as little as none of the variation in the gender 

gap in pay to as much as 71 percent. The "residual 

approach" to discrimination would suggest, then, that 

somewhere between 29 percent and 100 percent of the gender 

gap in pay is the result of discrimination. This wide 

range of results among studies is likely to be explained by 

differences in the variables selected for analysis and the 

measurement of the variables. In general, studies 

employing a large number of variables explain a great deal 

more of the earnings gap, even when statistical adjustments 

are made for the number of variables (Trieman & Hartman, 

1981). 

Restricting attention to studies using national 

samples of individuals across a variety of occupations, one 

finds that a substantial portion of the gender gap in pay 

is attributed to discrimination. Using 1960 census data, 

Fuchs (1971) found that over 8 5 percent of the pay 

differential between men and women could not be explained 

by productivity-related individual characteristics. 

Oaxaca's (1973) research, using data from the 1967 Survey 

of Economic Opportunity, yielded similar results. 

Research described in the previous section on human 

capital research is also relevant when attempting to assess 

the effect of discrimination on the earnings gap, provided 

the researchers specified all relevant productivity 
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related, individual variables. In the section on human 

capital research it was noted that somewhere between 20 and 

50 percent of the gender gap in pay can be attributed to 

the differential human capital of men and women. Utilizing 

the "residual approach" to discrimination, one might then 

conclude that somewhere between 50 and 70 percent of the 

earnings gap results from discrimination. 

Gender Segregation in the Workplace 

and the Earnings Gap 

Occupational and industrial segregation refer to the 

concentration of men and women in different occupations and 

industries that are predominantly of a single sex. Just as 

the gender gap in pay has remained relatively stable for 

decades, so has the overall degree of occupational 

segregation; it has not changed much since 1920 (Reskin & 

Harman, 1986). The majority of women work in a small 

number of occupations, particularly in occupations in which 

the workers are predominantly women (Reskin & Hartman, 

1986). As of 1980, almost half of all employed women 

worked in occupations that were at least 80 percent female 

(Rytina, 1981). Examples of occupations dominated by women 

include librarian, health technician, secretary and typist, 

nurses, data entry worker, bank teller, bookkeeper, 

telephone operator, sewer and stitcher, child care worker, 

and dental assistant (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983). 
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The degree of industrial segregation has been less 

stable than occupational segregation since the turn of the 

century, due to structural shifts in the economy (Reskin & 

Hartman, 1986) . Industrial segregation is also common, 

even when occupations are integrated. For example, 

clerical workers (an occupational category dominated by 

women) are more likely to be men in some industries than 

others (Reskin & Hartman, 1986) . In general, women tend to 

be concentrated in personal and professional services; 

apparel and textile manufacturing; finance, insurance, and 

real estate; and retail trade. They are notably absent 

from construction, metals, and mining (Mellor, 1984) . 

Gender segregation in the workplace is thought to be a 

leading contributor to the gender gap in pay (Treiman & 

Hartman, 1981) . Women tend to be concentrated in the lower 

paying occupations and industries. In fact, the higher the 

percentage of women in an occupation, the lower the average 

wage. Trieman and Hartman (1981) found that in 1970 for 

each additional percentage point of women in an occupation, 

the median annual earnings declined forty-two dollars. 

Employing a statistical technique called standardization. 

Mellor (1984) found that adjusting women's occupational 

distribution to match that of men would result in a two 

hundred and sixty dollar increase in the median annual 

earnings of women. Similarly, an analysis conducted for 

industries by Mellor (1984) indicated that a redistribution 
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of women's employment in industries to match that of men 

would increase the median annual earnings of women by about 

five hundred and seventy-two dollars. 

There is a large sociological literature addressing 

the causes of gender segregation. Three primary causes of 

gender segregation in the workplace receive the most 

attention—gender role socialization, family obligations, 

and discrimination. Gender role-socialization is thought 

to contribute to segregation in the workplace by 

encouraging women to prepare for and pursue traditional 

women's occupations. Parents, teachers, peers, and the 

media are all thought to play an active role in the 

socialization process (Marini & Brinton, 1984; Medvene & 

Collins, 1976; Bern, 1981; Courtney & Whipple, 1974; Grasso, 

1980; Levy, 1972). Human capital theory suggests that 

women's traditional family obligations serve to restrict 

occupational choice and cause them to become clustered in 

certain occupations. Both the gender role-socialization 

and the family obligation/human capital explanations of 

segregation in the workplace emphasize women's own choices. 

The third explanation offered for segregation in the 

workplace—discrimination—suggests that women face 

barriers to employment in certain occupations as a result 

of the preferences of employers and other male employees in 

the workplace. It becomes apparent that the approaches to 

explaining the earnings gap described earlier in this paper 
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(human capital and discrimination) often view segregation 

in the workplace as an intervening variable that results in 

lower wages for women. 

An important question arises when examining the 

contribution of gender segregation in the workplace to the 

earnings gap: why are occupations dominated by women paid 

at lower rates than occupations dominated by men? Bergmann 

(1974) argues that women are crowded into a set of female 

sex-typed occupations as a result of gender role 

socialization and discrimination, resulting in an 

artificially high supply of workers for such occupations. 

According to the laws of supply and demand, the oversupply 

of workers results in lower wages. Bergmann's theory, 

then, emphasizes the interaction of supply and demand 

factors in the determination of wages. One problem with 

Bergmann's argument is that she fails to acknowledge that 

the gender typing of men's occupations is also likely to 

result in an oversupply of workers for those occupations. 

In fact, men are trained to avoid traditional women's 

occupations more than women are trained to avoid 

traditional men's roles (England & Farkas, 198 6; Maccoby & 

Jacklin, 1974). 

Another possible explanation for the lower wages 

associated with traditional women's occupations is the 

presence of comparable worth discrimination. This form of 

discrimination occurs when the gender of the average 
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incumbent of the occupation is taken into consideration 

when setting wage rates. Thus, comparable worth 

discrimination exists when the gender composition of the 

job has an effect on pay level, after all other job 

relevant characteristics have been controlled. England, 

Chassie, and MacCormack (1982), using detailed 1970 census 

occupational categories as the unit of analysis, regressed 

median earnings for men's and women's occupations on the 

skill demands of the occupations in order to determine if 

the gender composition of the job had an independent effect 

on the wages. Their study used information from the 

Dictionary of Occupational Titles on the general skill 

demands of each occupation, including vocational 

preparation, numerical aptitude, educational requirements, 

manual dexterity, motor coordination, physical strength, 

and social skill. Controlling for these variables, 

England, Chassie, and MacCormack found that each one 

percent of women in an occupation depressed the annual 

earnings of men in that occupation thirty dollars and 

women's earnings seventeen dollars. They concluded that 

both men and women suffer wage losses as a result of 

employment in occupational categories dominated by women, 

but since women are most often concentrated in such 

occupations, they suffer more (comparing the two 

categories). The researchers estimated that comparable 
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worth discrimination accounted for about 32 percent of the 

earnings gap between men and women in 1970. 

A similar study conducted by Treiman and Hartman 

(1981), using 1980 census data, found that 35 to 39 percent 

of the earnings difference between men and women was 

associated with differences in their occupational 

distributions. Recent research, then, seems to support the 

existence of comparable worth discrimination. Occupational 

differences do seem to play a significant role in 

explaining the gender gap in pay. 

The effect of differences in the distribution of men 

and women across industries on their wages has been 

addressed in dual labor market theory and research. Dual 

labor market theorists argue that workers do not face a 

single, undifferentiated labor market, as was suggested by 

the status attainment and human capital approaches. They 

argue that the economy is divided into two distinct 

sectors, each with a corresponding labor market. The 

primary labor market corresponds to the advantaged sector 

of the economy (the core), and the secondary labor market 

corresponds to the disadvantaged sector of the economy (the 

periphery). Firms located in the periphery offer poor 

working conditions, little job security, low wages, short 

promotion ladders, and harsh discipline. This striking 

difference in the quality of worklife between the two 

sectors occurs because the profitable firms operating in 
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the core can afford to treat employees well, whereas firms 

operating in the periphery must cut labor costs in order to 

survive amid intense competition (Beck, Horan, & Tolbert, 

1 9 7 8 ) . 

Dual labor market research has shown that men dominate 

the primary labor market, whereas women are concentrated in 

the secondary labor market (Piore, 1975; Beck, Horan, & 

Tolbert, 1 9 7 8 ) . Because women are disproportionately 

located in the secondary labor market, they receive lower 

wages regardless of their qualifications. For example, 

Beck, Horan, and Tolbert (1978, 1981) estimated that the 

workers in the secondary labor market would gain $ 1 , 0 3 7 . 4 9 

annually by being located in the core sector of the economy 

rather than in the periphery sector. In addition, they 

estimated that a proportional redistribution of men and 

women across both economic sectors would result in a 9 

percent increase in women's earnings. These researchers 

argue, however, that workers employed in the periphery 

sector will have great difficulty transferring to the core 

sector because of erratic work histories and the lack of 

on-the-job training that result from employment in the more 

marginal flirins# 

Beck, Horan, and Tolbert (1978) also found that women 

£j-g subject to significant gender—based earnings 

discrimination in the core sector of the economy, but not 

in the periphery. In other words, the fortunate women who 
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are able to locate employment in the core sector of the 

economy will still suffer economically—not as a result of 

sector placement but rather as a result of gender-based 

earnings discrimination in the core sector. Thus, although 

dual labor market research emphasizes the importance of 

structural factors external to the individual in the 

earnings determination process, it also suggests that 

structural factors may interact with individual factors 

such as gender to affect earnings. 

Most research examining the role of workplace 

segregation in producing the gender gap in pay relies upon 

the index of segregation as the measure of the overall 

degree of segregation. This measure, originally defined in 

the work of Duncan and Duncan (1955), gives the percentage 

of one group—either men or women—who would have to change 

jobs in order for the occupational or industrial 

distributions of the two groups to be the same. Its value 

is zero in the case of complete occupational or industrial 

integration and 100 if all occupations or industries are 

completely segregated by gender. The index of segregation 

is calculated as follows: S = 1/2 ? I Mi ~ FjJ , where Mj_ 

is equal to the percentage of men in the labor force 

employed in occupation and Fj_ is equal to the 

percentage of women in the labor force employed in 

occupation _i. The magnitude of the index changes as the 

number of occupational categories increases. Jacobs (1983) 
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calculated the index as 40 on the basis of ten major census 

occupational categories and as 6 2 . 7 on the basis of 426 

three-digit census occupations. A number of additional 

studies have calculated the index of occupational 

segregation for various years using the detailed census 

occupational data; they have found levels of occupational 

segregation exceeding 60 percent for all years since 1900 

(Beller, 1984; Gross, 1 9 6 8 ) . 

Labor Markets and Gender-Based 

Earnings Inequality 

The concept of the labor market has been defined and 

developed by a variety of analysts. Kerr (1950) suggested 

that the term implied a degree of regularity of behavior by 

workers and employers that would enable generalizations 

concerning their actions. More recently Althauser and 

Kalleberg (1981) defined labor markets as "arenas in which 

one or more of the following are similarly structured: 

employment, movement between jobs, development and 

differentiation of job skills and wages" (p. 1 2 1 ) . Parcel 

and Mueller (1983) conceptualize labor markets as 

differentiated by regional, industrial, and occupational 

characteristics. Each of these definitions of labor 

markets emphasizes patterned structural processes operating 

so as to distinguish labor markets from one another. 
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The most common scheme for characterizing local labor 

markets in the sociological literature relies upon the 

levels of various types of economic activity within urban 

centers (and their adjacent areas) as indicators of "labor 

market type." In empirical studies the level and type of 

economic activity is generally operationalized as the 

proportion of the labor force employed in specific 

industries. Another measure of the dominance of any 

particular industry within such a regional labor market is 

its percentage share of the total dollar value of goods and 

services exported from that region (Duncan & Reiss, 1956; 

Thompson, 1965). Studies within the dual labor market 

perspective (described earlier) provide an example of 

models incorporating "industrial base" definitions of labor 

markets. 

Sociologists and labor economists acknowledge that 

characteristics of labor markets play an important role in 

the earnings determination process. However, macrolevel 

studies of earnings inequality that feature labor markets 

as the unit of analysis are quite rare. Studies that do 

consider labor market explanations of earnings inequality 

most often use the individual as the level of analysis and 

include dummy variables in the research model to represent 

geographic region and industrial and/or occupational mix 

(e.g., Harrison, 1972; Mueller, 1974; Wachtel & Betsey, 

1972). An alternative approach to incorporating 
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structural, labor market variables into research models 

aimed at explaining earnings inequality involves the use of 

contextual analysis. Parcel and Mueller (1983) perform a 

contextual analysis wherein the individual is the unit of 

analysis and independent variables are measured at both the 

individual and aggregate level. In their model, education, 

mental ability, and hours of work are measured at the 

individual level while characteristics of regional, 

occupational and industrial labor markets are measured via 

global variables (Parcel & Mueller, 1983). They find that 

the structural mechanisms within labor markets do not 

operate uniformly across individuals. Specifically, they 

note variations in the patterns of relationships between 

labor market variables and earnings by race and gender. 

Most of the literature addressing the relationship 

between the industrial structure of labor markets and 

gender-based earnings inequality is descriptive rather than 

empirical (e.g., Bluestone, Murphy, & Stevenson, 1973). 

One exception is dual labor market research that utilizes 

the individual as the unit of analysis. To date, no 

published studies exist which attempt to explain the gender 

gap in pay on an aggregate level using labor markets as the 

unit of analysis. Because labor market characteristics 

have been shown to be differentially related to the 

earnings determination process for men and women, aggregate 

level studies of this type would provide a better 
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understanding of the impact of structure on gender-based 

earnings inequality. The present research is designed to 

contribute to this understanding by exactly this route. 

Grand Theories of Gender stratification 

Some of the more global theories of gender 

stratification also provide insight into earnings 

inequality between men and women. Blumberg (1978) and 

Chafetz (1984) present comparative, macrostructural 

theories of gender stratification that are designed to 

explain a variety of dimensions of gender inequality. 

Blumberg1s theory is focused primarily on women's economic 

status, which she believes to be the key determinant of 

their overall status. For Blumberg, women's disadvantaged 

position in society results from their lack of control over 

the society's crucial economic resources, particularly the 

means of production. If one assumes that earnings are an 

indicator of economic status, following Blumberg's model 

suggests that women's lack of control over the society's 

means of production is largely responsible for their low 

earnings. It seems implicit in her argument that men's 

control over the means of production enables them to 

discriminate against women. Wage discrimination, resulting 

from a workplace controlled by men, then, would be 

responsible for women's low wages and more general inferior 

status in society. 
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Chafetz (1984) provides a broader model of gender 

inequality. Rather than focusing primarily on women's 

economic status, her theory includes political status, 

prestige, and other dimensions of gender inequality. She 

does, however, suggest that the economic dimension of 

inequality may be the most important, in that it influences 

the other aspects of status. Chafetz posits a number of 

influences on women's status, ranging from the nature of 

the organization of work activity to the structure and form 

of the family. A strict division of labor, a high degree 

of gender segregation, limited control over the means of 

production by women, and high levels of women's child care 

responsibilities are some of the variables associated with 

decreased status for women in her model. Each of these 

variables is thought to affect women's ability to make 

economic contributions which is, in turn, related to their 

economic status (earnings). 

Blumberg conducts limited tests of her theoretical 

model using anthropological data from sixty preindustrial 

societies. She finds limited support for her propositions. 

Chafetz's work is entirely theoretical, but she urges 

researchers to test the model. To date, no thorough test 

of the model has been conducted. 
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Summary of Literature Review 

Various explanations have been offered for the 

earnings gap between men and women. Some emphasize the 

role of individual characteristics and individual choice, 

whereas others focus on discrimination and structural 

constraints on individual choice. Many explanations view 

occupational segregation as an intervening variable that 

results in lower wages for women as a group relative to men. 

Each type of explanation has some merit. A review of the 

empirical literature indicates that women earn 

significantly less than men even when individual level 

variables are controlled. This suggests that the role of 

discrimination in producing the gender gap in pay is an 

important one. Segregation in the workplace also seems to 

play a critical role in producing the wage disparity 

between men and women. It seems less clear whether 

segregation results from discrimination or whether 

segregation provides the basis for a new form of 

discrimination—comparable worth discrimination. 

The more global theories of gender stratification are 

particularly important to consider when exploring the 

causes of earnings inequality between men and women because 

they highlight the far reaching consequences of the gender-

based earnings gap. Not only do low earnings result in a 

decreased material standard of living for many women, but 

they also affect women's overall status in society. Such 
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models point to the importance of coming to a better 

understanding of how wages are determined for men and women 

so that steps might be taken to reduce gender inequality of 

all types. 

Contributions of the Proposed Research 

to the Literature 

Most of the empirical research reviewed here focuses 

on either individuals or occupations as the unit of 

analysis. Even the studies emphasizing a structural 

approach in explaining the wage gap use individuals as the 

unit of analysis. Although this body of literature is 

useful for analyzing individual employment patterns and 

earnings of women, it is seriously deficient in that it 

contributes little to understanding the collective 

situation of women in labor markets. The present research 

is aimed at correcting this deficiency. 

Filling the gap in the existing body of empirical 

research requires analyses of women's status on the 

aggregate level, comparing across organizations or 

communities. That is precisely what the present research 

is designed to do. Because of the aggregate level of the 

analysis, it provides insight into the employment patterns 

of women as a group and information on how such patterns 

affect earnings inequality between men and women. 
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This kind of aggregate level research on women's 

employment in the labor market is also necessary to the 

development and testing of macro-sociological theories of 

gender inequality. At present, there is an insufficient 

body of empirical investigation oriented to this purpose. 

Yet research bearing on these theories greatly enhances 

their usefulness in guiding the formation of policy aimed 

at reducing gender inequality. This study adds a key 

component to this crucial empirical work. 

The individual level studies reviewed here are 

certainly relevant to the aggregate level research proposed. 

They clearly provide insight into the types of variables 

likely to be important to the present research. For 

example, the research literature suggests that workplace 

segregation and discrimination play a significant role in 

determining individual women's situation in the labor 

market. These findings guide the research model described 

below—a model that examines the determinants of women's 

earnings across labor markets, emphasizing the role of 

workplace segregation in producing earnings inequality 

between men and women. 

Because all previous research examining the 

determinants of women's earnings have focused on 

individuals, using local labor markets as the unit of 

analysis constitutes a significant contribution to the 

understanding of women's status in the labor market and 
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society, mobility of labor in the U.S. is clearly 

sufficient to guarantee that local labor markets are not so 

completely isolated from each other as to be entirely 

separate and distinct. Yet is is also true that economic 

and social barriers to mobility are great enough to 

ensure that a significant degree of separation does exist. 

Unless incentives to do so are quite strong, most of the 

suppliers and demanders of labor will not ordinarily move 

between these local markets but rather will be constrained 

to function within them. Thus, the emphasis of this study 

on local labor markets is in many ways a more appropriate 

focus than the individual focus of preceding studies. 

In addition, a limited number of studies exist 

exploring the relationship between workplace segregation 

and the earnings gap. Most of the attention given to 

workplace segregation to date has focused on its causes 

rather than its consequences. Although there is no 

question as to the importance of investigating the causes 

of segregation, it is also important to understand in what 

ways and to what extent segregation affects those who are 

subject to it. The present research sheds light on this 

important dimension as well. For these reasons the 

research described in the following chapters is a 

significant contribution to the existing body of research 

on both the causes and consequences of gender inequality in 

the workplace. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This project uses a cross-sectional research design 

for the purpose of investigating the earnings gap between 

men and women. The primary statistical technique used in 

the study is multiple regression analysis. Prior to 

operationalizing the variables to be used in the analysis, 

it is first desirable to describe the model in conceptual 

terms. 

The dependent variable in this analysis is the 

earnings gap between men and women. The pay disparity 

between men and women is an indicator of women's status in 

the labor market relative to men. Furthermore, women's 

status in the labor market is thought by many social 

theorists to be closely related to women's overall status 

in society (Blumberg, 1978, 1979; Chafetz, 1984; Sacks, 

1974; Sanday, 1974). Thus, the variable to be predicted in 

this research is not only an indicator of women's position 

in the labor market relative to men's, but also an 

indicator of women's overall status, relative to men's. 

Two other dependent variables are included in this 

research—women's median earnings and men's median earnings, 

This permits analysis of the relationship between the set 
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of independent variables and each of these components of 

the earnings ratio separately, providing insight into 

issues concerning the interaction of women's absolute 

earnings and their earnings relative to men. For example, 

a positive relationship between occupational segregation 

and the ratio of men's and women's earnings could be the 

result of a positive relationship between occupational 

segregation and men's earnings and a negative relationship 

between occupational segregation and women's earnings. Or 

it could also arise from a positive relationship of 

occupational segregation to men's earnings and a weaker, 

but still positive, relationship between occupational 

segregation and women's earnings. These two possibilities 

have different implications—the former implying a gain in 

men's earnings at the expense of women's earnings as 

occupational segregation increases, the latter implying a 

mutual though differential benefit of increasing 

occupational segregation. Though these kinds of 

relationships are subsidiary to the main thrust of this 

research, they are nevertheless important to the proper 

understanding of the earnings determination process. 

Each of the three dependent variables can be 

operationalized by focusing solely on full-time, year-round 

employed workers or by examining workers employed both 

full-time and part-time, year-round. Conceptually it is 

interesting to distinguish between full-time and part-time 
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workers because women are disproportionately represented in 

the part-time work category. Approximately 30 percent of 

all women workers in the United States are employed 

part-time whereas only 12 percent of men are employed 

part-time (Oi, 1985). Over the last decade there has been 

an increased demand for part—time labor, due largely to 

increased service sector employment. The part—time jobs 

available in the service sector are generally lower wage 

jobs with few employment benefits (Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development, 1984). Some 

researchers suggest that women prefer part-time employment 

because it is more compatible with their domestic 

activities, whereas others argue that the concentration of 

women in part-time jobs is a new form of discrimination. 

In either case, the trend toward increased part-time 

employment is likely to affect women's earnings. The 

inclusion of part-time workers in the dependent variable 

(the earnings gap between men and women) in this study 

results in larger earnings differentials. For this reason, 

two versions of each of the three dependent variables 

described above are included in this analysis. One version 

includes only full-time, year-round employed workers; the 

other includes both full-time and part-time, year-round 

employed workers. 

Several independent variables are examined in this 

research. Each predictor variable has a conceptual link to 
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the earnings gap, suggested by the theories and research 

described in the previous section of this study. The 

independent variables may be clustered into three broad 

groups: workplace segregation variables, family 

responsibilities/obligation variables, and labor force 

participation variables. One additional variable, the 

percentage of minority in the standard metropolitan 

statistical area, is also included as a control. 

Two workplace segregation variables—the overall 

degree of occupational and industrial segregation—are of 

interest in this research. The extent to which women are 

segregated into a narrow range of gender-typed industries 

or occupations is thought to have a significant effect on 

women's wages as a group. The "comparable worth" 

perspective on segregation in the workplace suggests that 

occupational segregation results in a special form of 

discrimination wherein jobs typically held by women are 

paid at a lower rate simply because women most often hold 

the jobs. Advocates of the crowding thesis reject the 

possibility of comparable worth discrimination and argue 

that overcrowding in women's occupations is responsible for 

low wages (Bergmann, 1974). Dual labor market theory 

addressed the issue of industrial segregation and its role 

in creating wage disparities between men and women (Beck, 

Horan, & Tolbert, 1978). Chafetz (1984) also posited a 

negative relationship between the degree of gender 
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segregation in the workplace and women's overall status. 

Each of these perspectives, then, provides a theoretical 

framework justifying the inclusion of these workplace 

segregation variables in an analysis of the determinants of 

the wage gap. 

Though there is precedent for including occupational 

and industrial segregation in the same equation (Oaxaca, 

1973), doing so in this study gives rise to 

multicollinearity problems. It is easy to understand why 

such problems arise here. There is, after all, 

considerable overlap between the two measures of workplace 

segregation. For example, the individuals in the 

occupational category "Railroad Conductor" are certain to 

be concentrated in the industrial category "Railroads." 

Because the correlation between the two indexes is too 

high, separate equations are constructed for each index of 

segregation. The different forms of the equation are 

presented in Chapter 4. 

The second category of variables, family 

responsibility/obligation variables, is emphasized in the 

human capital literature on gender differences in earnings 

(Mincer & Polachek, 1974, 1978; Polachek, 1975, 1976, 1978) 

This theoretical perspective suggests that women's 

traditional family responsibilities will detract from 

investment in human capital (education, training, etc.). 

Marital status is one indication of whether women are 
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likely to have traditional family responsibilities. 

Currently married women are likely to have greater family 

obligations that those who are unmarried. Consequently, it 

is important to include a variable reflecting marital 

status in the analysis. 

Potentially it would be interesting to distinguish 

between women in the labor force who are presently divorced 

and those who have never been married. Presumably never-

married women will be younger on average than divorced 

women and, hence, less experienced in earnings-related 

labor force activity. Divorced women, on the other hand, 

seem more likely to have become accustomed to higher living 

standards while they were married and may thus put more 

emphasis on earnings than job status. They may also have 

incurred greater financial obligations in the course of 

their married years—obligations that may continue in the 

post-marital period. For these reasons it would be 

conceptually desirable to distinguish among unmarried women 

in this analysis. 

The proportion of women in the labor force who are 

presently married and the percentage of women in the SMSA 

who are divorced are the best available predictor variables 

and, accordingly, were included in this analysis. The 

percentage of single, never married women is clearly 

implied by these two variables since the three categories 

taken together account for all women in the SMSA except 
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those who were widowed and never remarried—a comparatively 

small number. The analysis also included the percentage of 

working women who have pre-school aged children as an 

indicator of women's child care responsibilities. Chafetz 

(1984) suggests that high levels of child care 

responsibilities for women will be associated with lowered 

status. Finally, a measure of women's educational 

attainment was examined, assuming that women's family 

responsibilities have an effect on this form of human 

capital investment. 

The extent to which women participate in the labor 

force was addressed by two variables—the unemployment rate 

for women and women's labor force participation rate. 

There is an extensive sociological literature suggesting 

that the size of a minority group affects its status 

(Blalock, 1956, 1957; Glenn, 1966; Brown & Fugitt, 1972; 

Semyonov, 1980). Most of the literature focuses on racial 

minority groups and indicates that the larger the size of 

the minority group, the lower the overall status. One 

explanation for this relationship commonly offered in the 

literature is that increasing size of the minority group 

results in a perceived threat to the dominant group, which 

results, in turn, in increased discrimination against the 

minority group as a means of social control. A competing 

view can be seen in the work of Kanter (1977). Kanter 

(1977) addresses the importance of the presence of balanced 
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numbers of women and men in the workplace. In her case 

study of a large corporation, she found that women's status 

increased as their numerical presence increased. Finally, 

Lloyd and Neimi (197 9) argue that for women, there is an 

positive relationship between wage rates and rates of 

unemployment. Assuming the presence of labor market 

discrimination, they assert that employers will choose to 

hire women only if there is a wage advantage. 

Racial minority group representation was included in 

this analysis as a control variable. Syzmanski (1976) 

argues that discrimination against women (measured by the 

earnings gap between men and women) is less pronounced when 

there is a large racial minority group representation. He 

suggests that white women and non-whites of both sexes are 

functional substitutes for one another in the labor market 

in that either group can provide the capitalist economy 

with low wage labor. Villamez (1977) disagrees with 

Syzmanski's proposition that gender and racial 

discrimination are manifestations of the same phenomenon. 

He argues that non-whites and women do not even compete for 

jobs in the same labor market. Villamez suggests that 

gender discrimination is entrenched in the social structure 

and will not diminish in the presence of other minority 

groups. The study described here is not designed to 

resolve this debate; nevertheless, it seems wise to include 

racial minority group representation as a control variable. 
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The data source for this project is the Census of the 

Population: 1980—Detailed Population Characteristics (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1980). Each of the conceptual 

variables described above was operationalized from this 

data set. 

Unit of Analysis: Metropolitan Labor Markets 

The Metropolitan Statistical Area was the unit of 

analysis in this research. Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

can be of two types: Standard Metropolitan Statistical 

Areas (SMSAs) and Primary Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

(PMSAs). The SMSA is a geographical area that is 

economically and socially integrated with a central city. 

These geographical areas consist of one or more contiguous, 

nonagricultural counties, containing at least one city with 

a population of 50,000 or more. The counties that comprise 

the SMSA must have a metropolitan character, indicated by a 

population density of at least 100 persons per square mile. 

In addition, at least 75 percent of the labor force in the 

counties comprising the SMSA must be employed in 

nonagricultural industries. The name of the largest city 

is the SMSA title; if more than one large city is included 

in the SMSA, the title will include the name of each city 

(Shyrock, 1973). 

In the New England area the Metropolitan Statistical 

Areas are referred to as PMSAs (Primary Metropolitan 
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Statistical Areas). PMSAs do not follow county boundaries 

as SMSAs do, but rather include towns and cities that meet 

the population density criterion of 100 persons per square 

mile (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980). 

The SMSA/PMSA is an appropriate unit of analysis when 

examining inequality in the labor market because 

SMSAs/PMSAs represent localized, metropolitan labor markets. 

Individuals who are not geographically mobile often 

restrict occupational choice to a given PMSA/SMSA. It is 

particularly important to study variation across localities 

because a large portion of the total U.S. population 

competes for jobs within these labor markets. For this 

reason, the SMSA/PMSA is often used as the unit of analysis 

in studies of inequality in the labor market. 

It is important that the labor markets studied are 

both occupationally and industrially diverse. Restricting 

the sample to highly populated SMSAs/PMSAs should increase 

the likelihood that this is so (Thompson, 1965). The 

sample used in this research included all SMSAs and PMSAs 

with populations over 500,000 (based on April 1, 1980, 

census populations). Seventy-six of the existing 328 

SMSAs/PMSAs meet the criterion and are included in the 

sample. They are listed in Appendix A. 

Operationalization of the Variables 

The variables in this analysis were measured as 

follows: 
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1. The earnings gap between men and women. The ratio 

of men's to women's median annual earnings for year-round, 

full-time workers (GAPFULL) and the ratio of men's to 

women's median annual earnings for year-round, full-time 

and part-time employed workers combined (GAPALL) were the 

two variables used to measure the gender gap in pay. 

Workers employed year-round are defined as those who are 

employed a minimum of 50 weeks per year. 

2. Women's earnings. As above, there are two ways of 

operationalizing this variable: the median annual earnings 

of year—round, full—time employed women (FEARNF), and the 

median annual earnings of all year-round workers, including 

both full-time and part-time employed women (FEARNALL). 

3. Men's earnings. Two measures of this variable 

were also used: the median annual earnings of year-round, 

full-time employed men (MEARNF) and the median annual 

earnings of year-round, full-time and part-time employed 

men (MEARNALL). 

4. Occupational segregation. The index of 

occupational segregation was used as an indicator of the 

extent of occupational segregation (OCCUPSEG). This index 

was computed for each SMSA. The formula was computed as 

follows: 

k 
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Nfi 

If Nm 
X 100% 
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It may also be written as: 

k 

1/2 £ 

i=l 

Nf j / N_i Ijmi /Mi 

Nf / N % / N 

Mi 
X — X 100% 

N 

where: 

Nfi is the number of women in employment category i, 

is the number of men in employment category i, 

Nf is the number of women in total employment, 

NJJJ is the number of men in total employment, 

Ni is the number of persons in employment category i, 

k is the number of employment categories, and 

N is the total number of persons in employment. 

The value of this index is zero when there is no 

segregation and one when there is total segregation. The 

index value may be interpreted as the minimum proportion of 

one sex (either men or women) who would need to change 

employment categories in order for segregation to be 

removed, assuming that the members of the other sex 

retained their jobs. 

One hundred and forty-five occupational categories 

were used to compute the index of segregation. The 145 

occupational categories used to construct the index were 

drawn from available data on 482 occupational categories 

provided by the Bureau of the Census. Reducing the number 

of occupational categories from 48 2 to 14 5 was necessary 
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because of data-gathering constraints. Despite this 

reduction, this study used far more occupational categories 

in calculating the index than is common in that part of the 

social science literature that utilizes the index of 

occupational segregation. The particular categories were 

selected on the basis of category size for the total United 

States. In order for an occupational category to be 

included in the computation of the index, it had to have at 

least four-tenths of one percent (.004) of the total U.S. 

labor force (390,557) employed within it. Detailed 

occupational categories not meeting this criterion were 

aggregated to the next category level. The Bureau of the 

Census subdivides occupational categories into levels, 

ranging from 13 categories (least detailed) to 482 

categories (most detailed). Using the four-tenths of a 

percent cut off for selecting occupational categories for 

inclusion in the index of occupational segregation was 

arbitrary, but resulted in a manageable number of 

categories from a data-gathering standpoint. Appendix B 

lists the occupational categories used in the construction 

of the index of occupational segregation. 

5. Industrial segregation. The index of industrial 

segregation was used as an indicator of the extent of 

industrial segregation (INDSEG). This index was 

constructed in the same manner as the index of occupational 

segregation, substituting industrial categories for 
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occupational categories. Although the formula used to 

create the index was similar to the previous case, the 

number of categories was different. The Bureau of the 

Census subdivides industrial data into four levels ranging 

from 13 categories (least detailed) to 231 categories (most 

detailed). For the purpose of this research, 83 categories 

were selected for construction of the index. These 

categories were chosen in a manner similar to that 

described above for the choice of occupational categories, 

but in the case of industrial data the cut off for 

inclusion in the index was six-tenths of a percent of the 

labor force, or 585,836 employees. Once again, this rule 

was applied to summary statistics for the total United 

States. Categories not meeting this criterion were 

aggregated to the next most detailed level that met the 

requirement. The use of four-tenths of a percent as a cut 

off in the case of occupations and six-tenths of a percent 

in the case of industries results from an attempt to 

achieve a maximum level of detail while maintaining a 

manageable number of categories. The resulting 83 

industrial categories used in constructing the index 

represent much more detail than is commonly found in social 

science research. Appendix C contains a list of the 

industrial categories used in constructing the industrial 

segregation index. 
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Segregation indexes take account only of the overall 

amount of workplace segregation--they do not specify which 

employment categories have a disproportionate number of men 

or women. For this reason, a segregation index does not 

allow one to investigate the characteristics of occupations 

and/or industries dominated by women. For example, it is 

not possible to determine why occupations dominated by 

women pay less than occupations dominated by men via the 

segregation index. There is considerable research 

examining the types of occupations and industries in which 

women are concentrated and analyzing the characteristics of 

those occupations and industries (see, for example, 

England, Chassie, & McCormack, 1982; Hodson & England, 

1986; Treiman & Hartman, 1981). This line of research 

strongly suggests that employment categories dominated by 

women differ in some respects (skill requirements, physical 

demands, extent of unionization, and so forth) from 

employment categories dominated by men. Yet these 

differences are not sufficient to account for the earnings 

disparity between men and women. Although such analysis is 

central to the debate on comparable worth, it is not within 

the scope of the present research. However, given the 

findings of such research, a positive relationship between 

workplace segregation and the earnings gap would suggest 

that employers are taking the sex of the average employee 
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into account when setting wages for various employment 

categories. 

6. Women's marital status. The ratio of the number 

of married women in the labor force with husbands present 

to the total number of women in the labor force was used to 

examine the effect of marriage on the gender gap in pay 

(MARRIAGE). This measure differs from that commonly used 

in the literature on women's status. Most often the 

percentage of married women overall is used as an 

indication of women's marital status. Because this study 

is designed to predict the earnings of employed women 

relative to those of men, it is more appropriate to 

consider the marital status of only women who are employed. 

7. Divorced women. This variable was represented by 

the percentage of women in the SMSA who are presently 

divorced (DIVORCE). 

8. Child care responsibilities of working women. The 

ratio of the number of women aged 16 and older in the labor 

force with children under the age of six (pre-school age 

children) to the total number of women in the labor force 

was used to represent working women's child care 

responsibilities (CHILDREN). 

9. Women's education. The ratio of the number of 

women who are high school graduates to the number of men 

who are high school graduates was used as an indicator of 

women's educational attainment relative to that of men 
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(EDUCATION). It would also be useful to examine women's 

educational attainment relative to men's at higher levels 

of education, but such data is not available in this data 

set. 

10. Women's unemployment. This variable was 

represented by the percentage of women in the labor force 

with unemployment in 1979 (UNEMP). 

11. Women's labor force participation. The ratio of 

women aged 16 and over in the labor force in 1979 to the 

total number of women aged 16 and over in 1979 was used to 

measure this variable (LFPARTIC). 

12. Minority group presence. This variable was 

operationalized as follows: One minus the number of 

whites, divided by the total population (percentage of the 

total population that is non-white) (MINORITY). 

Multiple regression analysis requires that the 

independent variables not be highly correlated. Regression 

technique determines independent variable coefficients by 

apportioning variation in the dependent variable among them, 

A high degree of multicollinearity makes the allocation of 

this variation unacceptably arbitrary, and thus makes the 

independent variable coefficients that result unduly 

sensitive to the specific data set used. The independent 

variable coefficients are thus unreliable. Because the 

correlations between some of the variables described above 

proved to be too great, different forms of the equation 
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were constructed so that no two highly correlated 

independent variables appeared in the same equation. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. The degree of occupational segregation is 

positively related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 

2. The degree of industrial segregation is positively 

related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 

3. The percentage of working women who are married is 

positively related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 

4. The percentage of women in the population who are 

divorced is negatively related to the size of the gender 

gap in pay. 

5. The percentage of employed women 16 and over with 

children under the age of six is positively related to the 

size of the gender gap in pay. 

6. The ratio of women's to men's education is 

negatively related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 

7. Women's unemployment is negatively related to the 

size of the gender gap in pay. 

8. Women's labor force participation rate is 

positively related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 

9. Minority group representation is negatively 

related to the size of the gender gap in pay. 
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10. A substantial portion of the gender gap in pay 

will remain unexplained. A large part of this residual is 

likely to be the result of direct labor market 

discrimination. A portion of the residual is also likely 

to be due to the characteristics of SMSA labor markets. 

Significance of this Project 

This research contributes to the understanding of the 

wage determination process for women. Because of the 

aggregate nature of this study, it provides much needed 

insight into women's position as a group in the labor 

market. Previous research focused on the individual as the 

unit of analysis and, as a result, yielded little 

information useful for understanding the position of women 

as a class. 

One notable exception is the work of Almquist (1985, 

1986), which examined the aggregate occupational position 

of women in the labor market (at the SMSA level). In this 

work five alternative measures of occupational position 

were used: percentage of women workers who are 

professionals, percentage of women workers who are 

managers, the ratio of the number of women workers who are 

managers to the number of women workers who are secretaries 

or clerks, women's share of the total professional 

positions, and women's share of the total managerial 

positions. Almquist's research explained a great deal of 
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the variation in women's aggregate occupational 

position—well over 60 percent in some cases. 

The success of this line of research in explaining the 

occupational dimension of women's status in the labor 

market suggests that further work along these lines is 

likely to be fruitful. This present research constitutes a 

significant and logical next step in this direction 

constructing a model to explain women's earnings (rather 

than occupational position) on the aggregate level. Thus 

it adds to the existing body of knowledge a more complete 

understanding of this important additional indicator of 

women's status in the labor market. 

This research also provides insight into the 

relationship between workplace segregation and earnings 

differentials between men and women. Much research exists 

attempting to explain the causes of workplace segregation, 

but few studies explore the role of occupational and 

industrial segregation in producing the gender gap in pay. 

A comparative understanding of the local variations in 

effects of workplace segregation on the earnings gap is a 

necessary first step toward the elimination of the gender-

based pay disparity. 

The analysis is also unique because it includes far 

more detailed data on occupational and industrial 

segregation than previous research. The use of highly 

aggregated employment categories in research on 
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occupational segregation introduces a strong conservative 

bias in that it increases the likelihood of underestimating 

the extent and consequences of segregation. The 

incorporation of finer occupational and industrial 

categories in the study provides a more accurate 

understanding of the effects of workplace segregation. 

The use of the SMSA/PMSA as the unit of analysis in 

this research also constitutes a significant contribution 

to the body of research on the gender-based earnings gap. 

Each SMSA/PMSA is a relatively separate environment in 

which the causal system determining the gender gap in pay 

operates. It is assumed that the causal system is 

essentially the same within each localized labor market. 

The observation of the pattern in a given SMSA/PMSA at a 

given point in time provides a single observation on the 

operation of this causal system. Hence, taken as a group, 

the set of observations across localized labor markets 

constitutes a set of observations on the operation of the 

same causal system with sufficient variation to allow 

estimation of its parameters. Thus, studying the variation 

across localities is key to understanding the causal system 

that determines the gender gap in pay. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

The first step in the data analysis phase of this 

project involved obtaining descriptive statistics for each 

of the dependent variables included in the research model. 

Table 1 (all tables may be found in Appendix D) shows 

the pattern of these data as indicated by the mean, 

standard deviation, and range for each variable. The 

average gap between the median annual earnings of men and 

women employed full-time is 6,871 dollars. The average 

earnings gap for both full-time and part-time employed men 

and women is 6,282 dollars. These data indicate that, on 

average, women are earning about 60 percent of the average 

male wage. 

As a second step, zero-order correlation coefficients 

for the variables included in the model were obtained (see 

Tables 2 and 3). The correlations between the independent 

variables were then examined to determine if 

multicollinearity problems were present in the research 

model. The zero-order correlations between the following 

pairs of independent variables proved to be problematic: 

(1) the percentage of women in the labor force who are 

married and the percentage of women in the labor force who 

69 
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have children under the age of six, with a value of .64; 

(2) the index of occupational segregation and the index of 

industrial segregation with a value of .69; and (3) women's 

labor force participation rate and the percentage of women 

in the labor force who are married, with a value of .57. 

order to avoid multicollinearity problems, four separate 

regression equations were specified. The independent 

variables included in each of the models are listed below: 

(1) 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

( 2 ) 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

( 3 ) 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

( 4 ) 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

Using the above mentioned combinations of independent 

variables avoids multicollinearity problems and includes 

the maximum number of available variables in each equation. 

Each of the four regression equations specified above 

was run for the six dependent variables. Overall, the 

results obtained from the regression analyses were 

disappointing, particularly in terms of the ability of the 

model to predict variation in the dependent variables. The 
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percentage of variance explained (£2) in the equations 

ranged from 4 to 12 percent (see Tables 4 through 9). 

The highest percentage of variance explained was for 

the dependent variable women's full-time earnings (12 

percent), followed by the earnings gap for full-time and 

part-time workers combined (11 percent). The lowest 

coefficients of determination were for the earnings gap for 

full-time workers (4 percent) and women's earnings, 

full-time and part-time workers combined (5 percent). 

When the earnings gap for full-time workers was used 

as the dependent variable, the only independent variables 

that were significant at the .05 level were the segregation 

indexes (see Table 4). Industrial segregation with a Beta 

of .2o proved to be only a marginally better predictor of 

the earnings gap for full-time workers than occupational 

segregation with a Beta of .24. The direction of effect 

was positive as was hypothesized, indicating that greater 

levels of workplace segregation are associated with a 

larger earnings gap. 

The percentage of variance explained (R2) for the 

earnings gap when part-time workers are included was 

greater than for full-time workers alone. The best 

predictor variables for GAPALL were, again, the indexes of 

segregation (see Table 5). In the equations with 

industrial segregation (2 and 4), MINORITY was also 

significant, resulting in an R2 of 11 percent. Minority 
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group representation in the SMSA was negatively related to 

the gender gap in pay. This finding might be construed as 

offering support for Syzmanski's (1976) functional 

substitute argument. In addition, black women's wages are, 

on average, closer to black men's wages than white women's 

wages are to white men's wages, which could account for the 

negative relationship. 

For the dependent variable the earnings of full-time 

employed men, the percentage of divorced women in the SMSA 

proved to be the only variable significant at the .05 

level, with a Beta of .30. Table 6 indicates that DIVORCE 

explained 7 percent of the variance in this dependent 

variable. The direction of effect was positive. On the 

surface it is difficult to imagine why the divorce rate for 

women is likely to affect the earnings of men, but several 

explanations are possible. First of all, the divorce rate 

for women must be a proxy for the divorce rate for men. 

But it is not at all obvious why the divorce rate for men, 

as such, would be likely to result in slightly higher 

average earnings for men. In fact, some sources suggest 

that corporations have a strong preference for employing 

married, never divorced men at the higher positions in the 

organization (Collwill, 1982; Kanter, 1977). If 

corporations do prefer to staff their higher paying 

positions with married, never divorced men, then one would 

not expect a higher divorce rate to be associated with 
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higher average earnings unless the divorce rate were 

tapping some other phenomenon that was positively related 

to earnings. The divorce rate may also be serving as an 

indicator of the level of urbanization in the SMSA. 

Divorce statistics indicate that the divorce rate tends to 

be higher in urban areas (Skolnick, 1985). Because highly 

urbanized areas are likely to offer more lucrative career 

opportunities for men, it is possible that the divorce rate 

is only serving as a proxy for this urbanization phenomenon 

and is not linked to the earnings of men in a more direct 

sense. 

Both the MARRIAGE and DIVORCE variables were 

significant for the dependent variable, the earnings of 

full-time women workers (see Table 7). In equations 1 

and 2 the percentage of women in the labor force who are 

married was significant at the .05 level, with a Beta of 

-.36. This finding suggests that women's domestic 

responsibilities detract from their earning power. Such an 

interpretation is compatible with the human capital 

perspective that claims that married women will invest less 

in their human capital and therefore earn less. It is also 

possible that employers discriminate against married women 

and pay and promote them less because they fear that 

women's domestic responsibilities will cause them to be 

less stable or more distracted employees. The general 

belief that married women have higher rates of absenteeism 
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is largely unsupported, but the idea that they are more 

likely to be geographically mobile because of their 

husband's careers is reasonably accurate. Thus, it is 

likely that this finding provides an example of statistical 

discrimination wherein employers are relying on stereotypes 

based on statistical averages to make promotion and pay 

decisions. Nonetheless, the consequence of this behavior 

is that women earn significantly less when they are 

married. 

Marxist conflict theory also offers a potential 

explanation of the negative effects of marriage on women's 

wages (Barrett, 1980). This perspective suggests that 

married women's wages are low because they are not the 

primary breadwinner in the family. As a "secondary" 

breadwinner, they do not require wages sufficient to 

support themselves or to maintain the family unit. The 

woman's income is seen as a mere supplement to that of the 

man. Employers following this reasoning would set married 

women's wages at a lower rate, resulting in a larger gender 

gap in pay for SMSAs with more married women in the labor 

force. 

In the third and fourth equations for the dependent 

variable the earnings of full-time employed women, the 

percentage of divorced women in the SMSA was the best 

predictor variable, with a Beta of .33 (see Table 7). As 

was the case for the earnings variable for men, it is 
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likely that the divorce variable represents urbanization, 

which is, in turn, positively related to earnings. It is 

also possible that divorced women are more likely to be 

older and more experienced in the labor market, resulting 

in higher wages. Also, many divorced women are single 

parents with child-related financial responsibilities. 

Such financial obligations might serve to constrain 

divorced women's occupational choices in such a way as to 

force them to choose the higher paying job alternatives, 

even if the work is judged to be less suitable (for 

example, night shift work or hazardous work environments). 

Finally, it has been suggested by some researchers that 

women with relatively high earnings are more likely to 

divorce because of the competing time demands of their work 

and marriage (Skolnick, 1985). 

The DIVORCE variable was also the only significant 

predictor variable for men's and women's earnings variables 

with part-time workers included (see Tables 6 and 7). The 

percentage of divorced women in the SMSA appears to be a 

slightly better predictor of the earnings of all men, both 

full-time and part-time employed (Beta = .30, r2 = 7%), 

than the earnings of all women, both full-time and 

part-time employed (Beta = .26, R^ = 5%). If men's 

earnings are more influenced by the differing opportunities 

between rural and urban areas than women's earnings, and if 

the divorce rate for women is a proxy for urbanization, 
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then one would expect to find the DIVORCE variable to be 

more strongly related to men's earnings. 

Only five of the possible nine independent variables 

(OCCUPSEG, INDSEG, MINORITY, MARRIAGE, and DIVORCE) were 

significant in any of the regression equations. As was 

hypothesized, the two workplace segregation variables were 

the best predictors of the earnings gap between men and 

women. The variables that were significant predictors of 

the gender based earnings gap (OCCUPSEG, INDSEG, and 

MINORITY) were not significant in the separate men's and 

women's earnings equations. For this reason, it was not 

possible to ascertain whether these predictor variables 

affected the gender-based earnings gap via their influence 

on men's earnings, women's earnings, or both men's and 

women's earnings. 

It is puzzling that the other independent variables 

did not have a significant effect on the earnings 

variables, given the theoretical and research links 

specified in the previous chapters. Perhaps measurement 

problems are responsible for the failure to find 

significant links between some of the predictor variables 

and the dependent variables. For example, the education 

variable measures only the sex ratio of high school 

graduates and does not provide any information on higher 

education differences between men and women. Because 

educational requirements for employment have increased a 
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great deal over the last few decades, it is likely that the 

differences between men and women in terms of higher 

education are most important for predicting the gender gap 

in pay. Unfortunately, these data are not available for 

SMSAs. It is also possible that differences between men 

and women in terms of type of education or educational 

specialty (major) might affect the earnings gap. For 

example, if more of the men who are high school graduates 

have vocational/technical training than the women, they 

might earn higher wages. This type of distinction is not 

possible in the data set used for this research. Although 

measurement problems may account for the failure of the 

education variable to have a significant effect on the 

earnings variables, it is unlikely that this type of 

explanation holds true for the other variables. All other 

independent variables appear to be measured more 

appropriately. 

Because the research model does not explain a very 

large percentage of the gender gap in pay, other variables 

not included in the model must be critical for the 

prediction of gender-based earnings differentials. One 

obvious omission in the research model is work experience. 

Many human capital researchers have found this variable to 

be quite important in the earnings determination process 

(Corcoran & Duncan, 1979; Mincer, 197 4; Mincer & Polachek, 

1974). Because this research utilizes aggregate level 
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data, it is not possible to include individual level 

variables such as years and type of work experience. 

Another likely variable that is difficult, if not 

impossible, to operationalize is earnings discrimination. 

As discussed in earlier sections, the accepted approach for 

quantifying earnings discrimination is to specify all the 

relevant predictor variables for earnings in the regression 

equation and assume that the residual represents earnings 

discrimination. Certainly this method would not be 

acceptable in this project because it is impossible to 

include some of the important individual level variables 

such as work experience. Using the residual approach would 

overestimate the effect of discrimination on earnings. 

Nonetheless, it is likely that a significant portion of the 

unexplained variance in the gender gap in pay is the result 

of earnings discrimination. Unfortunately, it is not 

possible to estimate the percentage of the gender gap in 

pay that is due to discrimination in this project. These 

deficiencies in the present study are, however, offset by 

the inclusion of macro-structural variables such as the 

segregation indexes. As mentioned earlier, such variables 

have been neglected in most earnings determination models. 

The relatively low level of variance explained in the 

gender gap in pay might also result from the failure of the 

research models to take into account the industrial mix of 

the SMSAs studied (another macro-structural variable). 
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Certain industrial mixes might serve to advantage or 

disadvantage women in terms of earning power relative to 

men. For example, Almquist, Darville, and Dunn (1985) 

found that labor markets with high levels of manufacturing 

activity were likely to inhibit the occupational attainment 

of women. Specifically, in SMSAs dominated by 

manufacturing activity women were less likely than men to 

hold managerial or professional positions. (This is 

discussed in more detail later.) Certainly these types of 

occupations are among the most lucrative; thus the 

connection between high levels of manufacturing and low 

earnings for women seems likely. Research also exists 

suggesting that service-dominated labor markets are most 

advantageous for women in terms of occupational attainment 

and earnings (Beck, Horan, & Tolbert, 1978; OECD, 1984). 

One would expect, then, to find that the inclusion of 

variables tapping into the level of manufacturing versus 

service activity would improve the ability of the research 

equations to predict the gender-based earnings gap. It is 

also likely that other industrial distinctions are relevant 

when attempting to analyze differentials between men and 

women. 

Testing the Importance of Industrial Mix 

In an attempt to capture the effects of varying 

industrial mixes on the gender gap in pay and to improve 
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the predictive power of the regression equations, several 

new variables were created. These variables are indicators 

of the industrial mix in SMSAs. One set of variables 

simply represents the percentage of the labor force in a 

given SMSA employed in each of the following employment 

categories: manufacturing (MANUCOMB), tertiary (TERTCOMB), 

and government (GOVERNMENT). Another more detailed set of 

variables includes the percentage of the labor force in the 

SMSA employed in heavy manufacturing (HEAVYMANU), light 

manufacturing (LIGHTMANU), consumer-oriented tertiary 

(TERTCONSUM), business-oriented tertiary (TERTBUSIN), 

primary sector (PRIMARY), and government (GOVERNMENT). 

Appendix E explains how Bureau of the Census industrial 

categories were assigned to these categories. One final 

set of variables was constructed using dummy variables. 

These three variables were created by taking the mean 

percentage of employees across SMSAs in each of the 

following three categories: manufacturing (DUMMYl), 

tertiary (DUMMY2), and government (DUMMY3). A value of one 

was given to an observation if the S*MSA had greater than 

the mean percentage in that category. A value of zero was 

given if the SMSA had less than the mean percentage in that 

category. Although the dummy variables are related to the 

other measures of industrial mix based on percentages of 

employees within a category of industry, they are also 

distinct in that they indicate only whether an SMSA is 
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above average or below average in terms of the 

representation of certain industries. It is possible that 

this distinction is the most important when examining the 

effects of industrial presence on the earnings of men and 

women and that the degree to which an SMSA is above or 

below average is of little importance. 

The variables described in the previous paragraph 

should capture the most important industrial distinctions 

that are relevant to earnings differences between men and 

women. Manufacturing is thought to be an important 

category for reasons mentioned earlier. It is also 

potentially important to distinguish between heavy and 

light manufacturing because heavy manufacturing has 

traditionally been a source of employment for men and 

relatively high wages whereas light manufacturing 

encompasses many lower wage occupations dominated by women. 

The tertiary sector is expected to be a major source of 

employment for women. The finer distinction between 

tertiary business-related and tertiary consumer-related 

could be important because women in the tertiary sector are 

concentrated in the personal services that have a lower 

average wage. Finally, the category of government 

employment is included in the scheme because it is a high 

employment sector for women and one in which the wage 

structure is more explicit and less flexible than in the 

private sector. Thus, women in SMSAs with high levels of 
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government employment might well be advantaged in terms of 

their earnings power. 

Before the above-mentioned sets of variables were 

incorporated into the existing regression models, the 

correlation coefficients were computed to test for further 

multicollinearity problems. Several of the correlations 

proved too high for all the variables within any of the 

three sets to be included in the same equation. The 

following correlations were problematic; the manufacturing 

dummy and tertiary dummy/ with a value of —.58; the 

manufacturing dummy and the government dummy, with a value 

of -.57; the percentage of the labor force in manufacturing 

and the percentage of the labor force in the tertiary 

sector, with a value of -.66; the percentage of the labor 

force in manufacturing and the percentage in the government 

sector, with a value of -.62; the percentage of the labor 

force in the government sector and the percentage in heavy 

manufacturing, with a value of -.58; and the percentage of 

the labor force in heavy manufacturing and the percentage 

in the business-oriented tertiary sector, with a value of 

-.56 (see Table 2). In order to include the maximum number 

of variables in each regression equation, it was necessary 

to construct twenty-four different equations for each of 

the six dependent variables. Appendix F contains the 

various forms of the equation. 
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The addition of the industry-related variables to the 

regression equations improved the ability of the model to 

predict the gender-based earnings gap as well as men's 

earnings and women's earnings. The percentage of variance 

explained (R2) in the equations with the new industry 

variables ranged from 5 to 22 percent (see Tables 10 

through 15), a slight to moderate improvement over the 

previous equations. These results suggest that the degree 

to which certain industries are present in SMSAs does 

affect the earnings of men and women, as well as influence 

women's earnings relative to men's. The results of these 

equations will now be examined. 

Predicting the Earnings Gap for Full-time Employed 

Workers Using Industrial Mix Variables 

When attempting to predict the earnings gap for 

full-time, year-round employed workers, the highest 

coefficient of determination obtained was .15 (see Table 

10). Two different forms of the regression equation 

(numbers 3 and 4) yielded this result. In both equations 

the best predictor variable was DUMMY3, the variable 

indicating whether government employment in the SMSA was 

above or below average. The standardized regression 

coefficient for this variable in each equation was -.33, 

indicating that high levels of government employment in an 

SMSA are associated with a smaller gender gap in pay. 
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Perhaps this is the case because the wages of government 

employees are more closely monitored and regulated (in an 

attempt to prevent discrimination). 

In order to sort out the effects of the level of 

government employment in an SMSA on each of the components 

of the earnings ratio separately, it is necessary to 

examine the equations for men's and women's earnings (see 

Tables 12 and 13). This enables one to determine if the 

level of government employment advantages women in an 

absolute sense by increasing their earnings, or if the 

level of government employment disadvantages men by causing 

lowered earnings and thus resulting in higher wages for 

women relative to men. The dummy variable for government 

employment was not statistically significant in the 

regression equations for the earnings of full-time employed 

men or full-time employed women. Though they were not 

statistically significant, the signs of the coefficients 

suggest that the variable may have a slight positive impact 

on women's earnings and a slight negative impact on men's 

earnings. The combination of these two effects could 

explain the relationship between DUMMY3 and the gender gap 

in pay for full-time employed workers. 

The marriage variable is also a good predictor of the 

earnings gap for full-time employed workers (see Table 10). 

This variable had a positive effect on the gender gap in 

pay, with a standardized regression coefficient of .25. 
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Examining the equations for men's and women's earnings 

separately indicates that the marriage variable effects the 

gender gap in pay by lowering the earnings of women (see 

Table 13). The percentage of women in the labor force who 

are married may be positively associated with the gender 

gap in pay because married women must divide their time 

between the work sphere and the domestic sphere, causing 

employers to believe that these women are less productive 

employees. To the extent that such a belief is widely held 

it will influence the wage setting practices of employers 

regardless of its accuracy. As discussed earlier, it is 

also possible that married women have had their careers 

interrupted more frequently because of the career demands 

of their spouse (for example, a husband's transfer might 

necessitate that the wife abandon her job and seek a new 

one in a different region of the country). Such a 

situation would prevent women from becoming career-type 

employees and would definitely be disadvantageous to their 

income. Some researchers (Semyonov, 1980; OECD, 1984) have 

suggested that the percentage of women in the labor force 

who are married is an indicator of the degree to which it 

is necessary to have two incomes to support a family. In 

periods when two incomes are necessary for family support, 

women are pulled into the labor force even when they have 

few employment skills and minimal earning power. In better 

economic times the same women might have the option not to 
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work because two incomes are not necessary in order to 

maintain a reasonable standard of living. The suggestion 

is then that when the economy is stronger, fewer women will 

choose to work, and those who do opt for employment will be 

those who have invested in their human capital and expect 

relatively high returns for their efforts. 

The index of industrial segregation is another 

significant variable in the best equations predicting the 

earnings gap for full-time, year-round employed men and 

women. As was hypothesized, the degree of industrial 

segregation is positively related to the size of the gender 

gap in pay. Because this variable is not a significant 

predictor in the separate men's and women's earnings 

equations, it is not possible to determine if industrial 

segregation affects the earnings gap by increasing men's 

earnings, decreasing women's earnings, or via a mutual, 

though differential, effect on both men's and women's 

earnings. Nonetheless, it appears that when men and women 

are segregated by industry, men are concentrated in the 

higher paying industries and women are concentrated in the 

lower paying industries. This finding does not, however, 

indicate how this segregation is accomplished, such as, 

whether it is voluntary or coerced (through hiring 

discrimination). 

Several other independent variables were significant 

in varying forms of the regression equation for the 
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dependent variable GAPFULL (see Table 10). The index of 

occupational segregation had a positive effect on the 

gender gap in pay in equation 15. It appears, then, that 

occupational segregation and industrial segregation have 

similar effects on the earnings gap between men and women. 

Both forms of segregation seem to operate such that women 

are concentrated in the less lucrative employment 

categories. 

The percentage of the labor force employed in the 

tertiary sector in an SMSA, the percentage of the labor 

force in tertiary, business-oriented industries, and the 

percentage of the labor force in the government sector are 

significant in varying equations, and all have a negative 

effect on the gender-based earnings gap for year-round, 

full-time employed workers. Service and government 

employment may be advantageous to women in terms of 

earnings because employment in such industries does not 

violate more traditional feminine stereotypes, whereas 

employment in other industries such as heavy manufacturing 

violates traditional norms governing femininity. Also, as 

discussed earlier, it is likely that government 

requirements regarding rigid pay scales and career ladders 

may serve to reduce earnings differentials between men and 

women. One might interpret these findings to suggest that 

if we continue to become a more service-oriented economy, 

the gender-based earnings gap will erode. It is important, 
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however, to distinguish between the types of service sector 

employment and their differential effects on the gender gap 

in pay. This research suggests that a higher concentration 

of personal service employment does not have a significant 

effect on the gender gap in pay, but that a higher 

concentration of business-oriented services does have a 

significant, positive effect on the size of the earnings 

gap (see Table 10). 

It is interesting to note that service sector 

employment affects the earnings gap by reducing the 

earnings of men (see Table 12). In SMSAs where the shift 

from a manufacturing-dominated economy to a service-

dominated economy has occurred, men's income is lower. 

This is not the ideal means of "closing the gap" between 

men and women because it implies a decreased standard of 

living for men and no absolute improvement for women. 

The percentage of the labor force employed in heavy 

manufacturing, the percentage of the labor force employed 

in manufacturing, and the manufacturing dummy variable all 

had significant, positive effects on the size of the gender 

gap in pay for full-time, year-round employed workers (see 

Table 10). Higher levels of manufacturing in an SMSA 

affect the gender-based earnings gap by increasing the 

earnings of men (see Table 12). As mentioned earlier, the 

manufacturing sector has traditionally been considered the 

domain of men, and it is quite likely that the higher 
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paying positions in these industries have been reserved for 

men. In SMSAs with high concentrations of manufacturing 

activity, particularly heavy manufacturing activity, 

women's employment opportunities are likely to be quite 

restricted. Almquist, Darville and Dunn (1985) found that 

the percentage of the labor force employed in manufacturing 

was a good predictor of women's occupational attainment. 

Women were less likely to attain high level, professional 

and managerial occupations (those that are likely to have 

the highest earnings) in SMSAs that were manufacturing-

dominated. The present research supports this work. 

Predicting the Earnings Gap for All Workers 

Using Industrial Mix Variables 

When analyzing earnings differences between men and 

women, it has become more important to consider the 

earnings of part-time as well as full-time workers as the 

frequency of part-time work has increased over the last 

decade. Many suggest that the increased demand for part-

time workers has resulted from increased service sector 

employment where employment continuity is not necessary, as 

well as a need to lower the cost of labor (OECD, 1984; Oi, 

1985). Women may be concentrated in part-time employment 

because it allows them to more efficiently coordinate their 

domestic and work responsibilities. On the other hand, it 

may be that more women than men are employed only part-time 
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because women do not have adequate full-time employment 

opportunities. Regardless of whether the high percentage 

of women in part-time jobs results from choice or 

constraint, the result is lowered average earnings for 

women. Part—time employees are often compensated at 

disproportionately lower rates than full—time employees, 

and it is relatively rare for part-time employees to be 

eligible for company benefits such as medical insurance. 

Including part-time workers widens the analysis and 

makes it more complete. On the one hand, this would seem 

likely to yield a broader and perhaps more accurate picture 

of earnings differences between men and women and the 

various factors contributing to them. On the other, to the 

extent that the causal system relevant to part-time work is 

different from that relevant to full-time work, combining 

the two may only serve to confound the causal factors. 

When the earnings gap dependent variable is expanded to 

include part-time workers, the explanatory performance of 

the model is, in fact, slightly improved. In five of the 

twenty-four equations, the adjusted coefficient of 

determination (R2) is 16 percent, one percent higher than 

for the best equations, which exclude part-time workers 

(see Table 11). 

In the five equations with the best predictive 

ability, four variables proved to be significant. These 

were the percentage of the labor force in manufacturing, 
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the manufacturing dummy variable (these two never appear in 

the same equation), the government dummy variable, and the 

index of industrial segregation. Of these variables, the 

percentage of the labor force in manufacturing had the 

greatest effect on the gender gap in pay for full-time and 

part-time workers combined, with a standardized regression 

coefficient of .35 (see Table 11). The results indicate 

that as the percentage of the labor force in manufacturing 

increases, so does the gap between men and women in 

earnings. Once again, higher levels of manufacturing 

affect the gender-based earnings gap by increasing the 

earnings of men (see Table 14). This finding is consistent 

with arguments given earlier suggesting that manufacturing 

is traditionally the domain of men and that SMSAs with high 

levels of this type of activity are likely to have lowered 

earnings for women. This explanation would apply as well 

to the manufacturing dummy variable which is also 

positively related to the size of the gender gap in pay, 

with a standardized regression coefficient of .34 (see 

Table 11). 

As before, the level of government employment is 

negatively related to the size of the gender gap in pay 

with a standardized regression coefficient of -.32, and the 

index of industrial segregation is positively related to 

the size of the gender gap in pay with a standardized 

regression coefficient of .25 to .26 (see Table 11). The 



92 

level of government employment in an SMSA reduces the size 

of the gender-based earnings gap by decreasing men's 

earnings (see Table 14). Because industrial segregation is 

not a significant predictor variable in the separate men's 

and women's earnings equations, it is not possible to 

determine whether this variable increases the size of the 

gender gap in pay by increasing men's earnings, decreasing 

women's earnings, or both. On the whole, the percentage of 

variance explained in the equations for which these 

variables are significant is a few points higher than was 

the case for the dependent variable including only 

full-time workers. 

Four other independent variables are significant in 

the equations with a lower predictive ability (R^). They 

are the percentage of the labor force in the tertiary 

sector; the percentage of the labor force in tertiary, 

business-oriented employment; the percentage of the labor 

force employed in heavy manufacturing, and the index of 

occupational segregation. The percentage of the labor 

force in heavy manufacturing has a strong, positive effect 

on the gender-based earnings gap with a standardized 

regression coefficient of .39 (see Table 11). The effect 

of this variable on the earnings gap is greater than that 

of the more general manufacturing variable, indicating that 

high levels of heavy manufacturing activity in an SMSA are 

particularly advantageous to men. The other two variables 
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representing tertiary sector employment are, again, 

negatively related to the size of the earnings gap, and 

both affect the gender gap in pay by decreasing the 

earnings of men (see Table 14). The effect of these 

variables, however, is not as great as that of the 

manufacturing variables. Finally, the index of 

occupational segregation has a slight to moderate positive 

effect on the size of the gender gap in pay with a 

standardized regression coefficient ranging from .22 to .26 

in various equations. 

A comparison of the regression equations for the 

dependent variable representing only earnings of full-time 

workers with those for the dependent variable, including 

the earnings of part-time workers as well, indicates that 

the significant predictor variables are quite similar for 

the two dependent variables. Only one independent 

variable, the percentage of women in the labor force who 

are married, is significant for one, but not both, of the 

dependent variables. The percentage of women in the labor 

force who are married has a slight to moderate effect on 

the earnings gap for full-time workers only. This finding 

might suggest that full-time employed, married women may be 

compensated at a lower rate because of the potential for 

domestic/work conflicts, but that such conflicts are not as 

likely to be present for part-time employed, married women 

who are spending fewer hours on the job. 
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Predicting Men's Earnings and Women's Earnings 

Separately Using Industrial Mix Variables 

The remaining equations were designed to predict tne 

median earnings of men and women separately. Although this 

is not the focus of this study, the results are useful for 

providing insight into issues concerning the interaction of 

absolute and relative earnings. The success of these 

equations was quite varied. The best predictive ability 

was for the equations focusing on the earnings of all 

employed men with the corrected coefficients of 

determination ranging from .15 to .22 (see Table 14). The 

least successful equations were those designed to predict 

the earnings of all employed women which were able to 

explain only 5 to 6 percent of the variance in the 

dependent variable. 

The fact that the regression equations involving only 

full-time employed women workers had better predictive 

ability than the equations that included both full-time and 

part-time employed women suggests that the set of causal 

variables critical to the determination of full-time 

employed women's earnings is in some considerable measure 

different from that which explains the earnings of women 

working part-time. It may well be that women work 

part-time for a much wider variety of reasons and under a 

much wider variety of circumstances. For example, some 

part-time work may be undertaken for very casual reasons, 
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such as the occasional availability of extra time, or a 

desire for a bit of extra, temporary income to support a 

specific purchase. These reasons are not as likely to 

motivate full-time work. However, some part-time work is 

undertaken as a result of financial pressures similar to 

those that motivate full-time work. Of course, some women 

may work part-time simply because they cannot find the 

full-time work they would prefer. These differences in 

motivation may well give rise to different wage demands and 

prospects that will, in turn, result in an earnings pattern 

distinct from that of full-time workers. 

Looking first at the earnings of full-time employed 

men, the percentage of the variation explained in the 

equations ranged from 7 to 13 percent (see Table 12). The 

predictor variable with the strongest effect on the 

dependent variable in the equations was the divorce rate 

for women in the SMSA, which had a positive effect on the 

earnings of full-time employed men (Beta = .30). As 

discussed earlier, it is likely that this relationship 

arises because the divorce rate is an indicator of 

urbanization, and the earnings of men are greater in 

urbanized areas. 

Two other variables are significant in the regression 

equations estimating the earnings of full-time employed 

men: the manufacturing dummy variable and the tertiary 

dummy variable. These variables have roughly equal, but 
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opposite, effects on the dependent variable (see Table 12). 

The manufacturing dummy variable is associated with higher 

average earnings for men (Beta = .26). Once again this 

finding lends support to the argument given earlier 

regarding the "masculine tradition" in manufacturing and 

monetary advantages for men. If the level of tertiary 

employment in an SMSA is above average, it is associated 

with decreased earnings for men ( Beta = .24). Most likely 

there is a tradeoff between service sector activity and 

manufacturing activity, resulting in lower or higher 

average earnings for men depending on the emphasis in the 

given SMSA. 

The best predictor variable for the earnings of 

full-time employed women is the percentage of women in the 

labor force who are married. This variable is negatively 

related to women's earnings with a standardized regression 

coefficient of -.36 (see Table 13). Once again, the view 

that marriage is disadvantageous for women's earnings is 

supported. In fact, this variable alone is able to explain 

12 percent of the variation in the earnings of women who 

are working full-time. 

The only additional variable significant in the 

equations for full-time employed women is the divorce rate 

for women in the SMSA. This variable is significant in the 

equations that do not include the marriage variable (see 

Table 13). The divorce rate for women has a positive 
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relationship to earnings with a Beta weight of .33 and is 

able to explain 9 percent of the variation in the dependent 

variable. Because of the aggregate nature of this study, 

it is not possible to determine which employed women in the 

SMSA have higher earnings. In other words, it is unclear 

whether the higher average earnings for women in SMSAs with 

higher divorce rates are the result of divorced women 

earning more, or if the higher earnings are distributed 

among all women. As mentioned earlier, the earnings of 

divorced women may be higher because, on average, divorced 

women represent an older segment of the population. Being 

older implies more work experience which is usually 

associated with higher earnings. It is also possible that 

divorced women are more likely to be career-type employees 

who experienced marital conflicts as a result of their 

career demands, conflicts that let ultimately to divorce. 

As discussed earlier, divorced women may also have 

financial obligations (childcare, unpaid debts, and so 

forth) that necessitate choosing the highest paying job 

opportunities even when those jobs may be otherwise 

undesirable. Finally, divorced women may have become 

accustomed to a certain standard of living supported by two 

incomes and may strive harder to recapture that standard of 

living via increased work effort and job choice. 

As noted earlier, the equations with the best 

predictive ability were those designed to estimate the 
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earnings of men, full-time and part-time employed. The 

combination of statistically significant independent 

variables that yielded the highest adjusted coefficient of 

determination was the percentage of the labor force 

employed in the tertiary sector and women's divorce rate 

(see Table 14). The direction of effect and relative 

strength of effect of these two variables is similar to 

that found in previous equations for men's earnings. The 

only important difference is that the equations constructed 

for full-time and part-time employed men combined have 

better predictive ability than the equations for full-time 

employed men alone (R2 = 2 2 percent). The strength of the 

tertiary sector variable may be due, in part, to the fact 

that there are more part-time employment opportunities in 

the service sector. Given the lower wage structure of the 

tertiary sector, if the majority of part-time employment 

opportunities are located in that sector, it is logical 

that the tertiary sector variable would be particularly 

well suited for explaining the earnings of part-time 

workers. 

Several other independent variables were significant 

in various forms of the equations designed to predict the 

earnings of full-time and part-time employed men combined. 

The three dummy variables representing the level of 

employment in manufacturing, services, and the government 

sector were significant in some of the equations (see Table 
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14). Again, the level of manufacturing employment has a 

relatively strong positive effect on men's earnings whereas 

the level of tertiary and government employment have 

lesser, negative effects on men's earnings. Other 

variables representing the level of manufacturing and 

service activity (the percentage of the labor force in 

manufacturing employment and the percentage of the labor 

force in the tertiary, consumer-oriented sector) were also 

significant in some of the equations. Consumer-oriented 

tertiary employment may be of particular importance in the 

prediction of earnings for full-time and part-time employed 

men combined because many of the part-time employment 

opportunities that exist are in this segment of the 

tertiary sector (e.g., waiters, sales clerks, etc.). 

Finally, the percentage of women in the labor force 

who are married and the percentage of women in the labor 

force who have children under the age of six are 

significant predictors of men's earnings (see Table 14). 

Both of these variables have a slight negative effect on 

the dependent variable. One possible explanation for this 

finding is that married women, and particularly married 

women with young children, may serve as competition for 

part-time employed men in the labor market. If these women 

favor part-time employment because it is more compatible 

with their domestic responsibilities, they might be willing 

to accept low wages in order to have this convenience. Men 
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seeking part-time employment would then have to compete 

with these women who are willing to accept low wages. This 

type of employment competition might serve to lower the 

wages of part-time employed men. 

The regression equations with the lowest predictive 

ability were for the dependent variable the earnings of 

women employed both full-time and part-time, with an 

adjusted coefficient of determination varying between .05 

and .06 (see Table 15). Only two variables were 

significant in any of the twenty-four equations: 

percentage of the labor force employed in the 

business-oriented, tertiary sector and the divorce rate for 

women in the SMSA. Both of these variables were positively 

related to the earnings of full-time and part-time employed 

women. Explanations given earlier for the link between 

these predictor variables and women's earnings are likely 

to be applicable here as well. The most interesting result 

from the equations designed to predict the earnings of 

full-time and part-time employed women combined is the low 

adjusted coefficient of determination. Key variables 

affecting the earnings of women, particularly part-time 

employed women, are clearly absent from these equations. 

Corcoran and Duncan (1979) found hours worked to be a 

particularly important variable when predicting earnings 

for full-time employed men and women. It is likely that 

there is much variation in the number of hours worked per 
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week for part-time employed workers, much more so than for 

full-time employed workers. This information is not 

available in the data set used for this study, yet it is 

likely to be a significant predictor of women's earnings. 

It is also possible that economic conditions have a 

significant impact on the earnings of part—time workers. 

Some suggest that part-time employment may serve as a kind 

of cushion for employers who choose to rely more heavily on 

lower paid, part—time employees in economic bad times 

(OECD, 1984). Women may serve as a kind of reserve army of 

labor, available to assume low wage, part-time positions 

when the demand exists. If more women are drawn into the 

labor force to assume low-paying, part-time positions as a 

result of economic downturns, some indicator of economic 

conditions (other than the unemployment rate which is 

included in this analysis and was not significant for any 

equations) might prove to be a useful predictor variable in 

future analyses. 

Several of the independent variables in this project 

were not significant in any of the equations for any of the 

dependent variables. The education variable did not prove 

significant in any equation, even though previous research 

suggests that the level of education is an important 

variable in determining the earnings of individual workers. 

Again, it is likely that this variable failed to be a 

useful predictor because it addresses only high school 
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graduation, not higher levels of education. Furthermore, 

the education variable gives no indication as to type of 

education or educational focus. A more refined measure of 

education would most likely prove to be a significant 

predictor variable. 

The two variables addressing the extent to which women 

participate in the labor force, the percentage of 

unemployed women in the labor force and the percentage of 

adult women in the labor force, were not significant in any 

equations. Percentage of minority in the SMSA also failed 

to enter any of the regression equations that included the 

industry variables. Finally, the percentage of the labor 

force employed in light manufacturing and the percentage of 

the labor force employed in the primary sector were not 

useful predictor variables. It is possible that some of 

these variables failed to prove significant in the earnings 

equations because there is little variation in the 

variables across SMSAs. For example, the extent to which 

women participate in the labor force and the percentage of 

the labor force employed in light manufacturing did not 

vary much across SMSAs. 

Summary 

Four of the ten hypotheses specified in Chapter 3 were 

supported in this research. Occupational segregation, 

industrial segregation, and the percentage of women in the 
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labor force who are married all proved to be positively 

related to the gender gap in pay. Also, the hypothesis 

that stated that a large portion of the gender gap in pay 

would remain unexplained received support. This hypothesis 

suggested that discrimination and labor market 

characteristics of SMSAs are two types of variables that 

might explain a large portion of the residual. Again, it 

was not possible to test the suggestion regarding 

discrimination. However, the addition of the 

industry-related variables to the regression equations did 

serve as a partial test of the hypothesis that the 

industrial mix within a labor market affects the 

determination of earnings for men and women, and the 

industry variables slightly improved the predictive ability 

of the model. 

The hypotheses predicting that the divorce rate for 

women in an SMSA, the ratio of women's to men's education, 

women's unemployment rate, and minority group presence in 

an SMSA would be negatively related to the earnings gap 

were not supported in this research. The proposed positive 

relationships between the percentage of women in the labor 

force with young children and the gender gap in pay and 

between the labor force participation rate for women and 

the gender gap in pay also failed to receive support. 

On the whole, the industry variables proved to be the 

best predictors of women's earnings relative to men. 
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Further exploration of the links between the industrial mix 

in an SMSA and the gender gap in pay would be a useful next 

step in elucidating the earning determination process for 

men and women. This information might be particularly 

useful because our economy is undergoing a shift from a 

secondary sector to a tertiary sector emphasis. Such 

research could provide answers to questions regarding the 

consequences of such a shift for the earnings of men and 

women. For example, will earnings differentials between 

men and women narrow as a result of lowered earnings for 

men? Or will the earnings gap erode as women's earnings 

power increases? 

The failure to find more significant links between the 

predictor variables and the earnings gap between men and 

women suggests the need for more aggregate level research 

incorporating additional variables that are conceptually 

linked to the determination of earnings. Some suggestions 

include a higher education variable, averages of hours 

worked for men and women, some form of average years of 

experience variable for men and women, a "type" of higher 

education variable (B.A., B.S., technical schooling, etc.), 

level of urbanization, and additional "state of the 

economy" variables (besides the unemployment rate). 

Unfortunately, the majority of these types of data are 

unavailable at present on the SMSA level. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THEORETICAL INTERPRETATION OF THE 

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

This research, aimed at exploring the causes of the 

earnings gap between men and women, provides support for 

some previously offered explanations of gender-based 

earnings differentials. Although this research is not 

designed to be a thorough test of any one specific theory 

of earnings inequality, it does have a theoretical base in 

many of the theories described in Chapter 2. The 

implications of this research for each of the theories/ 

perspectives described in Chapter 2 will now be analyzed. 

"New structuralist" explanations of earnings 

differences between men and women receive the most support 

from this research. "New structuralist" theories are those 

that focus on structural rather than individual 

characteristics as determinants of wages. One example, 

reviewed earlier, is dual labor market theory. Dual labor 

market theory emphasizes the importance of the 

distribution of men and women across industries in the 

determination of wages (Beck, Horan, & Tolbert, 1978). 

Advocates of this perspective argue that men are 

concentrated in the advantaged, core sector of the economy 

107 
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whereas women are concentrated in the disadvantaged, 

peripheral sector. The core sector of the economy is 

composed of industries with high levels of capital 

intensity, high profit margins, large assets, and market 

concentration. Industries located in the peripheral sector 

are those that have small firms, labor intensity, and low 

assets (Bluestone, 1973). Beck, Horan, and Tolbert (1978) 

offer a sectoral classification of industries that places 

most manufacturing industries, particularly heavy 

manufacturing industries, in the core sector of the economy. 

Most service industries are located in the peripheral 

sector in their scheme. 

Incorporating variables that represent the industrial 

mix in an SMSA considerably improved the predictive ability 

of the models in this research. In fact, the industrial 

mix variables proved to be the best predictors of the 

earnings gap between men and women. A concentration of 

employment in manufacturing, especially heavy 

manufacturing, was found to significantly advantage men. 

Conversely, a concentration of employment in the service 

industries was found to significantly improve women's 

earnings. 

Dual labor market theory suggests that women face 

significant earnings disadvantages in the core, but not in 

the periphery (Beck, Horan, & Tolbert, 1978). The present 

research supports this claim. Indeed, in manufacturing 
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(core) dominated SMSAs, women's wages suffer. Since it is 

logical to assumes that more women must be employed in the 

core sector in "core-dominated" SMSAs, this supports the 

proposition of dual labor market theory. Also, the finding 

that high levels of service employment (peripheral) in an 

SMSA are associated with higher wages for women and a lower 

gender-based earnings gap supports dual labor market 

theory's claim that women in the periphery face no wage 

disadvantage other than the sectoral disadvantage that they 

share with white men. 

It is important to consider what types of employment 

opportunities exist for women in SMSAs dominated by core 

sector, manufacturing activity. Because employers located 

in the core "prefer" to hire men, it is likely that there 

are fewer employment opportunities for women in these SMSAs. 

Such a situation would create an oversupply of labor for 

jobs traditionally reserved for women, which would operate 

to lower the wages of women in these occupations. To the 

extent that peripheral industries are present in these 

SMSAs, they will be staffed largely by women. Also, some 

positions are available for women in the primary sector 

(manufacturing, etc.) but generally at the lowest tier, 

which is not linked to mobility channels (Piore, 1972). 

Certainly these situations would account for women's low 

wages relative to men's in "core-dominated" SMSAs. 
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In the present research the indexes of workplace 

segregation, particularly the index of industrial 

segregation, have a moderate, positive effect on the 

gender-based earnings gap. These indexes do not offer 

information as to the types of industries or occupations in 

which men and women are concentrated, merely the degree of 

concentration. Nonetheless, finding these variables 

positively related to the gender gap in pay suggests that 

women are located in the disadvantaged industries and 

occupations whereas men are located in the advantaged 

employment categories. This finding supports dual labor 

market theory's contention that women are concentrated in 

the secondary labor market are concentrated in the primary 

labor market. 

It is interesting to note that the correlations 

between the percentage of the labor force in heavy 

manufacturing and the indexes of segregation are among the 

highest obtained in this study (occupational segregation = 

.44, industrial segregation = .34). This suggests that in 

heavy manufacturing-dominated SMSAs, women are likely to be 

clustered in a narrower range of employment categories. As 

was suggested earlier, it is likely that women in these 

SMSAs will be segregated into any non-manufacturing 

(peripheral) industries that are present. When they are 

employed in manufacturing industries, they will be located 

in a fairly narrow range of occupations. The positive 
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relation of manufacturing to the gender gap in pay 

indicates that women hold the lowest paying occupations in 

such SMSAs. In contrast, the non-manufacturing industry 

variables are all negatively related to the indexes of 

segregation and the gender gap in pay (see Table 2). This 

supports the view that women have more and better 

employment opportunities relative to men in service-

dominated SMSAs. 

The set of correlations described above gives rise to 

an interesting possibility. It seems that the industry 

variables may be having their effect on the earnings gap 

through intervening workplace segregation variables. The 

correlation coefficients described above are consistent 

with this hypothesis. This possibility is further 

suggested by the fact that in equations where the set of 

potential independent variables includes both a measure of 

segregation and a measure of manufacturing employment, only 

one of the two predictor variables proved significant (see 

Tables 10 through 15). Though both of these observations 

support the hypothesis that segregation does play this 

intervening causal role, neither correlation analysis nor 

regression analysis can be used to establish causality. 

Nevertheless, it would be interesting to investigate the 

causal chain more completely in further research using path 

analysis or other appropriate methods. 
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Dual labor market theory alone does not adequately 

explain why men and women are concentrated in different 

sectors of the economy (Hodson & Kaufman, 1982). The 

suggestion is made that the peripheral firms, constrained 

by competitive markets, must hire the lowest cost labor. 

But this does not explain why the core firms would 

consistently hire men at a higher cost. The ability to 

afford this irrational behavior should not be construed as 

a motivation for it. In order to gain insight into why the 

profitable core firms choose to employ the higher priced 

male workers, one can look to Becker's model of taste 

discrimination. Becker (1957) assumes that men and women 

are equally productive workers, but that some employers 

have "tastes for discrimination" and prefer to hire men. 

He also points out that workers and customers may have 

discriminatory tastes that cause pressure on employers to 

hire only men. Thus, core employers could be motivated to 

hire men, even at a higher cost. Core firms, then, can 

afford to indulge their discriminatory tastes. Peripheral 

firms are forced to over-ride any gender preferences they 

might have for employees and hire the lowest cost labor. 

This scenario would account for the concentration of women 

(and other minority workers) in the more marginal firms or 

industries. 

Becker's model is but one of many providing insight 

into the phenomenon of discrimination in the workplace (see 
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Chapter 2). Some charge that gender-based pay 

discrimination in the workplace is the result of 

unfavorable stereotypes regarding women as employees 

(Arrow, 197 2; Aigner & Cain, 1977). This type of 

discrimination is generally referred to as error 

discrimination or statistical discrimination. 

Unfortunately, it was not possible to test perspectives on 

discrimination in this research. Furthermore, it was not 

even possible to determine the contribution of 

discrimination to the gender gap in pay. The best 

available means (to date) to quantify the effect of labor 

market discrimination on wages is to utilize a "residual 

approach." Such an approach requires that all of the 

pertinent variables that might be thought to affect 

earnings be specified in a regression model. It is then 

assumed that the residual is the result of discrimination. 

Because this study was conducted on an aggregate level and 

focused on the earnings of women as a group rather than the 

earnings of individual women, it was not possible to obtain 

sufficient individual-level, productivity-related data 

(e.g., work experience, type of training, skill level, 

etc.). Such information is not available for SMSAs and is 

not included in the regression models. Thus, any attempt 

to attribute the residuals from the regression equations to 

discrimination would be likely to be a gross over-estimate 

of the effect of discrimination on the earnings gap between 
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men and women. Nonetheless, it is possible that the 

relatively low coefficients of determination obtained in 

this research are, in part, the result of the inability of 

this model to capture the effect of discrimination in the 

regression model. 

Certainly the inability to properly specify all 

relevant variables in the equation and thus capture the 

effect of discrimination on earnings is a deficiency in 

this study. This deficiency is, however, offset by the 

contribution of analyzing aggregate units rather than 

individuals. Perhaps at some point appropriate 

productivity-related data will be provided on the SMSA 

level. This would enable a more thorough exploration of 

all the potential determinants of gender-based earnings 

differentials. 

It is perhaps possible to crudely estimate the effect 

of discrimination on the gender gap in pay here, using a 

somewhat unorthodox, speculative approach. A review of 

recent studies in the human capital perspective suggests 

that individual, productivity-related variables can account 

for somewhere between 20 and 50 percent of the gender gap 

in pay. Suppose it were assumed that the missing human 

capital variables would have had a similar effect if it had 

been possible to include them in this study. In order to 

be conservative, assume the human capital variables would 

have been particularly powerful here, explaining 50 percent 
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of the variance (the upper limit of the range in previous 

studies). We can then subtract this from the lowest 

residual variance encountered in this present research (84 

percent), reducing this residual to 34 percent. It would 

seem highly likely that a large part of this residual 

variance would be the result of discrimination. This is 

only a very rough approximation, but it is likely that any 

bias should be conservative (such as, underestimate the 

effect of discrimination on the gender gap in pay). 

The human capital and status attainment approaches to 

earnings determination are also addressed in the present 

study. The family-related variables included in this study 

(marriage, presence of young children, and divorce) tap 

into the human capital perspective's assumption that family 

responsibilities detract from women's investment in 

work-related human capital. In this study the marriage 

variable has a slight effect on the earnings gap for 

full-time employed workers, but no other variable 

representing family responsibilities is significant in any 

equation predicting the gender gap in pay. This finding 

suggests minimal support for the human capital assumption 

regarding these variables. In addition, it is possible 

that the marriage variable has a slight effect on the 

gender gap in pay because of employer discrimination based 

on stereotypes regarding married women, rather than as a 
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result of women's conscious choices not to invest in their 

human capital. 

It is interesting to note that the divorce variable 

is significant in most of the equations designed to predict 

the earnings of men as well as those designed to predict 

the earnings of women. Because this variable has similar 

effects for the earnings of both men and women, it is not a 

significant predictor of the gap between men's and women's 

earnings. Contrary to the reasoning of the human capital 

perspective, the divorce variable has a positive effect on 

the earnings of both men and women. Extending the 

reasoning of the human capital perspective might suggest 

that divorced women would be less likely to have invested 

in human capital than single women, and far less likely to 

have invested in human capital than either married or 

single men. Thus, one would expect to find that the 

divorce variable would have a negative impact on women's 

earnings relative to men's. Furthermore, the human capital 

perspective does not explain why the divorce rate for women 

in an SMSA should have a positive impact on women's 

earnings. 

The human capital perspective does not offer a 

workable explanation for the effect of the divorce rate for 

women on earnings. It is likely that the divorce variable 

in this study is operating as a proxy for something other 

than the level of investment in work-related human capital. 
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In the previous section it was suggested that the divorce 

rate for women might be a proxy for the level of 

urbanization. Because the divorce rate is higher in urban 

areas and because wages are typically higher for both men 

and women in urban areas, one would expect to find a 

positive relationship between the divorce rate and the 

earnings of both men and women. Including some indicator 

of the level of urbanization in an SMSA (population, or 

population of the largest city) would enable one to sort 

out the effects of urbanization and the divorce rate on 

earnings. This would be an interesting and useful addition 

to further research in this area. 

The education variable is also included in this study 

for the purpose of testing an assumption of the human 

capital perspective. Unfortunately, the only comparative 

measure of men's and women's education available for SMSAs 

is high school graduation. Human capital theory suggests 

that women's earnings are lower than men's because they do 

not invest as much in education (and other forms of 

training). Thus, one would expect to find a negative 

relationship between the educational variable and the size 

of the gender gap in pay. This relationship does not prove 

to be significant for any of the equations in this study. 

The failure to find a significant link between these two 

variables may be the result of using only high school 

graduation as an indicator of amount of schooling. As 
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argued earlier, better measures of the level of education 

of men and women would include the amount of higher 

education as well as the type of education. 

Both indexes of workplace segregation have 

significant, positive effects on the gender-based earnings 

gap in this study. It is rather difficult to construe this 

finding as supportive of any one theory or theoretical 

perspective because, to date, much of the literature 

addressing the effects of workplace segregation on earnings 

has been largely atheoretical. A few theories have been 

developed that attempt to explain how women become 

segregated in certain types of occupational categories, but 

these theories do not attempt to explain the connection 

between workplace segregation and earnings (Strober, 198 4; 

Mason, 1984). The research literature on comparable worth 

certainly addresses the link between workplace segregation 

and the gender gap in pay, but this research seems to arise 

from a foundation that is theoretically void. 

Acknowledging this peculiarity, one author states, "Its 

[comparable worth's] bibliography is a curious one" (Kerr, 

1986). 

Despite the theoretical deficiencies in the literature 

focusing on the effects of workplace segregation on 

earnings, it is possible to identify some implicit 

connections between the research literature and existing 

sociological theory. Marxist feminist theoretical analyses 



119 

suggest once women are segregated into certain employment 

categories, the type of work they perform becomes gender-

typed. This gender-typing enables men (the dominant group) 

to systematically undervalue the skills associated with 

women's work. Because of their privileged position in 

society and a dominant patriarchal ideology, men are able 

to establish definitions of skill that legitimate their 

high wages. Such definitions are not objective; they are 

arbitrary. What results, then, is a situation where the 

criteria selected for evaluating the worth of work are 

those that enhance the status (and earnings) of men (the 

dominant group) (Barrett, 1980; Steinberg & Haignere, 

1987). 

This type of Marxist feminist analysis offers a 

possible explanation as to why workplace segregation, 

particularly occupational segregation, is positively 

related to the gender gap in pay in this study. If certain 

types of occupations are labeled "female," then the extent 

to which women are located in these occupations is likely 

to affect their earnings. Similarly, the extent to which 

women deviate from the traditional patterns and work in 

occupations traditionally reserved for men would also 

affect their earnings (in a positive direction). The 

measure of occupational segregation used in this study, the 

index of occupational segregation, does not provide 

information on the specific occupations in which women are 
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concentrated. It is, however, reasonable to assume that 

high levels of occupational segregation reflect a 

concentration of women in traditional women's occupations 

because summary statistics on the United States as a whole 

reflect such patterns (U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 1985). Such patterns interpreted in 

light of Marxist feminism, could account for the link 

between workplace segregation and the gender gap in pay. 

The two variables in this study addressing the extent 

of women's labor force participation, women's unemployment 

and women's labor force participation rate, have conceptual 

links to varying sociological theories. The literature on 

minority groups may be relevant here. It suggests that the 

larger the minority group, the more likely it is to be 

perceived as a threat to the dominant group, resulting in 

increased discrimination against the minority group 

(Blalock, 1956, 1957; Glenn, 196; Brown & Fugitt, 1972). 

Increased discrimination against women in the workplace 

would be likely to result in lowered earnings for women. 

Semyonov (1980) agrees that a high labor force 

participation rate for women is likely to be associated 

with lowered earnings, but his reasoning differs. He 

suggests that high labor force participation rates for 

women occur because women are forced to work in order to 

maintain a reasonable standard of living. When this 

occurs, many of the women who are compelled to enter the 
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labor force are those who have little experience or 

training. Given this scenario, a large component of the 

influx of women into the labor force will be relatively-

unskilled, low-wage workers. Kanter (1977) offers a 

competing view and suggests that women's status (and 

earnings) increase as their numbers increase. She suggests 

that there should be a positive relationship between 

numbers and status, as a result of increased support 

networks and role models. Finally, Lloyd and Neimi (1979) 

argue that high rates of unemployment for women will be 

associated with higher wages for women. Following Becker's 

model of taste discrimination described earlier, they 

assume that employers prefer to hire men and will choose 

to hire women only if there is a significant wage advantage. 

Thus,to the extent that women's wages are high, employers 

will hire men instead, and therefore many women in the 

labor force will be unemployed. Since it is assumed that 

it is often an acceptable option for women to remain 

unemployed, the high rate of unemployment will not result 

in strong supply-side pressures toward lower wages. 

In the present study none of these explanations is 

supported. Neither of the labor force participation 

variables proves significant in any of the regression 

equations. This finding is particularly puzzling given 

that previous studies using SMSAs or the fifty states as 

units of analysis find women's labor force participation to 
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be negatively associated with most measures of women's 

occupational attainment (Almquist, Darville, & Dunn, 1985). 

One would expect that lower levels of occupational 

attainment for women would be associated with lower wages 

for women relative to men. It is unclear why this pattern 

was not observed in the present research. 

Summary of Theoretical Contributions 

In this study, differential support is found for each 

of the three primary explanations of gender-based earnings 

differentials described in Chapter 2. Theories focusing on 

differences between men and women in terms of labor market 

characteristics thought to affect productivity receive only 

marginal support in this research. It is possible to 

construe the negative effect of the marriage variable on 

the gender gap in pay as supporting human capital theory's 

assumptions regarding the relationship between women's 

domestic responsibilities and work choices. But equally 

convincing alternative explanations for this finding exist. 

The possibility that married women are discriminated 

against by employers is also likely and would account for 

their lowered wages. It is not possible to test these 

competing explanations in this study. 

Other variables suggested to affect the gender gap in 

pay by the human capital perspective—level of education 

and the presence of young children—are not significant 



123 

predictors of the dependent variables in this study. 

Measurement problems may account for the failure to find 

the level of education to be a predictor of the gender gap 

in pay. But the failure to find the presence of young 

children to affect the earnings gap between men and women 

suggests that the reasoning of the human capital 

perspective may be flawed. 

Theories that view discrimination as a key contributor 

to earnings differences between men and women are 

indirectly supported in this research. Because 

of methodological problems it is impossible to directly 

test such theories, but it is likely that the large 

residual for the equations predicting the earnings gap is 

partially the result of discrimination. Relying on 

previous studies for a conservative estimate of the portion 

of the gender gap in pay that is the result of individual, 

productivity-related differences enables one to very 

crudely approximate the effects of the key variables 

missing in the equations in this study. The remaining 

unexplained variation in the gender gap in pay (34 percent) 

is likely to result primarily from discrimination. It is 

not possible to determine the motivation for discrimination 

in this study, such as, whether it is the result of tastes, 

stereotypes, etc. Qualitative, interview, and observation 

type analyses would be the best means of obtaining such 

information. 
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Explanations of the gender gap in pay that emphasize 

the importance of the distribution of men and women across 

occupations and industries receive the most support in this 

study. The indexes of occupational and industrial 

segregation both have positive, significant effects on the 

gender-based earnings gap. Furthermore, the industrial mix 

in an SMSA serves either to advantage to to disadvantage 

women. Concentrations of employment in both heavy and 

light manufacturing seem to negatively affect women's 

earnings, whereas concentrations of employment in the 

services, especially government, boost women's earnings. 

The overall degree of workplace segregation is related to 

the industrial mix in an SMSA, with manufacturing-dominated 

SMSAs being more segregated than service-dominated SMSAs. 

Perhaps the exclusion of women from manufacturing activity 

is a primary determinant of their lower wages in SMSAs with 

a concentration of manufacturing employment. 

In summary, each of the three explanations of earnings 

differentials between men and women receives some support 

in this study. This finding points up the need for an 

integrated theoretical framework incorporating components 

of each type of theory. Such a perspective would emphasize 

the interaction of individual, productivity-related 

variables and structural variables in the determination of 

earnings. Much additional research would be needed in 

order to determine specifically how these variables 
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interact. For example, studies designed to examine the 

links between industrial mix, workplace segregation, and 

the gender gap in pay could explain how concentrations of 

employment in varying industries differentially affect 

women. The perspectives of Marxist feminist theory could 

also provide insight into this issue. 

A new integrative theory of the type described above 

would, of course, be macrosociological. Such a theory 

would be useful not only for better understanding the 

situation of individual women, but more importantly, for 

understanding how structural phenomena affect women as a 

group. Chafetz (1984) states, "Individuals are impacted by 

structure, but the understanding of structure is not 

enhanced by the study of individuals (preface)." For this 

reason, it is necessary to conduct aggregate level studies 

focusing on the status of women as a group/class to aid in 

developing and testing a macrostructural theory of gender-

based earnings inequality. The present study is a first 

step in that direction. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions 

This study has been an empirical analysis o£ the 

earnings gap between men and women. The research enhances 

the understanding of the effects of structural variables on 

the earnings determination process for men and women. 

Because this study examines variation in the gender-based 

• - m o across metropolitan labor markets, it provides 
earnings gap across 

4-v,o collective situation of women in the 
information on the collective 

labor market. Such information is critical for the 

development and testing of theories of gender inequality 

and has been lacking in the social science literature. 

The findings of this study should prove useful in the 

process of determining which policies and actions might be 

implemented in order to improve women's position in the 

labor market and reduce gender inequality. Because the 

hypotheses concerning the positive effect of workplace 

segregation on the size of the earnings gap between men and 

women are supported, this research suggests that comparable 

worth legislation might provide a partial remedy for 

gender-based earnings differentials. Proponents of 

comparable worth challenge the traditional economic 

128 
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assumption of a market- based wage and call for a 

re-examination of how value is assigned to jobs. The view 

is that wage hierarchies are not objectively determined on 

the basis of skill level, experience, and other relevant 

factors, but rather that gender biases influence the 

development of pay scales. Occupational segregation in the 

workplace is a necessary pre-condition for this form of 

discrimination in that women must be concentrated m 

certain types of occupations for them to be 

disproportionately affected by biased wage structures, 

comparable worth legislation would not reduce the level of 

occupational segregation (unless some men moved into 

traditional women's occupations that were previously 

underpaid), but would ensure that men's and women's wages 

were based upon objective criteria. This type of 

legislation might help to eliminate the systematic 

undervaluing o£ work typically performed by women and 

should erode the link between occupational segregation and 

the gender-based earnings gap. 

Comparable worth legislation would have less of an 

effect on wage inequities resulting from industrial 

segregation because the structure and characteristics of 

certain industries (e.g., profit level, capital intensity, 

market characteristics) play a large role in determining 

wage levels (Hodson & Kaufman, 1982). These are objective 

criteria, and their use for setting pay scales would not be 
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affected by comparable worth legislation. Nonetheless, the 

use of these criteria for setting wage levels would 

disadvantage women because they are clustered in the lower 

profit industries with competitive markets. For this 

reason, it is also important to examine the socialization 

practices that compel women to cluster in certain 

industries. This research supports the need for non-sexist 

socialization for young people as a means of breaking the 

patterns of industrial segregation that serve to reduce 

women's earning power relative to men. 

Our socialization patterns and practices are a product 

of our culture. Some would argue that they cannot be 

changed without a fundamental restructuring of our society. 

Yet is is often true that our actions lag behind our 

a t t i t u d e s — t h a t we behave according to yesterday's beliefs 

(or even the last decade's). To the extent that this is 

true with respect to attitudes concerning gender and 

appropriate employment, it points up the importance of 

educating adult socialization agents as to the need for 

delivering non-sexist socialization messages. Parents, 

educators, counselors, and even media developers have a 

strong influence on the educational and occupational 

aspirations of children (Marini s Brinton, 1984). This 

research re-emphasizes the importance of evaluating the 

messages we deliver to our children to ensure that they are 

representative of our attitudes. In addition, the 
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importance of role models for socialization has been well 

documented, and adults should consider the content of the 

modeling messages they present. Some argue that as more 

women enter non-traditional employment categories and begin 

to present alternative occupational role models to 

children, children will become more likely to aspire to 

non-traditional work roles (England s Mccreary, 1986). To 

the extent that this is so, workplace segregation will 

decline over the long run, and women will make wage gains 

relative to men. 

It is likely that barriers to entry (discrimination) 

are partially responsible for workplace segregation. 

Although legislation exists to remedy this problem, the 

Reagan Administration has dramatically reduced resources 

for enforcement of hiring discrimination laws. This 

situation must be reversed in order to accomplish 

occupational and industrial desegregation in the workplace. 

Non-sexist socialization would also serve to reduce 

barriers to entry for women over the long run because the 

children (mostly boys) of today will be the employers of 

the future. If these future employers are socialized to 

expect both men and women to be capable and productive in 

all work roles, gender segregation in the workplace should 

erode over time. 

This study finds structural variables to be most 

important in the determination of men's and women's wages. 
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in other words, the key determinants o£ women's collective 

situation In the labor market are built into the very 

structure of labor markets and society. Although structure 

impacts individuals in very important ways, it is difficult 

for individuals to affect structure in the absence of 

collective action. This study provides insight into the 

structures i n the labor market that handicap women as a 

group and therefore suggests courses of action that should 

facilitate women's progress. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Although the present study was only moderately 

successful in uncovering the causes of the earnings gap 

between men and women, it provides many clues as to future 

lines of research. In particular, it points up the need 

for more aggregate level studies that will incorporate 

structural variables as well as aggregate level indicators 

of human capital variables (for example, types and years of 

employment experience, types and years of education). 

Future studies incorporating refined indicators of the 

effects of structural variables and individual variables 

should account for much of the variation in the earnings 

gap between men and women across labor markets. It would 

then be possible to attribute the residual variation to 

discrimination. The findings of this type of research 

model would significantly enhance existing theories of 
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gender stratification in the labor market, and in the 

larger society. 
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1. Akron, OH 
2. Albany-Schenectady Troy, NY 
3. Allentown, Bethlehem, PA-NJ 
4. Anaheim, Santa Ana, CA 
5. Atlanta, GA 
6. Austin, TX 
7. Birmingham, AL 
8. Boston, MA 
9. Buffalo, NY OP 

10. Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC sc 

11. Chicago, IL 
12. Cincinnati, OH-IN-KY 
13. Cleveland, OH 
14. Columbus, OH 
15. Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 
16. Dayton-Springfield, OH 
17. Denver-Boulder, CO 
18. Detroit, MI 
19. Fort Lauderdale—Hollywood, FL 
20. Fresno, CA 
21. Gary-Hammond, IN 
22. Grand Rapids, MI , 
23. Greensboro-Winston Salem-Highpomt, NC 
24. Greenville-Spartanburg, SC 
25. Harrisburg-Lebanon, PA 
26. Hartford, CT 
27. Honolulu, HI 
28. Houston, TX 
29. Indianapolis, IN 
30. Jacksonville, FL 
31. Jersey City, NJ 
32. Kansas City, MO-KS 
33. Knoxville, TN 
34. Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA 
35. Louisville, KY-IN 
36. Memphis, TN-AR-MS 
37. Miami-Hialeah, FL 
38. Milwaukee, WI 
39. Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 
40. Nassau-Suffolk, NY 
41. Newark, NJ 
42. New Haven-West Haven, CT 
43. New Orleans, LA 
44. New York, NY 
45. Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Portsmouth, VA-NC 
46. Oklahoma City, OK 
47. Omaha, NE-IA 
48. Orlando, FL 
49. Oxnard-Ventura-Simi Valley, CA 
50. Philadelphia, PA-NJ 
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51. Phoenix, AZ 
52. Pittsburg, PA 
53. Portland, OR 
54. Providence-Warwich, Pawtucket, MA 
55. Raleigh-Durham, NC 
56. Richmond-Petersburg, VA . 
57. Riverside-San Bernadmo-Ontario, ca 

58. Rochester, NY 
59. Sacramento, CA 
60. St. Louis, MO-IL 
61. Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT 
62. San Antonio, TX 
63. San Diego, CA 
64. San Francisco, CA 
65. San Jose, CA 
66. Seattle-Everett, WA 
67. Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, CT 
68. Syracuse, NY 
69. Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 

70. Toledo, OH-MI 
71. Tucson, AZ 
7 2. Tulsa, OK 
7 3. Washington, DC-MD-VA 
74. West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL 
75. Wilmington, DE-NJ-MD 
76. Youngstown-Warren, OH 
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Note: in cases where parentheses follow the category 

occupations K ^ t i ^ a S c ^ ? category. 

hb sass 20, 
excluded from larger categories when their size is 
sufficient tojustify presenting them as separate 
categories. 

OCCUPATIONS 

1 (except 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) 
Executive, Administrative, and Managenal Occupations 

2 
Financial Managers 

Managers, Marketing, Advertising, and Public Relations 

Administrators, Education, and Related Fields 

Managers and Administrators, N.E.C. (Salaried) 

6 
Nondurable Goods Manufacturing 

7 
Durable Goods Manufacturing 

8 
Wholesale Trade 
9 

Eating and Drinking Places 
10 
All other Industries 

Managers and Administrators, N.E.C. (Self employed) 
12 (except 13, 14, 15) 
Management Related Occupations 

13 
Accountants and Auditors 
14 
Other Financial Officers 
15 . 
Personnel, Training and Labor Relations Specialists 
16 (except 17, 19, 21, 22, 24, 27, 28, 31) 
Professional Specialty Occupations 
17 (except 18) 
Engineers, Architects, and Surveyors 

18 
Engineers 
19 (except 20) 
Health Diagnosing Occupations 

For 
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20 
Physicians 

Health Assessment and Treatment Occupations 
2 2 (except 23) 
Teachers, Post Secondary 

Teachers, Post Secondary, Subject not specified 
24 ( e x c e p t 2 5 , 26) 
Teachers, except Post Secondary 
25 
Teachers, Elementary 
26 
Teachers, Secondary 
27 
Social, Recreation, and Religious Workers 
28 ( e x c e p t 2 9 ) 
Lawyers and Judges 
29 
Lawyers 
30 
Writers, Artists, Entertainers, and Athletes 
31 ( e x c e p t 3 2 , 3 3 , 34 ) 
Technicians and Related Support Occupations 
32 . u . . 

Health Technologists and Technicians 

Engineering Related Technologists and Technicians 
Technicians, except Health, Engineering and Science 
35 ( e x c e p t 3 6 , 3 8 , 3 9 , 4 2 , 45 ) 
Sales Occupations 
36 (except 37) . 
Supervisors and Proprietors, Sales Occupations (salaried) 

37 
Retail Trade 
3 8 
Supervisors and Proprietors, Sales Occupations (self-
employed) 
39 ( e x c e p t 4 0 , 41) 
Sales Representatives, Financial and Business Services 
40 
Insurance Sales 
41 
Real Estate Sales 
4 2 ( e x c e p t 4 3 ) 
Sales Representatives, Commodities except Retail 
43 ( e x c e p t 4 4 ) _ 
Sales Representatives, Mining, Manufacturing and Wholesale 
44 
Wholesale 
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45 (except 46, 47, 49) 
Sales Workers, Retail and Personal Service 
46 
Sales Workers, Apparel 
47 (except 48) 
SalesWorkers, Other Commodities 
48 
Retail Trade 
49 
Cashiers ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Administrative Support Occupations, including Clerical 
51 (except 52) 
Supervisors, Administrative Support Occupations 
52 
Supervisors, General Office 
53 
Computer Equipment Operators 
54 (except 55, 56) 
Secretaries, Stenographers, and Typists 
55 
Secretaries 
56 
Typists 
57 (except 58) 
Information Clerks 
58 
Receptionists 
59 (except 60) _ 
Record Processing Occupations, except Financial 
60 
Order Clersk 
61 (except 62) 
Financial Records Processing 
62 . . . . . 
Bookkeepers, Accounting and Auditing Clerks 
63 
Mail and Message Distributing Occupations 
64 (except 65, 66) 
Material Recording, Scheduling, and Distributing Clerks, 
N.E.C. 
65 
Trafic, Shipping, and Receiving Clerks 
66 
Stock and Inventory Clerks 
67 
Adjusters and Investigators 
68 (except 69, 70, 71) 
Miscellaneous Administrative Support Occupations 
69 
General Office Clerks 
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70 
Bank Tellers 
71 
Administrative Support Occupations, N.E.C. 

72 
Private Household Occupations 
73 ( e x c e p t 74 , 76) 
Protective Service Occupations 
7 4 (except 7 5 ) 
Police and Detectives 
75 
Police, Detectives and Public Service 
76 ( e x c e p t 77) 
Guards 
77 , , • „ • 
Guards and Police, except Public Service 
78 ( e x c e p t 79 , 83 , 85, 88) 
Service Occupations, except Protective and Private 

Household 
79 (except 80, 81, 82) 
Food Preparation and Service Occupations 
80 
Waiters and Waitresses 
81 
Cooks, except Short Order 
8 2 
Miscellaneous Food Preparation Occupations 
8 3 (except 8 4 ) 
Health Service Occupations 
8 4 . „ t Nurses Aids, Orderlies, and Attendants 
85 ( e x c e p t 86 , 87) 
Cleaning and Building Service Occupations, except Private 

86 
Maids and Housemen 
87 
Janitors and Cleaners 
88 ( e x c e p t 89 , 90) 
Personal Service Occupations 
89 
Hairdressers and Cosmotologists 
90 
Childcare Workers, except Private Household 
91 ( e x c e p t 2 , 5, 8) 
Farming Forestry and Fishing 
92 ( e x c e p t 93) 
Farm Operators and Managers 
93 ( e x c e p t 94) 
Farmers except Horticulture 
94 
Agricultural Production, Crops 
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95 (except 996) 
Farm Occupations, except Manager 
96 (except 97) 
Farm Workers 
97 
Agricultural Production, Crops 
98 

Related Agricultural Production 
99 (except 100, 107, 114) 

Precision Production, Craft, and Repair Occupations 

100 
Mechanics and Repairers 
101 (except 102, 104, 105, 106) 
Mechanics and Repairers, except Supervisors 
102 (except 103) 
Vehicle and Mobile Equipment Mechanics and Repairers 

103 
Automobile Mechanics 
104 
Industrial Machinery Repairers 
105 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment Repairers 

106 
Miscellaneous Mechanical Repairers 
107 (except 108, 110) 
Construction Trades 
108 (except 109) 
Supervisors, Construction Occupations 

109 
Supervisors, N.E.C. 
110 (except 111, 112, 113) 
Construction Trades, except Supervisor 
111 
Carpenters 
112 
Electricians 
113 
Plumbers, Pipefitters and Steamfitters 
114 (except 115, 118, 120) 
Precision Production Occupations 
115 (except 116, 117) 
Supervisors, Precision Production Occupations 

1.16 
Nondurable Goods Manufacturing 
117 
Durable Goods Manufacturing 
118 (except 119) 
Precision Metal Working Occupations 
119 
Machinists 
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120 
Precision Food Production Occupations 
121 (except 122, 128, 131) 
Machine Operators, Assemblers, and Inspectors 
122 (except 123, 124, 125, 126) 
Machine Operators and Tenders, except Precision 

123 
Metalworking and Plastic Working Machine Operators 

124 
Printing Machine Operators 
125 
Testile, Apparel, and Furnishings Machine Operators 
126 (except 127) 
Machine Operators, Assorted Materials 

Miscellaneous and no specified Machine Operators 
128 (except 129, 130) 
Fabircators, Assemblers, and Hand Working Occupations 

129 
Welders and Cutters 
130 
Assemblers 
131 (except 132) . 
Production Inspectors, Testers, Samplers, and Weighers 

132 a „ 
Production Inspectors, Checkers, and Examiners 
133 (except 134, 137) 
Transportation and Materials Moving Occupations 
134 (except 135, 136) 
Motor Vehicle Operators 
135 
Truck Drivers, Heavy 
136 
Truick Drivers, Light 
137 
Materials Moving Equipment Operators 
138 (except 139, 140, 140, 143) 
Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers, and Laborers 

139 
Construction Laborers 
140 (except 141, 142) 
Freight Stock and Materials Handlers 
141 
Stock Handlers and Baggers 
142 
Freight, Stock, and Material Handlers, N.E.C. 

143 
Hand Packers and Packagers 
144 
Manufacturing 



146 

145 
Nonmanufacturing Industries 
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INDEX OF INDUSTRIAL SEGREGATION 
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Note* In cases where parentheses follow the category 

^riikfs\snr c?u^a
pf„ e nthr t

s^/u pcrirr nL?r go,y F 0 r 

S S S f c llltlorl 2, ^ c S ^ i Production?" 
Subcategories are excluded from larger categories when 
their size is sufficient tojustify presenting them as 
separate categories. 

INDUSTRY 

1 (except 2) , 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing 

2 
Agricultural Production 
3 

Mining 
4 
Construction 
5 (except 6, 7, 8, 9, 10) 

Non Durable Goods 

Apparel and other Finished Textile Products 
7 
paper and Allied Products 

Printing, Publishing, and Allied Industries 
9 

Chemicals and Allied Products 

Rubber and Miscellaneous plastics Production 
11 (except 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21, 24) 
Durable Goods 

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Production 
13 (except 14) 
Primary Metal Industries 

Blast Furnaces, Steelworks, Rolling and Finishing Mills 

15 
Fabricated Metal Industries 
16 (except 17) 
Machinery except Electrical 
17 . . 
Other Machinery, except Electrical 
18 (except 19, 20) 
Electrical Machinery, Equipment, and Supplies 
19 . 
Radio, TV, and Communication Equipment 
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20 
Other Electrical Equipment and Supplies 
21 (except 2 2, 23) 
Transportation Equipment 
2 2 
Motor Vehicle and Motor Vehicle Equipment 
23 
Aircraft, Space Vehicles, and Parts 
professional and Photographic Equipment, and Watches 
26 ( except 27, 28) 
Transportation 
2 7 u 
Trucking Service and Warehousing 
28 
U.S. Postal Service 
29 (except 32) 
Communications 
3 0 • V 
Telephone (Wire and Radio) 
31 ( except 32) 
Utilities and Sanitary Services 
32 . . . 
Electrical and Gas Utilities 
33 ( except 34) 
Durable Goods 
34 
Machinery, Equipment, and Supplies 
3 5 (except 36, 37) 
Nondurable Goods 
36 
Groceries and Farm Products 
37 
Other Wholesale Nondurable Goods 
33 (except 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
Retail Trade 
39 
Hardware and Building Material Retail 
40 ( except 41) 
General Merchandise Stores 
41 
Department Stores 
42 
Food, Bakery, and Dairy Stores 
43 
Motor Vehicle Dealers 
44 
Gasoline Service Stations 
45 
Apparel and Accessory Stores 
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Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Appliance Stores 

47 
Eating and Drinking Places 
48 
Other Retail Trade 
49 (except 50, 51, 52) 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
50 
Banking 
51 
Insurance 

Real Estate, including Real Estate Insurance Law Offices 
53 (except 58, 59, 60) 
Business and Repair Services 

Commercial Research, Management, and Data Processing 

Services 
55 
Other Business Services 
56 
Automotive Reapir and Services 
57 (except 58, 59, 60) 
Personal Services 
58 
Private Household 
59 
Hotels and Lodging Places 
60 
Barber and Beauty Shops 
61 (except 62) 
Entertainment and Recreation 
62 
Other Entertainment and Recreation Services 
63 (except 64, 68, 69, 74, 76) 
Professional and Related Services 
64 (except 65, 66, 67) 
Health Services 
65 
Offices of Health Practitioners 
66 
Hospitals 
67 
Nursing and Personal Care Facilities 
68 
Legal Services 
69 (except 70) 
Educational Services 
70 (except 71) 
Elementary and Secondary Schools 
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71 
Government 
7 2 (except 73) 
Colleges and Universities 

73 
Government 
74 (except 75) 
Social Services 
75 
Other Social Services 
76 
Religious Organizations 
77 (except 78, 80, 82, 83) 
Public Administration 
78 (except 79) 
General Government, N.E.C. 
79 
Local Government 
80 (except 81) 
Justice, Public Order and Safety 

81 
Local Government 
8 2 

Administration of Human Resource Programs 

National Security and International Affairs 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables 

Mean Standard Deviation Range 

MEARNF 17,395 2,703 14,799 

FEARNF 10,524 1,592 13,144 

MEARNALL 15,116 2,284 12,796 

FEARNALL 8,834 1,822 12,362 

GAPFULL 1.671 .214 1.610 

GAPALL 1.774 .250 1.877 
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Table 4 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPFULL 

158 

Independent 
Variables 

Forms of the Equation Independent 
Variables 

1 2 3 4 

EDUCATION -
- - -

MARRIAGE - - X X 

CHILDREN X X — — 

OCCUPSEG .239* X .239* X 

INDSEG X .249* X •249* 

UNEMP - - — 

MINORITY - - — 

DIVORCE -
- — 

LFPARTIC X X — 

" 

R .239 .249 .239 .249 

R2 .044 .049 .044 .049 

Key: X 

* 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 



T a b l e 5 

standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPALL 

159 

Independent 
\7a r l e s 

Forms of the Equation 

1 2 3 4 

EDUCATION - - - -

MARRIAGE - - X X 

CHILDREN X X — *— 

OCCUPSEG . 2 8 3 * X . 2 8 3 * X 

INDSEG X . 2 8 2 * X . 2 8 2 * 

UNEMP - - — 

MINORITY - - . 2 2 6 * - - . 2 2 6 * 

DIVORCE - - — 

' 

LFPARTIC X X ~ ~ 

R . 2 8 3 . 3 6 2 . 2 8 3 . 3 6 2 

I2 . 0 6 7 . 1 0 7 . 0 6 7 . 1 0 7 

Key: X = 

• 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at . 0 5 level 
Significant at . 05 
Significant at . 0 1 
Significant at . 0 0 1 
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Table 6 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNF 

Indeoendent Forms of the Equation variaoies 

1 2 3 4 

EDUCATION - - -

MARRIAGE - - X X 

CHILDREN X X - -

OCCUPSEG - X - X 

INDSEG X - X — 

UNEMP - - - — 

MINORITY - - - -

DIVORCE .297** .297** .297** .297** 

LFPARTIC X X 

R .297 .297 .297 .297 

R2 .076 .076 .076 .076 

Key: X = Variable not included in the regression model 
- = Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
* = Significant at .05 

** = Significant at .01 
*** = Significant at .001 
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Table 7 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNF 

Independent 
Variables 

Forms of the Equation Independent 
Variables 

1 2 3 4 

EDUCATION - - - -

MARRIAGE 
• \ / • A "fc 'fc 

-.364 
r A * * * 

-.364 X X 

CHILDREN X X - — 

OCCUPSEG - X - X 

INDSEG X - X — 

UNEMP - - - -

MINORITY - - - -

DIVORCE - - .325** .325** 

LFPARTIC X X - — 

R .364 .364 .325 .325 

R2 .120 .120 .093 .093 

Key: X = Variable not included in the regression model 
- = Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
* = Significant at .05 
** = Significant at .01 
*** = Significant at .001 



Table 8 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNALL 

162 

Independent 
Variables 

Forms of the Equation Independent 
Variables 

1 2 3 4 

EDUCATION - - - -

MARRIAGE - - X X 

CHILDREN X X — 

OCCUPSEG - X — X 

INDSEG X - X 

UNEMP - - — 

MINORITY - - - — 

DIVORCE .298** .298** .298** .298** 

LFPARTIC X X — """ 

R .298 .298 .298 .298 

R2 .076 .076 .076 .076 

Key: X = 

* 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 
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Table 9 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNALL 

Independent Forms of the Equation 
Variables 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

CHILDREN X X 

OCCUPSEG - x 

INDSEG X 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

X X 

.257* .257* .257* .257* 

LFPARTIC X X 

R .257 .257 .257 .257 

I2 .053 .053 .053 .053 

Key- X = Variable not included in the regression model 
- = variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
* = Significant at .05 
** = Significant at .01 

*** = Significant at .001 



Table 10 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPFULL 
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Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Variables 

EDUCATION __ — - - -

MARRIAGE - - .249* — 

CHILDREN X X X X X 

>< X
 OCCUPSEG - X — X 

>< X
 

INDSEG X .225* X .249 X — 

UNEMP 
.306** .306** 

— — *•""* 

DUMMYl .306** .306** X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X 
-.333** 

J L 
X X 

DUMMY3 X X -.333** -.333 X X 

MINORITY - — — 
~ 

DIVORCE - - — — """ 

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 

MANUCOMB X X X X X 
288** 

j p 

X 

TERTCOMB X X X X 
X 
288** 

j p 
-.288 

GOVERNMENT X X X X -.224* -.224 

LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 

HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 

TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 

TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 

PRIMARY X X X X X X 

* * 
* 

R .306 .380 .411 .411 .364 .364 

R 2 .081 .120 .146 .146 .108 .108 

Key s X = 

* 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 
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Table 10 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPFULL 

Independent 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Variables 

EDUCATION _ - - - -

MARRIAGE - — — — 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 
X 

.222* 
OCCUPSEG - X — X 

-

X 
X 

.222* INDSEG X — X X 

X 
X 

.222* 

UNEMP - — — ~ ~ 

DUMMYl X X X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X X X X X 

DUMMY3 X X X X X X 

MINORITY - — — 

DIVORCE - - — •— — 
-

LFPARTIC X X X X X 
.322** 

X 

MANUCOMB X X X X 
X 

.322** .322** 

TERTCOMB X X 
-.273** 

X X X X 

GOVERNMENT -.273** 
X 

-.273** X X X X 

LIGHTMANU - — 

.347** .347** 
X X 

HEAVYMANU X X .347** .347** X X 

TERTBUSIN -.268* -.268* X X X X 

TERTCONSUM - - — — X X 

PRIMARY - - — — X X 

R .383 .383 .347 .347 .322 .391 

R2 .123 .123 .108 .108 .092 .129 
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Table 10 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPFULL 

Independent 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Variables 

EDUCATION _ — — - -

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 

CHILDREN - - — — — 

OCCUPSEG - X .219* X — X 

INDSEG X .225* X .232* X .222 

UNEMP - - - — — """ 

DUMMY1 .306** .306** X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X -
x X 

X X 

DUMMY3 X X -.333** -.333 X X 

MINORITY - - — — 

DIVORCE - — — — ~ ~ 

LFPARTIC - - — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X .322 .322 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 

GOVERNMENT X X X X X X 

LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 

HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 

TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 

PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .306 .380 .398 .405 .322 .391 

R2 .081 .120 .135 .141 .092 .129 



Table 10 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPFULL 

167 

Independent 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — -

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 
CHILDREN - - — — — — 

OCCUPSEG - X — X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - — — — — 

DUMMYl X X X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X X X X X 
DUMMY3 X X X X X X 
MINORITY - - — — — — 

DIVORCE - - — — — — 

LFPARTIC - - — — — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X X X 
TERTCOMB -.288** -.288** X X X X 
GOVERNMENT -.224* -.224* -.273** -.273** X X 
LIGHTMANU X X - — 

HEAVYMANU X X X X .347** .347** 
TERTBUSIN X X -.268* -.268* X X 
TERTCONSUM X X - — — 

PRIMARY X X 

R .364 .364 .383 .383 .347 .347 

R2 .108 .108 .123 .123 .108 .108 



Table 11 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPALL 
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Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — — - -

MARRIAGE - - - — — — 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 
OCCUPSEG .227* X .263* X 

X 
— X 

INDSEG X .256* X .265* X — 

UNEMP - - - - — — 

DUMMYl .339** .339** X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X 

-.328** -.328** 
X X 

DUMMY3 X X -.328** -.328** X X 
MINORITY - - — — — — 

DIVORCE - - — — — -

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 
MANUCOMB X X X X X 

-.285** 
X 

-.285** TERTCOMB X X X X 
X 

-.285** 
X 

-.285** 
GOVERNMENT X X X X -.229* -.229* 
LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 
HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 
TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .405 .424 .420 .422 .364 .364 

R2 .141 .157 .154 .155 .108 .108 

Key: X = Variable not included in the regression model 
- = Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 

Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 

* 
* * 

* * * 
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Table 11 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPALL 

Independent 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Variables 

EDUCATION _ — — — -

MARRIAGE - - — — — -

CHILDREN X X X X X X 

OCCUPSEG - X - X — X 

INDSEG X - X - X .253* 

UNEMP - - - — — — 

DUMMYl X X X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X X X X X 

DUMMY3 X X X X X X 

MINORITY - - — — — — 

DIVORCE - - - — — — 

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 

MANUCOMB X X X X .350** .350** 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 

GOVERNMENT .281** .281** X X X X 

LIGHTMANU - - - - X X 
HEAVYMANU X X .389*** .389*** X X 
TERTBUSIN 315** -.315** X X X X 

TERTCONSUM - - - - X X 

PRIMARY 
~ 

X X 

R .422 .422 .389 .389 .350 .431 

R 2 .155 .155 .140 .140 .110 .163 
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Table 11 (cont) 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPALL 

Independent 13 14 15 16 17 18 
Variables 

EDUCATION _ — — — 

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 

CHILDREN - - - — — — 

OCCUPSEG .226* X .263* X — X 
X 

INDSEG X .256* X .265* X .253* 
UNEMP -

.339** 
- - — 

DUMMYl .339** .339** X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X - - X X 

DUMMY3 X X -.328** -.328** X X 

MINORITY - - - - — — 

DIVORCE - - — — — — 

LFPARTIC - - - - - — 

MANUCOMB X X X X .350** .350** 
TERTCOMB X X X X X X 
GOVERNMENT X X X X X X 
LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 
HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 

TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .405 .424 .420 .422 .350 .431 

R2 .141 .157 .154 .155 .110 .163 
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Table 11 (cont) 
Standardized Regression Coefficients for GAPALL 

Independent 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — — -

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 
CHILDREN - - — — — — 

OCCUPSEG - X — X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - — — — — 

DUMMYl X X X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X X X X X 
DUMMY3 X X X X X X 
MINORITY - - — — — 

DIVORCE - - — — — 

LFPARTIC - - — — — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X X X 
TERTCOMB -.285** -.285** X 

-.281** 
X 

-.281** 
X X 

GOVERNMENT -.229* -.229* 
X 

-.281** 
X 

-.281** X X 
LIGHTMANU X X - — 

HEAVYMANU X X X X .389*** .389 
TERTBUSIN X X -.315** -.315** X X 

TERTCONSUM X X - — — — 

PRIMARY X X — — — — 

* * * 

R .364 .364 .422 .422 .389 .389 

R2 .108 .108 .155 .155 .140 .140 
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Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNF 
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Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Variables 

EDUCATION _ — - - -

MARRIAGE - - — — 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 

OCCUPSEG - X — X 
X 

X 

INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - — — — 

DUMMYl .259* .259* X X 
x 

X X 

DUMMY2 X X -.238* -.238* X X 

DUMMY3 X X — — X X 

MINORITY - - — 

297** 
x x 

DIVORCE .297** .297** .297** 297** .297** .297 

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 

XANUCOMB X X X X X X 

TERTCOMB X X X X — 

GOVERNMENT X X X X — — 

LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 

HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 

TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

* * 

R .393 .393 .379 .379 .297 .297 

R 2 .131 .131 .120 .120 .076 .076 

Key: X = 

* 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 



Table 12 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNF 
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Independent 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — — - -

MARRIAGE - - — — — — 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 
OCCUPSEG - X — X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - — — — — 

DUMMY1 X X X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X X X X X 
DUMMY3 X X X X X X 
MINORITY — - - - — — 

DIVORCE 297** .297** .297** .297** .297** .297** 
LFPARTIC X X X X X X 
MANUCOMB X X X X — — 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 
GOVERNMENT - - X X X X 
LIGHTMANU - - - — X X 
HEAVYMANU X X - — X X 
TERTBUSIN - - X X X X 
TERTCONSUM - - - - X X 
PRIMARY — 

• 

X X 

R .297 .297 .297 .297 .297 .297 

R 2 .076 .076 .076 .076 .076 .076 



Table 12 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNF 
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Independent 13 14 15 16 17 18 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — — — 

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 
CHILDREN - - - — — — 

OCCUPSEG - X - X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - - — — — 

DUMMY1 .259* .259* X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X -.238* -.238* X X 
DUMMY3 X X - - X X 
MINORITY — -

.297** 
- - -

DIVORCE .297** .297** .297** .297** .297** .297** 
LFPAR'TIC - - - - — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X — — 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 
GOVERNMENT X X X X X X 
LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 
HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 
TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .393 .393 .379 .379 .297 .297 

itf
l ro
 

.131 .131 .120 .120 .076 .076 



Table 12 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNF 
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Independent 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Variables 

EDUCATION _ — — — 

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 

CHILDREN - - - — — 

OCCUPSEG - X - X — X 

INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - — — — — 

DUMMYl X X X X X X 

DUMMY2 X X X X X X 

DUMMY3 X X X X X X 

MINORITY - - - - — — 

DIVORCE .297** .297** .297** .297** .297** .297** 
LFPARTIC - - - — — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X X X 

TERTCOMB - - X X X X 

GOVERNMENT - - - — X X 

LIGHTMANU X X - — — — 

HEAVYMANU X X X X — — 

TERTBUSIN X X - - X X 

TERTCONSUM X X - - — — 

PRIMARY X X 
" 

R .297 .297 .297 .297 .297 .297 

R2 .076 .076 .076 .076 .076 .076 
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Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNF 
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Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Variables 

EDUCATION _ , 

MARRIAGE -j r A"kie • 

. 364 
-•364*** -.364*** -.364** -. 364** -.364*** 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 
OCCUPSEG - X - X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - - — — — 

DUMMY1 - - X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X - - X X 
DUMMY3 X X - — X X 
MINORITY - - - — — — 

DIVORCE - - - - — — 

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 
MANUCOMB X X X X X X 
TERTCOMB X X X X — — 

GOVERNMENT X X X X — — 

LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 
HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 
TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .364 .364 .364 .364 364 .364 

I2 .120 .120 .120 .120 120 .120 

Key: X = Variable not included in the regression model 
- = Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
* 

* * 
* * * 

Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 
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Table 13 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNF 

Independent 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Variables 

EDUCATION , 

MARRIAGE 
/ " M "ft "fc 'ft 

. 364 -•364*** -.364*** -.364*** -.364*** -.364*** 

CHILDREN X X X X X X 

OCCUPSEG - X - X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X — 

UNEMP - - - - — — 

DUMMY1 X X X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X X X X X 
DUMMY3 X X X X X X 
MINORITY - - - - — — 

DIVORCE - - - - - -

LFPARTIC X X X X X X 
MANUCOMB X X X X — — 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 
GOVERNMENT - - X X X X 
LIGHTMANU - - - - X X 
HEAVYMANU X X - - X X 
TERTBUSIN - - X X X X 
TERTCONSUM - - - - X X 
PRIMARY 

~ 

X X 

R .364 .364 .364 .364 .364 .364 

R2 .120 .120 .120 .120 .120 .120 



Table 13 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNF 
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Independent 13 14 15 16 17 18 
Variables 

EDUCATION _ ... — — -

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 
CHILDREN - - — — — """ 

OCCURSEG - X — X — X 
INDSEG X - X — X 
UNEMP - - — — — ~ ~ 

DUMMYl - - X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X - — X X 
DUMMY3 X X — — X X 
MINORITY -

.325** 
- — — — 

DIVORCE .325** .325** .325** .325** .325** .325** 
LFPARTIC - - — — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X — 

TERTCOMB X X X X X X 
GOVERNMENT X X X X X X 
LIGHTMANU X X X X X X 
HEAVYMANU X X X X X X 
TERTBUSIN X X X X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X X X X X 
PRIMARY X X X X X X 

R .325 .325 .325 .325 .325 .325 

R2 .093 .093 .093 .093 .093 .093 
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Table 13 (cont) 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for FEARNF 

Independent 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Variables 

EDUCATION — — — -

MARRIAGE X X X X X X 

CHILDREN - - — — """ 

OCCUPSEG - X — X X 

INDSEG X - X — X 
UNEMP - — — — — — 

DUMMY1 X X X X X X 
DUMMY2 X X X X X X 

DUMMY3 X X X X X X 
MINORITY - - — — — — 

DIVORCE .325** .325** .325** .325** .325** .325** 
LFPARTIC - - - — — 

MANUCOMB X X X X X X 
TERTCOMB - - X X X X 
GOVERNMENT - - — — X X 

LIGHTMANU X X — — — 

HEAVYMANU X X X X — — 

TERTBUSIN X X — — X X 
TERTCONSUM X X — — — — 

PRIMARY X X 

R .325 .325 .325 .325 .325 .325 

R2 .093 .093 .093 .093 .093 .093 
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Table 14 

standardized Regression Coefficients for MEARNALL 

Independent 
Variables 

EDUCATION 
MARRIAGE 
CHILDREN X 
OCCUPSEG 
INDSEG X 
UNEMP 
DUMMY1 .382 
DUMMY2 X 
DUMMY3 X 

MINORITY 
DIVORCE .271 
LFPARTIC X 
MANUCOMB X 
TERTCOMB X 
GOVERNMENT X 
LIGHTMANU X 
HEAVYMANU X 
TERTBUSIN X 
TERTCONSUM X 
PRIMARY X 

* * * 

* * 

— — -.284* -.284* 

X X X X X 

X - X - X 
- X — X 

~ 

.382*** X X X X 

X -.276* -.276* X X 
X ".314** -.314** X X 

.271** .237** .237** .298** .298* 

X X X X X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
-.307** 

X 
-.307* 

X X X - — 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 
X X X X X 

R 
R2 

.468 

.197 

.468 

.197 

.469 

.187 

,469 

.187 

.477 

.194 

.477 

.194 

Key: X = 

* 
* * 

* * * 

Variable not included in the regression model 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 
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Table 14 (cont) 

rnfifficients for MEARNALL 
standardized Regression 

Independent 7 
Variables 

EDUCATION 
MARRIAGE 
CHILDREN 
OCCUPSEG 
INDSEG 
UNEMP 
DUMMY1 
DUMMY2 
DUMMY3 
MINORITY 
DIVORCE 
LFPARTIC 
MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 
GOVERNMENT 
LIGHTMANU 
HEAVYMANU 
TERTBUSIN 
TERTCONSUM 
PRIMARY 

R~ 

R 2 

294 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

* * 294 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

* * 

-.315** -.315 

X 
X 
X 

X 

* * 

294 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
.315 

* * 

* * 

•.294 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
.315 

* * 

* * 

422 

,155 

.422 

.155 

.422 

.155 

.422 

.155 

** 

X 
X 
X 

298 
X 

.298 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

.421 

.154 

* * 

* * 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

298 
X 

,298 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

.421 

.154 

* * 
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Table 14 (cont) 

r-npff icients for MEARNALL 
standardized Regression 

Independent 13 
Variables 

EDUCATION 
MARRIAGE X X X X X X 

CHILDREN — 

V" X - X 
OCCUPSEG — X 

X X -

INDSEG X X 
- -

UNEMP 
DUMMY1 382*** .382*** 

Y 

X 
-.276* 

X 
-.276* 

X 
X 

X 
X 

DUMMY2 X A 
Y 314** -.314** X X 

DUMMY3 X A 
— -

MINORITY 
DIVORCE .271** .271** .237* .237* .298** .298 

LFPARTIC — 

\r Y X .298** .298 
MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 

X 
X 

X 
X 
\T 

A 

X 
X 
X 
y 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

GOVERNMENT 
LIGHTMANU 

X 
X 

X 
X 
v 

A 

X 
X 
X 
y 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

HEAVYMANU X X 
X 

A 

X 
X 
v 

X X X 
TERTBUSIN X 

X 
X 

A 

X 
X 
v 

X X X 
TERTCONSUM X X 

A 

X 
X 
v X X X 

PRIMARY X X A X 

R 
R 2 

.468 

.197 

.468 

.197 

.469 

.187 

.469 

.187 

.421 

.154 

* * 

* * 

.421 

.154 



183 

Table 14 (cont) 

r n r f f ^ i 0 n + s for MEARNALL 
m-*ndardized Regression 

Independent 19 
Variables 

EDUCATION 
MARRIAGE 
CHILDREN 
-OCCUPSEG 
INDSEG 
UNEMP 
DUMMY1 
DUMMY2 
DUMMY3 
MINORITY 
DIVORCE 
LFPARTIC 
MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 
GOVERNMENT 
LIGHTMANU 
HEAVYMANU 
TERTBUSIN 
TERTCONSUM 
PRIMARY 

R 
R 2 

265' 
X 

-.265' 

X 

X 
X 
X 

.298 

-.307** -.307 

* * 

X 
X 
X 

298 

X 

** 

* * 

X 
X 
X 
X 

.497 

.215 

X 
X 
X 
X 

.497 

.215 

307 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

* * 

X 

307 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

* * 307 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

* * 

-.315** -.315 
** 

.438 

.169 

.438 

.169 

X 
307 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

* * 

X 
-.315** -.315 

* * 

.438 

.169 

.438 

.169 
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Table 15 

r.op-fficients for FEARNALL 
standardized Regression 

Independent 1 
Variables 

EDUCATION - -

MARRIAGE — 

X 
V 

X X X X 
CHILDREN X X 

V 

X 
X - X 

OCCUPSEG — X 
X X -

INDSEG X X 
— - -

UNEMP — 

X X X X 
DUMMYI v 

X 
X X 

DUMMY2 X X 
\r X X 

DUMMY3 X X 
— -

MINORITY 
DIVORCE 
LFPARTIC 

.257* 
X 

.257* 
X 
X 
X 
X 
v 

.257* 
X 
Y 

.257* 
X 
X 

.257* 
X 
X 

.257 
X 
X 

MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 

X 
X 

.257* 
X 
X 
X 
X 
v 

A 

X 
Y 

X 
X 

— 

GOVERNMENT X 

.257* 
X 
X 
X 
X 
v 

A 

X X X 
LIGHTMANU 
HEAVYMANU 

X 
X 

X 
X 
v 

A 

X 
V 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

TERTBUSIN X X 
X 
v 

A 

X 
X 

X X X 
TERTCONSUM X 

X 
X 
v 

A 

X 
X x X X 

PRIMARY X X 

A 

X 
X 

R 
R 2 

Key: X = 
* _ 

* * = 
* * * _ 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

Variable not included in the regression:mode:\evel 
Variable in model but not significant at .05 level 
Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
Significant at .001 
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Table 15 (cont) 

coefficients for FEARNALL 
standardized Regression 

Independent 
Variables 

EDUCATION — 
— -

MARRIAGE 
CHILDREN X X 

V" 

X X 
X 

X X 
X 

OCCUPSEG *— X 
Y X -

INDSEG X A 
_ - -

UNEMP " ~ 

V Y X X X 
DUMMY1 
DUMMY2 
DUMMY3 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

A 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

MINORITY . 2 5 7 * . 2 5 7 * . 2 5 7 * . 2 5 7 * 
DIVORCE 
LFPARTIC 
MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

GOVERNMENT — 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
LIGHTMANU — 

X 
. 2 6 6 * 

X X 
HEAVYMANU X X 

. 2 6 6 * X x X X 
TERTBUSIN . 2 6 6 * 

X 
. 2 6 6 * X 

X X 
TERTCONSUM — X X 
PRIMARY — 

R 

R 2 

266 

,058 

266 

.058 

. 2 5 7 

. 0 5 8 

. 2 5 7 

. 0 5 8 

. 2 5 7 

. 0 5 8 

. 2 5 7 

. 0 5 8 
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Table 15 (cont) 

c-.n^rlizea porfpfislon CofffiH-n»B for FEARNALL 

Independent 
Variables 

EDUCATION — 

V" Y X X X 
MARRIAGE X X A 

— -

CHILDREN — 

V" X — X 
OCCUPSEG — X 

X X -

INDSEG X X 
- -

UNEMP — 

X X X X 
DUMMYl — 

X 
X X 

DUMMY2 X X 
vr X X 

DUMMY3 X X _ — -

MINORITY 
DIVORCE .257* .257* .257* .257* .257* .257 

LFPARTIC 
MANUCOMB X X 

v 

X 
Y 

X 
X X X 

TERTCOMB X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A 

v X X X 
GOVERNMENT X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A 

X 
X 
v 

X X X 
LIGHTMANU X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A 

X 
X 
v 

X X X 
HEAVYMANU X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A 

X 
X 
v X X X 

TERTBUSIN 
TERTCONSUM 
PRIMARY 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A. 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

R 

R 2 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

.257 

.053 

257 

.053 

257 

,053 
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Table 15 (cont) 

- Coefficients for FEARNALL 

Independent 19 
Variables 

EDUCATION 
MARRIAGE 
CHILDREN 
OCCUPSEG 
INDSEG 
UNEMP 
DUMMY1 
DUMMY2 
DUMMY3 
MINORITY 
DIVORCE 
LFPARTIC 
MANUCOMB 
TERTCOMB 
GOVERNMENT 
LIGHTMANU 
HEAVYMANU 
TERTBUSIN 
TERTCONSUM 
PRIMARY 

R 

R 2 

X X X 

X -

X - X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

257* .257* -

X X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

.257 

.053 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

.257 

.053 

X 
266* 

.266 

.058 

X X X 

X - X 

- X 
~ 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

- .257* .257* 

X X X 

X X X 

- X X 

X - -

266* X X 

266 .257 .257 

058 .053 .053 



APPENDIX E 

INDUSTRY VARIABLES DEFINED IN TERMS OF BUREAU OF CENSUS 

INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES 
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PRIMARY 

agriculture, forestry, and fishing 
agricultural production 
mining 

MANUFACTURING 

Heavy 

construction 
non-durable goods 
paper and allied products 
chemicals and allied products 
rubber and miscellaneous plastics 
durable goods 
stone, clay, glass, and concrete 
primary metal industries _ . 
blast furnaces, steelworks, rolling and finishing mills 
fabricated metal industries 
machinery except electrical 
other machinery except electrical 
electrical machinery equipment and supplies 
transportation equipment 
motor vehicle and motor vehicle equipment 
aircraft, space vehicles, and parts 

Light 

apparel and other finished textile products 
printing, publishing, and allied industries 
radio, TV, adn communication equipment 
other electrical equipment and supplies 
professional and photographic equipment and watches 

TERTIARY 

Business-oriented 

transportation 

trucking service and warehousing 
communications 
telephone 
utilities and sanitary services 
electrical and gas utilities 
wholesale trade in durable goods 
wholesale trade in machinery, equipment, and supplies 
wholesale trade in non-durable goods 
wholesale trade in groceries and farm products 
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other wholesale nondurable goods 
finance, insurance, and real estate 

banking 
insurance 
real estate 
business and repair services j_i.a nmpp<?sina 
commercial research, management, and data processing 

services 
other business services 
legal services 

Consumer-oriented 

U.S. postal service 
retail trade 
hardware and building material, retail 
department stores 
food, bakery, and dairy stores 
motor vehicle stores 
apparel and accessory stores 
furniture, home furnishings, and appliance stores 
eating and drinking place 
other retail trade 
automotive repair and services 
personal services 
private household 
hotels and lodging places 
barber and beauty shops 
entertainment and recreation 
other entertainment and recreation 
professional and related services 
health services 
offices of health practitioners 
hospitals . . . 
nursing and personal care facilities 
educational services 
elementary and secondary schools 
private colleges and universities 
social services 
other social services 
religious organizations 
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GOVERNMENT 

government, elementary and secondary schools 
government, colleges and universities 
public administration 
general government, n.e.c. 
local government 
justice, public order and safety 
administration of human resource programs 
national security and international affairs 
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EUDCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY1 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

MANUCOMB 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY1 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

6 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

MANUCOMB 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY2 

DUMMY3 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

GOVERNMENT 

LIGHTMANU 

TERTCONSUM 

TERTBUSIN 

PRIMARY 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY2 

DUMMY3 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

8 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

GOVERNMENT 

LIGHTMANU 

TERTCONSUM 

TERTBUSIN 

PRIMARY 



194 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LIGHTMANU 

HEAVY MANCJ 

TERTCONSUM 

PRIMARY 

13 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY1 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

10 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LIGHTMANU 

HEAVYMANU 

TERTCONSUM 

PRIMARY 

14 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMYl 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

11 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

MANUCOMB 

15 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY2 

DUMMY3 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

12 

EDUCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

MANUCOMB 

16 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

DUMMY2 

DUMMY3 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 
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17 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

MANUCOMB 

21 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

GOVERNMENT 

LIGHTMANU 

TERTBUSIN 

PRIMARY 

18 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

MANUCOMB 

22 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

GOVERNMENT 

LIGHTMANU 

TERTBUSIN 

PRIMARY 

19 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

TERTCOMB 

GOVERNMENT 

23 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

OCCUPSEG 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

LIGHTMANU 

HEAVYMANU 

TERTCONSUM 

20 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

UNEMP 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

TERTCOMB 

GOVERNMENT 

24 

EDUCATION 

CHILDREN 

INDSEG 

MINORITY 

DIVORCE 

LFPARTIC 

LIGHTMANU 

HEAVYMANU 

TERTCONSUM 
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