
nomic, organizational, political, cultural—in turn and the proximate mechanisms
through which they exert their effects. We shall show how some of the proximate
mechanisms are linked to all or nearly all of the forces at the macro-level, whereas
others are more narrowly linked to a small number of macro-level forces. In each
of the following sections, we first describe a particular narrative in positive and
sympathetic terms and then we discuss the countervailing or inertial forces that
may prevent the stylized account from playing out as straightforwardly as its ad-
herents presume. In this way we seek to provide a comprehensive discussion of
the forces making for change as well as stability.

THE ECONOMIC NARRATIVE

We begin with the well-known narrative of market competition (see Becker
1957/1971; Arrow 1973; chapters 2 and 7, this volume). In this narrative, it is as-
sumed that labor-market practices that disadvantage women are often (but not al-
ways) inefficient, implying that a competitive market will select for firms that es-
chew women-disadvantaging practices. We review the three classes of proximate
mechanisms through which market forces may reduce gender inequality: discrim-
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TABLE 1.1 / Macro-Level Forces and Proximate Mechanisms Generating
Gender Inequality

Macro-Level Forces

Proximate Mechanisms Economic Organizational Political Cultural

A. Discrimination
1. Tastes X X X X
2. Statistical X X X X
3. Institutional X X X X

B. Internalization
1. Preferences X
2. Self-evaluation X

C. Labor-force commitment
1. Domestic division 

of labor X X X X
2. Workplace adaptations X X X

D. Cultural Devaluation
1. Pollution X X X
2. Cultural devaluation X X X

E. Feedback effects
1. Expectations of 

discrimination X X X X
2. Expected sanctions X

Source: Authors’ compilation.



How do we explain these earnings gains for women? To answer this question as
well as the question of why women continue to earn less than men we need to first
consider the basic factors behind the gender pay gap to begin with.

ECONOMISTS’ EXPLANATIONS FOR THE GENDER PAY
GAP: THE ROLE OF QUALIFICATIONS AND
DISCRIMINATION

Economists point to a number of factors that could be important in explaining the
lower earnings of women compared to men, but traditionally have focused on two
primary factors: qualifications and discrimination. Following Chinhui Juhn, Kevin
M. Murphy, and Brooks Pierce (1991), we call these “gender-specific” factors, be-
cause they relate specifically to differences between women and men, either in
their qualifications or how they are treated. With regard to qualifications, the
human-capital model has been especially important in pointing out the potential
role played by education and experience. 

The gender gap in educational attainment was never particularly large in the
United States. The biggest difference historically was that, although women were

The Gender Pay Gap

/ 41

FIGURE 2.1 / Earnings of Full-Time Female Workers as Percentage of Full-Time Male
Workers’ Earnings, 1955 to 2003

Source: U.S. Department of Labor (various issues).
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lot of new entrants and there were a lot of women staying in the labor market more
continuously; thus, average experience remained about the same (Goldin 1990). In
the 1980s, the increase in the labor-force participation of women was due to more
women remaining in the labor force more consistently, so that the average experi-
ence of women workers rose accordingly. This suggests that the flattening of the
trend in female labor-force participation shown in the chart caused the gender gap
in experience to decline more slowly in the 1990s than in the 1980s.

Before leaving the subject of the participation trends, it is interesting to consider
their larger significance. Viewed more broadly, what the trends show is an enormous
change in gender roles and a movement away from the traditional family of bread-
winner husband and homemaker wife to a family where both husband and wife
work outside the home, although not necessarily giving equal weight to each of their
careers. The trends suggest that this “subtle revolution” (Smith 1979), having ac-
complished a great deal, may be slowing down now. Is it stopping? Not necessarily.
Currently, more than three-quarters of women in the prime working-age range of
twenty-five to fifty-four are in the labor force. This means that female labor-force
participation rates in the United States are very high, although still below the male
rates of around 90 percent in this age group. So it may not be surprising that, of ne-
cessity, future participation trends will be less dramatic than past trends.
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FIGURE 2.2 / Trends in Female and Male Labor-Force Participation Rates, 1965 to 2003

Source: U.S. Department of Labor (various issues).
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lies. Equivalence incomes for individuals are based on family income after adjust-
ing for the number of family members and economies of scale. In 1989, the mean
equivalence income of individuals in married-couple families was over double the
income in female-headed families, up from 70 percent higher in 1969 (U.S. De-
partment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 1995, 65). The consequences of being
in a female-headed family are also more negative for less-educated women, and
are becoming increasingly so. Fifty-nine percent of individuals in families headed
by a single woman with a high school education or less were in the bottom quin-
tile of the income distribution compared to 30 percent when the head had more
than a high school education (U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
1995).

There has also been a widening income gap between individuals in families
headed by less-educated couples compared to more highly educated couples. Peo-
ple tend to marry individuals who are similar to themselves, so more highly edu-
cated people are more likely to be married to each other. Thus, married-couple
families that are headed by individuals with college-level education are increasing
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FIGURE 2.3a / Women’s Labor-Force Participation by Education, 1970 and 2003, Aged
Twenty-Five to Sixty-Four

Source: U.S. Department of Labor (1989) and authors’ calculations from the 2003 microdata file of
the March Current Population Survey.

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n 
R

at
e 

(P
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

Less Than Four Years 
of High School

Four Years of
High School

One to Three 
Years of College

Four or More 
Years of College

43.0

49.3
51.3

69.6

50.9

77.1

60.9

80.2

1970
2003



their family income relative to families headed by high school graduates or those
with less than a high school education (Blau 1998). 

The consequences of these developments for income inequality across married-
couple families are unclear. Increases in labor-force participation of wives reduce
earnings inequality across all persons or families, since there are fewer families in
which the wife’s earnings are zero. On the other hand, the increasing tendency of
labor-force participation to be concentrated among high-education and thus high-
income families and the increase in the correlation of husbands’ and wives’ earn-
ings works to increase inequality (Karoly and Burtless 1995). Maria Cancian, Shel-
don Danziger, and Peter Gottschalk (1993) found that, on net, wives’ earnings
have continued to equalize family income among married couples. Moreover,
using a different methodology, Pencavel (2004) found that on net, rising female
labor supply caused a reduction in family-earnings inequality of husband-wife
families over the period from 1968 to 2001. However, Lynn A. Karoly and Gary
Burtless (1995) found that the increasing employment of wives between 1979 and
1989 increased income inequality among all families, including married couples
and those headed by single individuals. 
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FIGURE 2.3b / Men’s Labor-Force Participation by Education, 1970 and 2003, Aged
Twenty-Five to Sixty-Four

Source: U.S. Department of Labor (1989) and authors’ calculations from the 2003 microdata file of
the March Current Population Survey.
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cently is the impact of children on women’s wages, since evidence of children’s
negative effect on wages has been obtained, even in analyses that control for labor-
market experience (Waldfogel 1998). The reason may be that in the past, having a
child often meant that a woman withdrew from the labor force for a substantial pe-
riod, breaking her tie to her employer and leading her to forgo the returns to any
firm-specific training she might have acquired, as well as any rewards for having
made an especially good job match. Given the sharp increase in the labor-force
participation of women with young children that has occurred since the 1960s, this
factor may have been of growing importance in influencing the aggregate gender
gap.13 However, the greater availability of parental leave, legally mandated in the
United States since 1993, may well mitigate the effect of this factor on more recent
cohorts. Indeed, Jane Waldfogel (1998) finds that the negative effect of children on
wages is substantially reduced for mothers who have maternity-leave coverage. 

Some studies on discrimination have taken different approaches to the question,
thus avoiding some of the problems of traditional analyses. First are two studies
that have applied traditional econometric techniques to especially homogeneous
groups and employed extensive controls for qualifications, thus minimizing the
effect of gender differences in unmeasured productivity characteristics. Robert G.
Wood, Mary E. Corcoran, and Paul Courant (1993) studied graduates of the Uni-
versity of Michigan Law School in the classes of 1972 to 1975, fifteen years after
graduation. The gap in pay between women and men was relatively small at the
outset of their careers, but fifteen years later, women graduates’ earnings were
only 60 percent of men’s. Some of this difference reflected choices that workers
had made, including the propensity of women lawyers to work shorter hours. But
even controlling for current hours worked as well as an extensive list of worker
qualifications and other covariates—including family status, race, location, grades
while in law school, and detailed work history data, such as years practiced law,
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TABLE 2.1 / Contribution to the Gender Wage Differential of Differences in
Measured Characteristics (as a Percentage of the Total
Differential), 1998

Characteristic Percentage

Educational attainment −6.7
Labor-force experience 10.5
Race 2.4
Occupational category 27.4
Industry category 21.9
Union status 3.5

Unexplained 41.1

Total 100.0

Wage differential (percentage) 20.3

Source: Calculated from data presented in Blau and Kahn (2004).
Note: Rows do not sum to exactly 100.0 because of rounding.



tween education and labor-force participation for women in 1970, it was not terri-
bly strong. However, while participation rates of high school graduates and of col-
lege-educated women increased substantially over the period, with particularly
large increases for those with some college, participation increases for high school
dropouts were much smaller. This resulted in a stronger positive relationship be-
tween labor-force participation and education in 2003 than in 1970. Figure 2.3b
shows a similar trend for men. Although men’s labor-force participation fell for all
education groups, it fell more for less-educated men. The fact that by 2003, women
with some college were actually more likely to be in the labor force than male high
school dropouts is illustrative of the substantial changes produced by these trends.

Thus the relative economic position of the less-educated has deteriorated across a
number of dimensions for both women and men. In addition, there is a further di-
mension to these trends that uniquely affects women. The rising incidence of fe-
male-headed families and the consequent economic disabilities this entails for these
women and their families have been heavily concentrated on less-educated women.
This development has been particularly emphasized by Francine D. Blau (1998),
who reports that the headship rate of women with less than a high school education
(12.1 percent), fairly similar to that of all women (9.4 percent) in 1970, by 1995 had
increased 12.2 percentage points, compared to an increase of 6.5 percentage points
among all women and only 2 percentage points among college graduates.20

The trends discussed in this section come together to affect family well-being.
Looking first at female-headed families, the heavy concentration of the rise in fe-
male family headship among less-educated women combined with the decrease in
their labor-force participation and wages relative to that of other women has re-
sulted in a decrease in the relative incomes of individuals in female-headed fami-
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TABLE 2.2 / Mean Earnings of Education Groups as Percentage of High School
Graduates’ Earnings, 1974 and 2003

1974 2003

Education Men Women Men Women

High school
One to three years 88.9 85.3 75.9 76.6
Four years 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

College
One to three years 113.6 112.6 122.8 119.5
Four or more years 155.0 147.2 211.3 190.4

Sources: For 2003—U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2004 Annual Social and
Economic Supplement, available at http://ferret.bls.census.gov/macro/032004/perinc/new04_
000.htm. For 1974—U.S. Census Bureau, “Historical Income Tables—People,” table P-35, avail-
able at www.census.gov/hhes/income/histinc/p35.html.
Data refer to year-round, full-time workers eighteen years of age and older.
Median 2003 income for one to three years of college is computed as a weighted average of the
medians for “some college, no degree” and “associate degree.”



this is the important part—had gender not become as significant these positive
changes would have been even greater. Had women entered white-collar posi-
tions with a sense that they could advance, they would have invested more in their
training and education. Gender gaps would have shrunk even more. Another way
of making the point is that “wage discrimination,” by which is meant the fraction
of the wage difference that cannot be explained by observables, increased from the
early part of the twentieth century to 1940 (see Goldin 1990, chapter 4). The in-
crease moreover was large—from at most 20 percent of the gap to 55 percent of the
difference.

The early twentieth century could have been a major turning point in gender
distinctions in the labor market, education, training, and even the home. But it was
not. Even though the early twentieth century could have been a watershed in the
labor market, gender equality would not have miraculously emerged in the 1920s.
However, the history of women in the labor market could have been sufficiently
different to have hastened the advances of the past three decades by perhaps
twenty years. I conclude this essay with some reflections on the period of the de-
clining significance of gender (1970 to the present), but my main concern here is
with its rising significance (1900 to 1940).
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FIGURE 3.1 / Labor-Force Participation Rates of Men and Women Twenty-Five to
Forty-Four Years Old, 1890 to 2000

Sources: 1890 to 1960—Goldin (1990). 1960 to 2000—Current Population Surveys.
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My argument, in brief, is the following. Real equality between men and women
in the paid labor force requires that women be employed after marriage and child-
bearing. In the late nineteenth century, when most paid employment was in sec-
tors such as manufacturing, agriculture, construction, and transportation, brawn
was an important attribute, and many occupations were “sexed” rather than “gen-
dered.”4 Employment for the bulk of adult, married women could not proceed
until demand in the white-collar or “brain” sector increased relative to that in the
blue-collar or “brawn” sector and until a large segment of women had at least
some secondary schooling.

Because the brain and brawn distinctions are important to my argument, I want
to clarify some potential objections. It should be understood that there were al-
ways brain jobs and that brawn jobs could be, and were often, performed by
women. But even though it is a stretch to assume, as I will in the framework that
follows, that jobs were once brawn and then became brain, it is undoubtedly the
case that this was true for much of the economy. And even though it is also a
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FIGURE 3.2 / Ratio of Female to Male Earnings for Full-Time, Year-Round Workers

Sources: 1890 and 1930—Goldin (1990, table 3.2), 1955 to 1969—Goldin (1990, table 3.1), from Cur-
rent Population Reports, series P-60. 1939—O’Neill and Polachek (1993, table 1), from published
volumes of the 1940 federal population census. 1970 to 2000—U.S. Census Bureau, website,
http://www.census.gov/hhec/income/histinc/p36.html, accessed March 23, 2002. 
Notes: 1955 to 2000: Median, full-time, year-round workers (all races, all marital statuses) for fif-
teen years and older after 1980 and fourteen years and older before.
1890 and 1930: Weighted average of annual full-time earnings across all sectors. Earnings include
wage and salary income before 1966 and total earnings subsequently.
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provided an opening wedge. The greatly increased participation among the older
group of women in the 1940s and 1950s consisted, in large measure, of women
who in the 1920s had earlier expanded their paid market participation. The
twenty-year-old in 1920 became the forty-year-old in 1940 and later the fifty-year-
old in 1950. That is, the younger group of women not only entered the labor force
in growing numbers in the 1920s and 1930s, but also expanded their participation
when they were older.5

Even though figure 3.3 shows the participation rate of married women only, the
rate for young single women (considering only those who were not currently at-
tending school) also increased in the 1920s.6 The vast majority of unmarried, em-
ployed women in the 1920s and 1930s dropped out of the labor force at the time of
marriage, but the minority who remained employed after marriage stayed in the
labor force for a considerable number of years. The female labor force, in other
words, was rather “heterogeneous.”7

Another revealing way of viewing the same labor force data is to array the rates
by birth cohort and graph them by age (as opposed to arraying them by age and
graphing by year as in figure 3.3). Labor-force participation rates arranged in this
manner, by age and by cohort, are given in figure 3.4, for (white) married women.
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FIGURE 3.3 / Labor-Force Participation Rates of Two Age Groups of Currently
Married Women

Source: 1900 to 1980—Goldin (1990). 1983 to 2000—Current Population Surveys.
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They are given in figure 3.5 for all college graduate women independent of mari-
tal status.

Figure 3.4 gives labor-force participation rates by age for “synthetic” cohorts of
married women born from 1866 to 1875 to 1976 to 1980. These are synthetic, not ac-
tual, cohorts because the graphs connect data across various federal decennial
population censuses (or Current Population Surveys) by the birth year of the indi-
viduals and are not constructed from longitudinal data. These particular synthetic
cohorts are only for currently married women. That is, a woman who marries at
age twenty-one and remains married until age sixty-five will be correctly repre-
sented in these graphs. But a woman who marries at age thirty-two, divorces at
age forty-five, and then remarries at age fifty-one will not be as accurately repre-
sented. She will enter the population at age thirty-two, leave at age forty-five, and
reenter at age fifty-one. Some groups of individuals are better depicted than oth-
ers. Despite that caveat, these graphs reveal an enormous amount about the syn-
thetic and actual cohorts. Most important is that almost all cohorts of U.S. women
had increased labor-force participation rates as they aged (within their married
years).
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FIGURE 3.4 / Labor-Force Participation Rates of Married White Women

Sources: Birth cohorts 1866–75 to 1926–30, Goldin (1990); rest of cohorts from (March) Current
Population Surveys.
Notes: Dates shown are birth-cohorts. Some dates are omitted when lines are close together, as in
the cases of the 1876–1885, 1931–1935, 1941–1945, 1951–1955, and 1961–1965 cohorts.
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The graph for college graduate women (figure 3.5) was constructed in a manner
different from that for all education groups (figure 3.4). The former is for all mari-
tal statuses whereas the latter is only for married women. The caveat just men-
tioned about the synthetic cohorts does not apply to figure 3.5, although a differ-
ent consideration is relevant. The composition by marital status in figure 3.5
changes as the cohort ages and, in consequence, participation rates decrease for
the younger group many of whom married, had children, and left the labor force
at least for a time.8 Participation rates later increase with age, in a fashion similar
to the data in figure 3.4 for married women across all educational groups. The par-
ticipation rate levels are higher in figure 3.4 than in figure 3.3, as would be ex-
pected since the college group has a higher market wage.

The meaning of these cohort labor-force participation rates for the significance
of gender in labor markets will be established in a moment. My more immediate
point is simply that participation rates began to increase among young married
women in the 1920s and 1930s. That observation leads me back to a clarification I
earlier promised.

I noted before that the labor-force participation rates of married (white) women
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FIGURE 3.5 / Labor-Force Participation Rates of College-Graduate Women, by 
Birth Cohort

Source: Current Population Surveys (March).
Notes: Dates shown are birth cohorts.
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men. No level of work experience—with the firm or in all office work—led to
much earnings growth for women, whereas it did for men. What this means is that
the ratio of male to female earnings in the brain sector increased with greater lev-
els of work experience. Rather staying relatively constant, as it did in brawn jobs,
the ratio rose. In terms of a concept in labor economics, “wage discrimination” was
actually larger in brain jobs than it was in the brawn jobs.

By wage discrimination is meant that part of the difference in wages by sex 
that is not explained by differences in observables that are related to productivity,
such as work experience, education, and training. Rather, the wage difference is
explained by a disparity by sex in the returns to these variables. Even if a man and
a woman had the same levels of experience, education, and training, they would
still have different wages because the return to each of the observables is different.
Another possibility is that the constant term in the two equations (implicit in fig-
ure 3.6) is different. In the schematic representation of figure 3.6a, all wage dis-
crimination is due to differences in initial earnings, that is, in the earnings of men
and women at the start of their employment. In the case of jobs that only differ on
the basis of strength requirements, the initial earnings difference would be pri-
marily, but not entirely, due to differences in physical ability.19

Earnings Functions in Fact: Brawn Jobs

Figures 3.6a and 3.6b are schematic representations of longitudinal earnings pat-
terns of men and women in the brain and brawn sectors. Longitudinal earnings
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FIGURE 3.6 / Schematic Diagrams of Male and Female Earnings Functions

Source: Author’s depiction.
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FIGURE 3.7 / Facsimile of 1940 Women’s Bureau Firm-Level Survey

Department of Labor Agent _______
Women’s Bureau Date ________

OFFICE WORKERS’ STUDY 1940

1. Firm name _____________ 2. Business_____________ 3. Address_____________
4. Persons interviewed and positions ________________________
5. Who are the executives? _______ administrators? _______ professional workers?_______

Men Women Total
6. No. clerical workers regularly employed 1939 ____ ____ ____
7. No. clerical workers employed as extras 1939 ____ ____ ____
8. No. new clerical workers taken on in 1939 ____ ____ ____

9. Hours of work: Daily ____ Saturday ____ Total weekly ____ Overtime ____
10. Office organization: list departments __________ types of machines used _________
11. Method of wage payment: monthly, semimonthly, weekly, daily, hourly, piece, bonuses

12. Employment requirements and practices (discuss by job where differences exist)
a. Hiring: Who hires new employees? _______________________________

What are beginning rates of pay? ________ system of advancement? _________
b. Source of applicants ____________________________
c. Age: Minimum ____ Maximum ____
d. Marital status

Are married women employed? ______________________________________
Are women who marry in service allowed to remain? _____________________

e. Sex 
Which jobs open to men only? _____________________________________
To women only? __________________________________________________

f. Educational requirements
1. General ______________ 2. Special business training __________________

g. Policies with reference to race and color ________________________________

13. General policies
Vacations with pay __________ To whom? ____________ Length? ____________
Sick leave ________ Dismissal wage and notice_____________
Promotional policy and salary increases _________ Retirement plans ___________

Organization: Trade union or other ________________

Other welfare activities _________________________

Source: ”1940 Office Worker Survey” (1940), National Archives, Record Group no. 86, boxes
496–500. See also Goldin (1990, data appendix). 
Note: Questions discussed in the text are in bold.
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TABLE 3.1 / Distributions for Major Occupational Groups, by Sex, 1900 to 1970

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970

Males fourteen years old and older
Total (in thousands) 23,711 29,847 33,569 37,933 39,168 42,554 43,531 46,970
White-collar workers [0.176] [0.202] [0.214] [0.252] [0.266] [0.305] [0.354] [0.398]

Professional, technical 0.034 0.035 0.038 0.048 0.058 0.072 0.104 0.141
Managers, officials 0.068 0.078 0.078 0.086 0.086 0.105 0.108 0.111
Clerical 0.028 0.044 0.053 0.055 0.058 0.064 0.072 0.076
Salesworkers 0.046 0.046 0.045 0.061 0.065 0.064 0.070 0.071

Manual and service workers [0.408] [0.451] [0.482] [0.500] [0.517] [0.546] [0.561] [0.557]
Manual workers (0.376) (0.413) (0.445) (0.452) (0.456) (0.484) (0.497) (0.475)

Craftsmen, foremen 0.126 0.141 0.160 0.162 0.155 0.190 0.206 0.211
Operatives 0.104 0.125 0.144 0.154 0.180 0.206 0.212 0.196
Laborers, excluding farm 
and mine 0.147 0.147 0.140 0.137 0.121 0.088 0.078 0.069

Service workers (0.031) (0.039) (0.037) (0.048) (0.061) (0.062) (0.065) (0.082)
Private household workers 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.001
Service, excluding private 
household 0.029 0.036 0.036 0.046 0.057 0.060 0.063 0.081

Farmworkers [0.417] [0.347] [0.305] [0.248] [0.217] [0.149] [0.085] [0.045]
Farmers and farm managers 0.230 0.197 0.184 0.152 0.133 0.100 0.055 0.027
Farm laborers and foremen 0.187 0.150 0.121 0.096 0.084 0.049 0.030 0.018
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Females fourteen years old and older
Total (in thousands) 5,319 7,445 8,637 10,752 12,574 16,445 21,005 28,453
White-collar workers [0.178] [0.261] [0.388] [0.442] [0.449] [0.525] [0.563] [0.613]

Professional, technical 0.082 0.098 0.117 0.138 0.128 0.122 0.133 0.155
Managers, officials 0.014 0.020 0.022 0.027 0.033 0.043 0.038 0.036
Clerical 0.040 0.092 0.187 0.209 0.215 0.274 0.309 0.348
Salesworkers 0.043 0.051 0.063 0.069 0.074 0.086 0.083 0.074

Manual and service workers [0.632] [0.581] [0.476] [0.473] [0.511] [0.439] [0.418] [0.309]
Manual workers (0.278) (0.257) (0.238) (0.199) (0.216) (0.224) (0.191) (0.141)

Craftsmen, foremen 0.014 0.014 0.012 0.010 0.011 0.015 0.013 0.018
Operatives 0.238 0.229 0.202 0.174 0.195 0.200 0.172 0.148
Laborers, excluding farm 
and mine 0.026 0.014 0.023 0.015 0.011 0.009 0.006 0.010

Service workers (0.355) (0.324) (0.239) (0.275) (0.294) (0.215) (0.228) (0.202)
Private household workers 0.287 0.240 0.158 0.176 0.181 0.089 0.084 0.039
Service, excluding private 
household 0.068 0.085 0.081 0.097 0.113 0.126 0.144 0.163

Farmworkers [0.190] [0.158] [0.135] [0.084] [0.040] [0.037] [0.019] [0.014]
Farmers and farm managers 0.059 0.038 0.032 0.025 0.013 0.007 0.006 0.002
Farm laborers and foremen 0.131 0.120 0.103 0.060 0.028 0.029 0.013 0.006

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1975), series D 182–232.
Notes: 1950 and 1960 use 1950 classification. Numbers in parentheses and brackets are the sum of their subcategories. Bracketed numbers for each
column sum to one.



decrease earnings differences between men and women. The earnings trajectory for
work in offices was extremely different.

Earnings Functions in Fact: Brain Jobs

Clerical employments—the brain jobs—beginning sometime in the early twenti-
eth century had earnings functions that can be far better represented by figure 3.6b
than by figure 3.6a. In the schematic representation of figure 3.6b, initial earnings
for men and women are nearly identical. But even though job tenure leads to in-
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TABLE 3.2 / Earnings Functions for Manufacturing Workers: Male and Female, 1892

Males Females

Coefficient Coefficient
Dependent Variable (T-Statistic) Mean (T-Statistic) Mean

Log (weekly earnings) 2.688 1.902
Constant 1.75 1.14

(24.06) (10.87)
Total experience 0.0524 15.02 0.0333 4.95

(8.59) (2.31)
Total experience squared −0.0009 −0.0011

(6.62) (3.16)
Years in occupation 0.0212 10.39 0.1077 3.76

(3.30) (5.44)
Years in occupation squared −0.0004 −0.0030

(2.51) (4.43)
Years with firm 0.0113 3.92 0.0236 2.57

(1.20) (1.06)
Years with firm squared −0.0001 −0.0014

(0.04) (1.02)
Never married −0.1663 0.65 −0.0005 0.91

(3.24) (0.01)
Maturity or schoolinga 0.0247 8.47 0.0195 9.62

(4.00) (2.12)
R2 0.28 0.42
Number of observations 833 228

Source: Barry Eichengreen (1984).
Notes: “Total experience” is years since entering paid employment, “years in occupation” is the
number of years the worker was employed in the current occupation, and “years with firm” is
the number of years employed by the current firm. The data are primarily for manufacturing
workers. Some male workers were in the construction industry and some female workers were
in the service sector (for example, laundresses, waitresses, saleswomen).
aVariable is (age−age work began−6) and is, in consequence, a combination of years of education
and “maturity” as measured by age conditional on total experience. Eichengreen (1984) terms
this variable “schooling.” See Goldin (1990, 102, n22) for a justification concerning why the vari-
able is picking up maturity more than actual schooling.



start compared with their earnings in industrial (brawn) employment. But
whereas the ratio of their earnings remained the same in industrial work, it
widened with every year in office employment.

The Women’s Bureau survey also asked retrospective information about the oc-
cupation that each worker had at the start of office work as well as their occupa-
tion at the time of the survey. At the beginning of their office employment men
who had a high school diploma as their highest degree had starting positions as
messenger, mail boy, mimeo-machine operator, and lower-skilled clerk, most of
which were low-paying jobs. Most women with the same level of education had
starting positions as stenographer, typist, switchboard operator, and secretary. Al-
though some were lower-paying positions, most of these beginning positions paid
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TABLE 3.3 / Earnings Functions for Office Workers in 1940

Males Females

Coefficient Coefficient
Dependent Variable (T-Statistic) Mean (T-Statistic) Mean

Log (annual earnings) 7.339 6.951
Constant 6.54 6.46

(233.1) (267.9)
Years with firm 0.0106 10.21 0.0112 7.61

(3.065) (3.49)
Years with firm squared 0.00010 0.00017

(0.967) (1.49)
Total office experience 0.0515 12.77 0.0363 10.39

(14.25) (11.86)
Total office experience squared −0.000872 −0.000711

(9.08) (7.66)
Married 0.132 0.484 −0.00481 0.197

(7.84) (0.327)
Years of high school 0.0364 3.18 0.0395 3.22

(6.09) (7.86)
Years of college or university 0.0827 0.724 0.0466 0.274

(15.52) (7.30)
Years of business training 0.0307 0.184 0.0366 0.292

(2.43) (3.64)
R2 0.633 0.488
Number of observations 1,492 1,395

Source: “1940 Office Worker Survey” (1940), the National Archives, Record Group no. 86, boxes
472–486. See also Goldin (1990, data appendix).
Notes: Only those with greater than or equal to eight years of elementary school are included.
This restriction excludes just 2.1 percent of the sample. “Years with the firm” is the number of
years the worker was employed by the current firm. “Total office experience” is the number of
years the worker was employed in any office job. Most workers in the survey were only em-
ployed in office positions and thus “total office experience” is almost always the same as all work
experience.



four years old in 1967 worked 14.5 years out of a possible 16.0 years. In contrast,
married-once-spouse-present women worked only 6.4 out of about 16.8 years. As
before, similar patterns emerge for black women, but again the differences are
more muted, with never-married black women having slightly less lifetime work,
and married-once-one-spouse-present black women having a bit more lifetime
work (9.1 years) than whites. Thus, for blacks as well as whites, being married
greatly diminishes lifetime work, slightly less for blacks than for whites. 

These patterns emerge less starkly in more recent data. Using the 1980 Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) data (described at: http: //psidonline.isr.umich
.edu/), Carole Miller (1993) finds that married women average 10.04 years spent
outside the labor force. Similarly, using a panel of 2,659 individuals from the 1976-
to-1987 PSID data, Polachek and Moon-Kak Kim (1994) find that women averaged
9.62 years out of the labor force, as compared to men’s 2.22 years. Current data for
foreign countries are comparable. For example, using Canadian data, Wayne
Simpson (2000) finds that in 1993 married women with children averaged 7.6
years (or 36.4 percent of their work years) out of the labor force, whereas single
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FIGURE 4.1 / U.S. Labor-Force Participation by Gender, Marital Status, and Age

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2002, table 568).
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women spent 1.5 (or 12.9 percent) of their work years out of the labor force. For
men, this figure is .9 years (or 8.1 percent). Data within narrow professions yield
similar results. Catalyst (2003) finds that only 29 percent of women MBA gradu-
ates work full-time continuously since graduation compared to 69 percent for
men, and similarly only 35 percent of women law graduates worked continuously
since graduation compared to 61 percent for men.

Although large marital status and gender differences in lifetime work still re-
main, these gender disparities are gradually diminishing. Female labor-force par-
ticipation is rising secularly and male participation is falling. However, in the
1990s, the growth in female labor-force participation decelerated. Figure 4.3 shows
this recent deceleration of the growth in women’s labor-force participation during
the 1990s. Women’s lifetime labor-force participation in 1990 was dramatically
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FIGURE 4.2 / Labor-Force Participation Rates by Gender, Race, and Age

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings. Table A-4 
(October 1974) and table A-14 (October 2002).
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higher than 1974, but women’s lifetime labor-force participation in 2002 was only
marginally higher than in 1990. As shall be illustrated later, I believe this decelera-
tion explains why the gender gap narrowed less quickly in the 1990s than in the
1980s.

Children exacerbate these differences. For example, as illustrated in table 4.1,
Susan Harkness and Jane Waldfogel (2003) find significantly lower labor-force par-
ticipation rates for women with children compared to women without. This is true
not just in the United States, but in Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, and
Germany. The same result holds in Finland and Sweden, but the pattern is miti-
gated by Sweden’s and Finland’s social policies promoting women’s work. In all
cases except Finland, men’s labor-force participation exceeds women’s, but the
gap is exceptionally wide between men, and women with children.

From the above evidence on lifetime labor-force participation rates (especially
figure 4.1 and table 4.1), it can be seen that marital status and children play an im-
portant, but different, role when we consider men’s and women’s work behavior.
For men, marriage and children are associated with more work, whereas for
women, marriage and children are associated with less work—but these trends are
changing. Marriage and children are slowly decreasing in importance. Again, as
already stated, the reasons for the diverging work patterns are not well under-
stood. They can come about because of efficient allocation of labor in the home, but
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FIGURE 4.3 / Female Labor-Force Participation, by Age

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings. Table A-4 
(October 1974), table A-4 (October 1990), and table A-14 (October 2002).
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virtually no increase in female compared to male economic success. But, as I men-
tioned, these decades are anomalous.

By comparing the 1970s and 1980s, my own research with John Robst offers an
explanation as to why the 1970s (and probably the 1960s) might be anomalous (Po-
lachek and J. Robst 2001). We show that beginning in 1980, the wage gap narrowed
1.7 percent more quickly than in the 1970s. In a sense this more rapid convergence
is strange because female labor-force participation rose a bit faster in the 1970s than
in the 1980s.11 However, the reasons for these exceedingly paradoxical trends are
consistent with the life-cycle human-capital model. The rapidly rising female labor-
force participation in the 1960s and 1970s actually brought down female wages be-
cause the new inexperienced entrants earned less than the older, more senior em-
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FIGURE 4.4 / Female-to-Male Earnings Ratio 

Sources: All series except hourly-wage ratio from Goldin (1990, table 3.1). For hourly-wage ratio
computations, see O’Neill (2003).
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ployees, which made female wage growth appear less rapid. The decline dimin-
ished in importance during the 1980s as the relative increase in the numbers of new
female entrants declined and as the proportion of years actually worked by women
increased. If one were to adjust for labor-market joiners (and labor-market leavers),
the male-female wage convergence is actually very similar for both decades (Po-
lachek and Robst 2001). Indeed, the findings by Blau and Kahn (1997) suggest that
the current research understates male-female wage convergence in the 1980s as
well. Using statistical techniques that account for changes in the earnings structure,
they find that women’s progress was considerably greater than previously thought.
O’Neill (2003) uses NLSY data to find that the adjusted female-to-male wage ratio
in 2000 was over 95 percent. This certainly corroborates the convergence. 

But similar trends are also observed for other nations. The Luxembourg Income
Study is a collection of household data compiled from ongoing statistical surveys
in twenty-six countries.12 The database provides statistics on demographic, in-
come, and expenditure variables on three levels: households, persons, and chil-
dren. I concentrate on extracting education, age, and earnings data for white males
and females from the person files of the countries, at least half of which contain in-
formation on hourly earnings.13 Of those, I present plots of female-to-male wage
ratios (figure 4.5) adjusted by education, potential labor-market experience and
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FIGURE 4.5 / Female-to-Male Wage Ratio Trends by Country, Adjusted for Education,
Potential Experience, and Marital Status

Source: Computed from Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) data (www.lisproject.org).
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marital status (when available). For each country, the ratios were computed from
at least three cross-sectional wage regressions. Most countries exhibit increasing
female wage ratios. For example, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany, Hungary,
and Israel exhibit greater gender wage convergence than the United States. Given
rising female labor-market participation in these countries, this convergence is
consistent with the life-cycle human-capital model’s predictions. 

In the United States, gender wage convergence slowed down somewhat in the
1990s. This weakening of women’s relative wage gains is apparent in figure 4.4.
The hourly wage series, which rose so precipitously from 1980, becomes relatively
flat from 1993 through 2001. During this seven-year period, women’s wages rose
just .1 percent per year, compared to a 1.0 percent per year increase from 1980 to
1993. The obvious interesting question is: What brought about this reversal?

The latest research on this (Blau and Kahn 2004 and Mulligan and Rubenstein
2005) suggests that changes in the labor-force selectivity (the difference in unmea-
sured qualities between working and nonworking women), changes in discrimi-
nation, and shifts in supply and demand may have caused the narrowing of the
gender pay gap to wane. I take a simpler, more straightforward approach. Human-
capital theory argues that wages rise in conjunction with human-capital invest-
ments. But, as I have shown earlier in this chapter, the prime impetus for human-
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FIGURE 4.6 / Comparison of Female-to-Male Hourly Wage Ratios and Married
Female Labor-Force Participation

Sources: Hourly-wage ratios—see O’Neill (2003). Married female labor-force participation—see
U.S. Census Bureau (2002, table 569).
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they also can come about because of what I call “societal discrimination” (whereby
women are “socialized” to sacrifice their career for their family), or they can come
about for other reasons. Independent of the reason, according to the lifetime
human-capital model, the division of labor within the family fosters very dissimi-
lar lifetime work patterns for men and women. Less work over one’s lifetime im-
plies significantly smaller monetary gains from human-capital investments. Ac-
cordingly, the theory predicts men’s investments to exceed women’s, and as a
result, male earnings to surpass women’s earnings. In addition, the theory predicts
that male earnings grow more quickly over the life cycle than women’s earnings. I
now examine these earnings configurations.

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF THE LIFE-CYCLE 
HUMAN-CAPITAL MODEL

Age-earnings profiles differ for men and women. Throughout most of the life
cycle, male profiles are higher and generally steeper, indicating not only greater
earnings but also more rapid earnings growth. Initially, when men begin to work
upon completion of school, male-female earnings differences are relatively small,
then they widen in midlife, but decrease somewhat at older ages.7 Particularly im-
portant are the reasons why the gender wage gap varies over the life cycle. But be-
fore discussing that, I describe the gender wage gap across marital status groups.
Here a very curious pattern emerges. Wage profiles for single males and females
are very similar. For singles, the wage gap is relatively small, and in many data sets
actually diminishes with age. In contrast, the wage profiles differ dramatically for
married men and women. Married men have higher and far steeper earnings pro-
files than married women. 

Francine Blau and Lawrence Kahn (1992) illustrate these patterns using interna-
tional data. Table 4.2 contains their results and table 4.3 contains comparable re-
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TABLE 4.1 / An International Comparison of the Full-Time Employment Status of Men
and Women Aged Twenty-Four to Forty-Four

United United
Full-Time Australia Canada Kingdom States Germany Finland Sweden
Employment 1995 1994 1995 1994 1994 1991 1991

All men .830 .762 .790 .844 .830 .777 .771
Women without 
children .731 .677 .763 .731 .722 .851 .745

Women with 
children .258 .469 .256 .495 .352 .710 .611

Source: Harkness and Waldfogel (2003), based on the Luxembourg Income Study data.
Employment is defined as the share of individuals who have a job during the survey week. Full-
time employment is defined as the share who have a job during the survey week and who work
thirty or more hours per week.



sults from the recently available Luxembourg Income Study (www.lisproject.org).
For single men and women the wage gap is generally less than 10 percent. Single
women on average earn over 90 percent what men earn. But married women earn
far less than married men. Here the wage ratio is typically in the 60 to 70 percent
range.

Further deconstruction illustrates that children play a major role in the gender
wage gap. Married women with children earn less than married women without
children (Harkness and Waldfogel 2003). Married women who space their births
widely apart receive even lower wages (Polachek 1975b). Opposite patterns hold
for men. Married men with children earn more, and spacing children at wide in-
tervals is associated with even higher earnings (Polachek 1975b). Thus the wage
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TABLE 4.2 / Female-to-Male Earnings Ratios by Country, Corrected for Hours Worked

Country Years All Workers Married Workers Single Workers

Australia (annual) 1986 0.749 0.691 0.914
Austria (monthly) 1985–1987 0.723 0.656 0.970
Germany (monthly) 1985–1988 0.688 0.573 1.027
Norway (annual) 1982 0.731 0.716 0.916
Sweden (annual) 1980 0.767 0.724 0.935
Switzerland (monthly) 1987 0.617 0.578 0.945
United Kingdom 
(annual) 1985–1988 0.634 0.597 0.949

United States 
(annual) 1985–1988 0.685 0.594 0.955

Source: Blau and Kahn (1992).
The earnings ratios were evaluated at forty hours. The earnings ratios for married workers are for
married workers with one person other than spouse in the household (for Sweden, Norway, and
Austria, one child); those for single workers are for nonmarried people with no other persons in
the household.

TABLE 4.3 / Female-to-Male Earnings Ratios by Country for Full-time Workers

Country Year All Workers Married Workers Single Workers

Germany 2000 0.691 0.662 0.852
United Kingdom 1995 0.757 0.690 0.996
United Kingdom 1999 0.783 0.736 0.977
United States 1997 0.713 0.635 0.972
United States 2000 0.716 0.635 0.966
Austria 1994 0.716 0.651 0.937
Austria 1997 0.771 0.754 0.911
Switzerland 1992 0.577 0.367 1.027
Sweden 1992 0.800 0.770 0.949
Australia 1989 0.738 0.696 0.906
Australia 1994 0.755 0.724 0.872

Source: Computed from Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) data available at: www.lisproject.org/.
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time labor-force participation in explaining male-female wage differences.9 Essen-
tially they estimate how much women would earn if they were to work as much as
men over their lifetimes. They define discrimination to be women’s predicted earn-
ings shortfalls in this computation. Thus, discrimination is the extent to which
women earn less than men, holding other demographic attributes constant. A num-
ber of statistical biases mar this computation (see, for example, Polachek 1975b; But-
ler 1982; and Jones 1983). One particularly relevant bias is the failure to account for
the amount of job skills women would have sought had they expected to work con-
tinuously. Typical implementation of the decomposition adjusts for training received
given observed work experience, but not the training one would have received had
one intended to work continuously. By not including this extra forgone training,
these decompositions underestimate a discontinuous worker’s potential wage. As
such, discrimination is overestimated, given that discrimination is the difference be-
tween what the continuous worker actually earns and what one projects a discontin-
uous worker to earn were she to have participated continuously. Studies that appro-
priately incorporate the skills one would have obtained had one expected to work
continuously explain between 63 and 95 percent of the gender wage gap (for exam-
ple, Polachek 1975a; Goldin and Polachek 1987; Kao, Polachek, and Wunnava 1994).

SECULAR CHANGES IN THE WAGE GAP

If the life-cycle human-capital model carries weight, as I argue above, then the
gender wage gap should narrow as women’s lifetime labor-force participation in-
creases. As I now show, this is exactly what one finds.

Figure 4.4 examines earnings ratio data for the United States compiled from Goldin
(1990) and June O’Neill (2003). The vertical axis depicts the female-to-male earn-
ings ratio and the horizontal axis represents the year. In all, five sets of data are
plotted. Three cover the period from 1815 to just prior to 1940, one covers the pe-
riod from 1955 to 1987, and the final one covers 1979 to 2001. The early data clearly
trend upward. Similarly, the latter period, from the mid-1970s, do as well, with the
possible exception of the years 1994 to 2000 (though the data again rebound in
2001).10 Only the data from about 1935 to around the early 1980s are flat, showing
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TABLE 4.4 / Median Weekly Earnings of Full-Time Wage and Salary Workers

1990 1995 2000 2001 2003

White male 494 566 669 694 715
White female 353 415 500 521 567
Female-to-male ratio 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.75 0.79

Black male 361 411 503 518 555
Black female 308 355 429 451 491
Female-to-male ratio 0.85 0.86 0.85 0.87 0.88

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau (2002, table 613; 2005, table 623).



How should we measure the gender gap? If we focused just on those with the
strongest labor-force attachment, we would overstate the earnings equality at-
tained by the majority of women, who have less consistent labor-market partici-
pation. Therefore, in this study we calculate the gap in earnings in a variety of
ways, from the most inclusive measure (all women and men with some work) to
the most restrictive (most strongly attached to the labor market). All present a
long-term perspective on the wage gap since they measure earnings differences
accumulated and averaged across the fifteen years of the study. Table 5.1 presents
a row with average earnings data for each fifteen-year period that includes zero
earnings for all years in which workers had no earnings, to give the broadest view
of long-term earnings differences between women and men. In the other tables,
we focus on years in which earnings are positive, which gives another important
perspective on how much women and men earn.

However the gap is calculated, it is important to note that women’s and men’s
earnings differ for many reasons. Discriminatory treatment of women in the labor
market (in hiring, working conditions, promotion, or pay) or in labor-market
preparation (access to training and education, for example) is certainly important.
Some of the difference is due to unequal social norms at home, school, and work,
and some is due to preferential choices women and men make about career prepa-
ration, work, and family-care issues. Disentangling all these factors is difficult.

How Much Progress in Closing the Long-Term Earnings Gap?
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TABLE 5.1 / The Long-Term Labor Market Experience of Men and Women

Panel A: Average Annual Earnings and the Long-Term Earnings Gap, 1983 to 1998

Average Annual Earnings Earnings Earnings 
Population in Comparison (Aged 26 to 59) Women Men Ratioa Gapb

All workers with at least one year with 
earnings, counting zero-earnings years $18,239 $48,178 37.9 62.1

All workers with at least one year with 
earnings, excluding zero-earnings years $21,363 $49,068 43.5 56.5

All workers with earnings in every year $29,507 $52,510 56.2 43.8

Panel B: Average Annual Earnings and the Long-Term Earnings Gap, 1968 to 1982

Average Annual Earnings Earnings Earnings 
Population in Comparison (Aged 26 to 59) Women Men Ratioa Gapb

All workers with at least one year with 
earnings, counting zero-earnings years $11,327 $46,575 24.3 75.7

All workers with at least one year with 
earnings, excluding zero-earnings years $13,804 $47,268 29.2 70.8

All workers with earnings in every year $22,273 $49,448 45.0 55.0

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aThe earnings ratio is calculated as 100 × women’s average annual earnings ÷ men’s average annual
earnings.
bThe earnings gap = 100.0 − the earnings ratio.



We can also compare the hours worked of the super-attached workforce—those
who regularly work full-time, full-year (defined as working at least 1,750 hours for
at least twelve of fifteen years; data not shown). Among prime-age workers from
1983 to 1998, 26 percent of women and 74 percent of men meet this standard of
strongest labor-force participation. Even among this group, women report fewer
work hours per year than men: 2,081 versus 2,312, or 10 percent less. The norm of
working time for most men is thus considerably higher than the working-time
norm of even the top quarter of women (those with the strongest labor-force at-
tachment).

It is well established that women’s participation in the labor market has in-
creased dramatically over the last forty years. Table 5.3 reports on earnings levels
and years without earnings for the first fifteen years of the PSID, 1968 to 1982. Dur-
ing these earlier years, 72 percent of prime-age women had at least one year with
zero earnings compared with only 51 percent in the later years (see table 5.2); half
had at least four years with no earnings compared with 30 percent in the later
years. For male workers during these years, 87 percent had earnings every year
(no years out of the labor force) compared with 84 percent in the later years. 
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Table 5.2 / The Long-Term Labor-Market Experience of Women and Men: Earnings,
Work Hours, and Years Out of the Labor Force, 1983 to 1998

Fifteen-Year Averagesa

Annual
Number of Years Annual Annual Earnings Hourly Hourly-Wage
Out of Labor Force Percentage Earnings Hours Ratiob Wagec Ratioc

Females
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 $21,363 1,498 43.5 $12.82 60.0 
None 48.5 $29,507 1,766 56.2 $15.72 69.6 
One 10.2 $19,341 1,513 52.5 $12.25 72.3 
Two or three 11.8 $14,868 1,376 51.7 $10.56 75.6 
Four or more 29.5 $11,280 1,100 51.5 $9.25 63.8 

Males
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 $49,068 2,219 $21.38
None 84.0 $52,510 2,260 $22.60
One 7.5 $36,867 2,210 $16.94
Two or three 4.8 $28,777 2,062 $13.97
Four or more 3.7 $21,896 1,524 $14.50

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aZero-earnings years are not included; that is, averages for earnings and hours are calculated
only for years when work is reported. Weighted data are used to calculate all figures.
bEarnings ratios are calculated as 100 × women’s average annual earnings ÷ men’s average an-
nual earnings. 
cHourly wages are person-weighted rather than hour-weighted so that each person’s wage
counts equally in the calculation regardless of how few or many hours the person worked. The
hourly-wage ratio is calculated as 100 × women’s average hourly wages ÷ men’s average hourly
wages.



Because of data limitations (working hours were not collected for all working
wives in the early years of the PSID), comparisons of hours worked per year can-
not be produced for this period. The ratios of annual female-to-male earnings dur-
ing this earlier period (table 5.3) were substantially lower than those reported
above (in table 5.2). Again counting only years with earnings (eliminating zero-
earnings years) for all workers in the sample, table 5.3 shows that women earned
just 29 percent of what men earned on average in the 1968-to-1982 period. Even
among workers with strong labor-force attachment (those who worked all fifteen
years), women earned just 45 cents for each dollar men earned. 

WOMEN’S AND MEN’S LOCATIONS IN THE 
LABOR MARKET

If one major factor affecting women’s total earnings is how much they work, an-
other is where they work and what they are paid when they are working. The
long-term perspective on occupational sex segregation is important because some
have argued that there is considerable mobility between male- and female-typed
jobs. If this were the case, over their careers many women could expect to move
into “male” jobs and avoid the pay penalty frequently associated with female-
dominated occupations. On the contrary, however, our long-term earnings mea-
sure shows that the majority of both men and women remain in a single one of six
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TABLE 5.3 / The Long-Term Labor-Market Experience of Women and Men: Earnings
and Years Out of the Labor Force, 1968 to 1982

Number of Years Average Annual Ratio of Women’s
Out of Labor Force Percentage Earningsa Earnings to Men’sb

Females
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 $13,804 29.2
None 28.3 $22,273 45.0
One 8.3 $17,976 50.2
Two or three 13.5 $13,709 50.7
Four or more 49.9 $8,330 38.9

Males
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 $47,268 
None 87.3 $49,448 
One 5.1 $35,809 
Two or three 4.2 $27,024 
Four or more 3.4 $21,418 

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aZero-earnings years are not included; that is, annual averages for earnings are calculated only
for years when work is reported. 
bEarnings ratios are calculated as 100 × women’s average annual earnings ÷ men’s average an-
nual earnings. Weighted data are used to calculate all figures.



six defined occupational groups, gender segregation is very pronounced espe-
cially for men: 92 percent of men are concentrated in the male jobs of each tier,
whereas 63 percent of full-time women are found in the female jobs of each tier (for
all persistent women workers, including part-timers with earnings every year, the
proportion is 85 percent in the female jobs). 

Few men are found in female career occupations. Among men who work in the
elite tier of managerial and professional jobs, 74 percent are in male jobs and only
14 percent are in female jobs. Among men who work in both good and less-skilled
jobs, 89 percent are in male jobs and 11 percent are in female jobs. This is a re-
markable amount of sex segregation, given how aggregated these occupational
classifications are. 

Table 5.4 also shows that women are not as concentrated in the female sector as
men are in the male sector. Since women’s jobs have traditionally paid less,
women may very well be seeking to branch out from these jobs. This is particu-
larly true for women in the top occupational grouping: among women who work
full-time, more women work in male elite jobs (12 percent) than work in female
elite jobs (9 percent). Overall, women meeting the full-time work standard consti-
tute just less than half of all female persistent workers (those with earnings every
year).

Panel A of table 5.5 shows average pay for women and men in each of the six
gender-tier sectors. In general, regardless of the tier or sector, women earn sub-
stantially less than men, even when only those women who work full-time are
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TABLE 5.4 / Distribution of Continuously Employed Women and Men Across Career
Occupational Groups, 1983 to 1998 (as a Percentage )

Tier Male Sector Female Sector Mixed Totals

Womena Full-Time Full-Time Full-Time Full-Time
All (aged 26 to 59) 21.3 36.7 41.6 99.9
Elite jobs 11.7 9.4 2.9 24.0
Good jobs 3.9 24.7 — 28.6
Less-skilled jobs 5.7 2.9 — 8.6
Mixed work historiesb — — 38.7 38.7

Mena Allc Allc Allc Allc

All (aged 26 to 59) 50.1 7.7 42.2 100.0
Elite jobs 24.1 4.5 3.8 32.4
Good jobs 16.2 2.0 — 18.2
Less-skilled jobs 9.8 1.2 — 11.0
Mixed work historiesb — — 38.4 38.4

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aWeighted data are used to calculate all figures. 
bWorkers with mixed work histories are those who move among jobs in the lower two tiers (good
and less-skilled jobs).
cThere is not much difference in the distribution across occupational groups between men who
work full-time and all men (because most men work full-time).
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TABLE 5. 5 / Earnings, Earnings Ratio, and Hours Worked of Continuously Employed Women and Men by Career Occupational
Groups, 1983 to 1998

Panel A: Earnings

Earnings Ratio
(Percentage), Full-Time 

Male Sector Female Sector Women to All Men

Tier Women Men Women Men Male Sector Female Sector

All Full-Time Alla All Full-Time Alla

Elite jobs $47,574 $51,085 $74,877 $38,842 $48,371 $52,405 68.2 92.3
Good jobs $40,412 $46,309 $50,305 $27,262 $30,777 $47,768 92.1 64.4
Less-skilled jobs $22,729 $25,319 $35,627 $15,143 $24,022 $32,313 71.1 74.3

Panel B: Hours Worked

Male Sector Female Sector

Tier Women Men Women Men

All Full-Time Alla All Full-Time Alla

Elite jobs 2,154 2,264 2,332 1,705 2,117 2,158
Good jobs 2,247 2,469 2,221 1,860 1,989 2,156
Less-skilled jobs 1,871 2,018 2,199 1,670 2,279 2,016

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aThere is not much difference in the distribution across occupational groups between men who work full-time and all men (because most men
work full-time), so data are not reported separately for men who work full-time.



children arrive in or leave their parents’ home. During the period from 1983 to
1998, about one in seven adults in the study never had children in their household,
while 30 percent of females and 24 percent of males had children present in all fif-
teen years. About 50 percent of the study adults were married in all fifteen years,
and of this group about 40 percent had children present in all these years. To dis-
play data for families across a fifteen-year period, we present data by categories of
years married and years with children.10

In this section we adjust family income for family size, to account for the
economies of scale available to cohabiting individuals and to compare economic
well-being across family size. Our adjusted family-income measure is calculated
by multiplying real (inflation-adjusted) family income by the square root of three,
and then dividing by the square root of the number of people in the family. This
generates a standardized income measure as if all families had three members.11

Table 5.7 shows the relationship between marital status and family income, per-
sonal earnings, and working time.12 For women, persistence in being married af-
fects their economic well-being dramatically. Average annual family income is
$71,455 for those who were always married but just $41,070 for those who were
married two years or less. This higher standard of living for married women is at-
tained even though they work in the labor market much less. Always-married
women have just over five years of working full-time, full-year (more than 1,750
hours annually); by contrast seldom-married women have more than eight years
of high yearly hours. Always-married women have more years out of the labor
force and average just 1,161 hours in years when they are working. By contrast, the
comparable annual work hours figure for women married two years or less is
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TABLE 5.6 / Earnings Growth (Percentage) and Distribution Across Earnings Paths for
Continuously Employed Women and Men by Age, 1983 to 1998

Decreases or Negligible Growth Increases

Increases of
No Small More Than

Subtotal Decreases Change Subtotal Increases 2.5% per year

Women (weighted population = 16.3 million)
All 28 19 9 73 26 47
26 to 31 yearsa 21 18 3 78 22 56
32 to 38 yearsa 28 15 13 71 28 43
39 to 45 yearsa 44 34 10 56 0 56

Men (weighted population = 28.1 million)
All 42 26 16 58 28 30
26 to 31 yearsa 33 23 10 67 27 40
32 to 38 yearsa 40 24 16 60 29 31
39 to 45 yearsa 59 35 24 41 30 11

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aAge is respondent’s age in 1983. Weighted data are used to calculate all figures.
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TABLE 5.7 / Marital Status, Family Income, Earnings, and Working Time for Women and Men, 1983 to 1998

Number of Years 
Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual Number of Working 1,750

Marital Statusa Percentageb Family Incomec Personal Earningsd Hours Workedd Years Not Working Hours or More 

Women (weighted population = 33.9 million)
All (aged 26 to 59) 100 $61,319 $21,560 1,331 3.1 6.5
Always 50 $71,455 $19,372 1,161 3.6 5.3
Mostly 19 $60,624 $21,864 1,411 2.5 7.0
Some 14 $51,118 $24,594 1,567 2.8 8.0
Seldom 17 $41,070 $25,009 1,546 2.7 8.3

Men (weighted population = 32.7 million)
All (aged 26 to 59) 100 $67,075 $45,952 2,120 0.9 12.3
Always 56 $68,201 $48,906 2,184 0.5 13.0
Mostly 25 $72,583 $47,513 2,203 0.6 12.5
Some 14 $60,221 $38,722 1,909 2.5 10.4
Seldom 6 $55,811 $32,550 1,796 2.2 9.6

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
a “Always” refers to fifteen or more years married; “mostly” refers to nine to fourteen years; “some” refers to three to eight years; and “seldom”
refers to zero to two years.
bMay not sum exactly to 100 due to rounding.
cFamily income has been adjusted to reflect family size. 
dZero-earnings years are not included; that is, annual averages for personal earnings and hours worked are calculated only for years when work
is reported. Weighted data are used to calculate all figures.
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TABLE 5.8 / Presence of Children, Family Income, Earnings, and Working Time for Women and Men, 1983 to 1998

Number of Years 
Presence Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual Number of Working More 
of Childrena Percentageb Family Incomec Personal Earningsd Hours Workedd Years Not Working than 1,750 Hours  

Women
All 100 $61,319 $21,560 1,331 3.1 6.5
Mostly 53 $54,378 $19,093 1,215 3.3 5.8
Some 30 $63,302 $21,635 1,345 3.6 6.6
Seldom 17 $76,982 $28,016 1,619 1.9 8.2

Men
All 100 $67,075 $45,952 2,120 0.9 12.3
Mostly 45 $61,701 $48,351 2,202 0.5 13.0
Some 27 $71,390 $46,112 2,101 1.1 12.0
Seldom 28 $73,920 $39,562 1,941 1.6 10.8

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
a “Mostly” means ten to fifteen years with children; “some” means three to nine years; and “seldom” means zero to two years.
bMay not sum exactly to 100 due to rounding.
cFamily income has been adjusted to reflect family size. 
dZero-earnings years not included; that is, annual averages for personal earnings and hours worked are calculated only for years when work is
reported. 



The fifteen percent of women who earn more than their husbands do not neces-
sarily earn very much more; many of them are “dual earners” rather than “pri-
mary” earners. About 4 percent earn less than 10 percent more than their husbands.
Eleven percent earn at least 10 percent more, but only half of those (about 5 percent)
earn 25 percent or more than their husbands do across the fifteen-year study period
(data not shown). In terms of hourly wages, 24 percent of continuously working
and continuously married wives earn more than their husbands on average across
the fifteen years (data not shown). Since only fifteen percent out-earn their hus-
bands during the average year, many of the wives with higher hourly wages are
working less than their husbands on average, suggesting that many couples may be
choosing not to maximize their joint income.20 About one-third of continuously em-
ployed and married women have one or more years when they out-earn their hus-
bands by at least 25 percent (data not shown). And for wives with college or grad-
uate degrees, more than 85 percent had at least one year when they out-earned their
husbands in terms of hourly wages (data not shown).21

WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

Experts disagree about the significance that should be attributed to the remaining
differences found in women’s and men’s work experiences in and out of the labor
market. In this chapter we argue that they are significant for many reasons. 

First, the gender gap in earnings has a major influence on families’ life choices
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TABLE 5.9 / Wives Who Earn More Than Their Husbands, 1983 to 1998 (Continuously
Employed and Married Women and Men)

Percentage of Wives Who
Percentagea Earn More Than Their Husbands

Wives’ earnings
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 15
Less than $15,000 23.0 0
$15,000 to $24,999 26.0 11
$25,000 to $49,999 43.0 19
$50,000 to $75,000 6.3 46
$75,000 and above 1.5 45

Husbands’ earnings
All (aged 26 to 59) 100.0 15
Less than $15,000 0.6 82
$15,000 to $24,999 11.0 40
$25,000 to $49,999 52.0 15
$50,000 to $75,000 27.0 3
$75,000 and above 10.0 6

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
aMay not sum exactly to 100 due to rounding.
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FIGURE 6.1 / Effect in Sweden of Being Female on Rank, by Birth Cohort for Each Year

Sources: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, figure 1) with permission from Elsevier.
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Table 6.1 / Distribution in the United States of Occupation-Establishment Pairs That Are Segregated (Men Only and
Women Only) and Integrated, by Occupation, by Occupation and Rank, and Overall, for Professional and
Administrative Employees

Occupation-
By Rank in Occupation-Establishment Pair

Occupation- by-Rank-
Establishment Establishment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Occupation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Accountants M 45.4 59.9 33.3 41.8 59.5 73.5 82.9 91.9
F 4.4 9.7 21.6 15.2 8.8 4.0 3.5 1.5
I 50.2 30.4 45.2 42.9 31.7 22.5 13.7 6.7
N (1,633) (4,342) (575) (787) (1,317) (979) (549) (135)

Chief accountants M 97.5 83.4 97.8 95.9 98.9 44.7
F 2.1 16.3 2.2 2.7 1.1 55.3
I 0.4 0.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0
N (237) (283) (46) (74) (87) (76)

Auditors M 42.5 55.0 34.7 41.3 56.1 77.4
F 4.9 10.2 16.1 14.9 9.3 3.7
I 52.7 34.8 49.2 43.8 34.6 18.9
N (391) (844) (118) (208) (301) (217)

Public accountant M 6.1 22.7 12.5 16.3 22.9 42.5
F 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5
I 93.9 76.8 87.5 83.7 77.1 55.0
N (49) (185) (48) (49) (48) (40)

Attorneys M 52.6 68.4 45.0 51.7 67.1 77.9 88.4 92.2
F 3.4 7.2 15.3 15.6 6.6 1.8 0.7 0.0
I 44.0 24.5 39.6 32.7 26.4 20.3 10.9 7.8
N (416) (993) (111) (205) (258) (217) (138) (64)

Chemists M 52.2 66.2 39.3 44.6 66.0 71.0 79.2 86.5 93.3
F 2.2 4.8 18.9 9.9 3.3 2.6 0.5 0.0 0.0
I 45.5 29.0 41.8 45.5 30.7 26.4 20.3 13.5 6.7
N (404) (1,262) (122) (202) (303) (269) (202) (104) (60)
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Engineers M 65.4 80.4 59.5 63.9 76.3 84.5 88.5 91.4 94.3 99.3
F 0.2 0.5 2.2 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7
I 34.4 19.2 38.3 35.2 23.3 15.3 11.5 8.6 5.7 0.7
N (1,249) (5,252) (501) (659) (1,045) (1,091) (904) (579) (332) (141)

Job analysts M 23.2 33.0 19.2 15.4 28.4 57.5
F 40.8 48.6 65.4 75.8 53.2 15.1
I 36.0 18.4 15.4 8.8 18.4 27.4
N (250) (364) (26) (91) (141) (106)

Directors of 
personnel M 86.8 87.3 78.8 83.4 94.2 93.8

F 10.9 11.0 17.5 14.3 5.1 6.3
I 2.3 1.8 3.8 2.3 0.7 0.0
N (433) (456) (80) (175) (137) (64)

Buyers M 50.1 61.9 36.7 57.0 74.2 85.3
F 9.4 14.1 40.6 14.7 2.4 1.1
I 40.5 24.0 22.7 28.3 23.3 13.7
N (1,354) (2,452) (458) (932) (784) (278)

All occupations M 54.6 67.6 43.9 53.3 67.2 77.3 85.7 90.9 94.1 99.3
F 6.2 7.8 19.8 13.1 6.3 3.8 1.2 0.2 0.0 0.7
I 39.2 24.6 36.4 33.6 26.5 18.9 13.1 8.8 5.9 0.0
N (6,416) (16,433) (2,085) (3,382) (4,421) (3,337) (1,793) (882) (392) (141)

Source: Petersen and Morgan (1995, table 7), reprinted with permission. ©  The University of Chicago Press.
Note: For description of data see “Women and Men in Top Management and the Professions” and U.S. Department of Labor (1981). For de-
scription of procedures see “The Glass Ceiling in the United States.” Column 1 gives the three segregation statuses for each occupation, where
“M” stands for male only, “F” for female only, “I” for integrated, and “N” gives the number of occupation-establishment or occupation-rank-es-
tablishment pairs for which the statistics is computed. Column 2 gives, separately by occupation, the percentages of the establishments that in
the given occupation, not taking into account the rank of employees within an occupation, employ only men (“M”), employ only women (“F”),
and employ both men and women (“I”). Here, an occupation-establishment pair is integrated when there is at least one woman and one man in
the pair, even though they may be employed at different ranks in the pair. Columns 3 to 10 give the same percentages for occupation-by-rank-
establishment pairs, first across all ranks (column 3, “O-R-E”) and second separately for each rank (columns 4 to 11) within an occupation. The
bottom of the table, “All Occupations,” gives the corresponding percentages across the ten occupations.



Exploring differences at the point of hire requires paying attention to potential
differences in prior work experience. Men and women may differ in the amount of
experience they bring to the company. This will induce a gap at the time of hire.
But as women gain experience in the company and prove to be valuable employ-
ees, the organization may compensate for the initially lower placement by higher
promotion rates and higher salary increases. We have no measure of prior experi-
ence. But it clearly is correlated with age. Among younger hires, the sex differen-
tial in experience should be small, holding education constant. But among older
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TABLE 6.2 / Estimates in the United States of the Effect of Sex on the Promotion Rate
Within the Organization

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Male ( = 1) −.158 −.081 −.066* −.053* −.014* −.009* .116 .114
(.038) (.036) (.037) (.037) (.038) (.037) (.055) (.052)

Level × malea

2 −.311* −.127*
(.219) (.086)

3 −.072* −.237
(.088) (.108)

4 −.212 −.551
(.111) (.156)

5 −.523 −.631
(.158) (.226)

6+ −.646 −.741
(.230) (.243)

Source: Petersen and Saporta (2004, table 8), reprinted with permission. © The University of
Chicago Press.
Note: For description of data and results see “The Glass Ceiling in the United States.” In the analy-
ses we include only employees who entered the organization from 1978 to 1986 in managerial, ad-
ministrative, and professional positions. The hazard-rate models predict promotions within the or-
ganization. In column 1 the exponential model is used, while in columns 2 to 8 the proportional
hazards version of the log-logistic model is used (see Petersen 1995, section 7). The role of seniority
in predicting promotions is taken into account as a time-dependent covariate, updated every
twelve months. The explanatory variables are as follows. In column 1, only sex and a constant term
enter. Column 2 adds to the variables in column 1 education (as four dummy variables), age (as one
continuous variable), and seniority (as one continuous variable). Column 3 adds to the variables in
column 2 occupational group (five dummy variables). Column 4 adds to the variables in column 3
the job level at hire (one continuous variable). Column 5 adds to the variables in column 4 the cur-
rent job level (as five dummy variables), but does not include as in column 4 the job level at hire.
Column 6 adds to the variables in column 3 both the job level at hire and the current level. Column
7 adds to the variables in column 5 interaction terms between the currently occupied job level and
sex, thus excluding the job level at hire. Column 8 adds to the variables in column 6 the same in-
teraction terms as in column 7, thus including also the job level at hire. Except for the variables sex
and job level at hire, all variables may change over time. 
aThis gives, in columns 7 and 8, the interaction term between sex and the currently occupied job
level. The reference group is job level 1, captured by the main effect of sex in line 1, with estimates
of .116 and .114. The top group is job level 6 and higher, denoted by “6 + ,” capturing the differen-
tial effect of being female in job level 6 and above.
*Not significantly different from zero at the five-percentage level (two-tailed tests). 



entrants, the experience differential likely increases with age; most men will have
worked continuously whereas most women will have taken more time off to care
for children.

To explore this experience differential we report separate regression models for
job rank at time of hire, here including interaction terms between being male and
age (from Petersen and Saporta 2004, table 10). The results are given in table 6.3. 

Again, the results are clear. For job rank at time of hire, the sex differential is
strongly age-dependent: there is no or only a small sex difference in rank up until
age thirty-four, and then there is a sharply growing sex gap in rank from age
thirty-five to fifty, to about 2.0 ranks. For salary at hire, the results are similar (re-
sults not shown). The gap increases from about 5 to 50 percent as age goes from the
eighteen-to-twenty-four range to fifty-plus. 

This pattern of job-rank and salary differentials may clearly reflect differences in
experience. Younger men and women will have about the same experience, but
with age, men on average accumulate more experience than women. This yields a
payoff in placement at initial hire at higher ages.

What about the frozen pipeline? Table 6.4 gives the distribution of men and
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TABLE 6.3 / Estimates in the United States of the Effect of Sex (Male = 1) on the Job
Level Among Full-Time Employees at Time of Hire (Seniority = 0),
Separately for Each of Seven Age Groups (Estimated Standard Errors in
Parentheses)

Age Group 1 2 3

18 to 24 −.024*(.026) −.017*(.026) .000*(.026)
25 to 29 .195 (.058) .225 (.054) .200 (.056)
30 to 34 .340 (.107) .391 (.104) .271 (.102)
35 to 39 .876 (.183) .883 (.178) .795 (.179)
40 to 44 1.515 (.356) 1.635 (.346) 1.518 (.364)
45 to 49 1.746 (.640) 2.260 (.585) 2.296 (.623)
50 + 1.986 (.699) 1.568 (.662) 1.406 (.862)

Source: Petersen and Saporta (2004, table 10), reprinted with permission. © The University of
Chicago Press.
Note: For description of data see “The Glass Ceiling in the United States.” The dependent variable
in the three regression equations in columns 1 to 3 is the job level at time of hire (that is, seniority =
0 years). Each regression is estimated using ordinary least squares. An ordinary probit analysis
yielded for all practical purposes the same substantive results. The regression in column 1 contains
in addition to the sex effect (male = 1) and the interaction terms between sex and the six dummy
variables for age, a constant term, main effects for age (six dummy variables), and the effects of hire
year (as eight dummy variables). The reference group for age is eighteen to twenty-four years old
at time of hire. In line 1 of column 1 the number −.024 means that among eighteen-to-twenty-four-
year-olds, men on average are hired at a job level about a fortieth below that of women, that is, at
the same level. In line 4, for age thirty-five to thirty-nine, the number .876 means that among those
thirty-five to thirty-nine years old, men are hired at almost a full job level above women. The next
two regressions sequentially add more variables. The regression in column 2 adds, to those in col-
umn 1, variables for education group (four dummy variables). The regression in column 3 adds, to
those in column 2, variables for occupational group (five dummy variables).
*Not significantly different from zero at the 5-percent level (two-tailed tests).
†Significantly different from zero at the 10-percent but not at the 5-percent level (two-tailed tests).



women in terms of rank in the organization, by years of seniority (from Petersen and
Saporta 2004, table 13). These are given for all the managerial, administrative, and
professional employees present in 1986, not only the entrants as in tables 6.2 and 6.3.

The story is very simple. There is no question that there is a glass ceiling at job
rank 11: not a single woman is employed above rank 10. Furthermore, to a large
extent this is due to the very small number of women with high seniority. To see
why, note first that only about .5 percent of the 7,329 employees are placed in job
ranks 11 to 13. Of the 42 men in those ranks, 7 have seniority of 11 to 20 years, and
25 have seniority of 21 years or more. Of the 3,410 men with seniority of 11 years
or more, .93 percent are placed in job ranks 11 to 13. The number of women with
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TABLE 6.4 / Percentage of all 1986 Managerial, Administrative, and Professional
Employees on Job Level, by Seniority and Gender

Job Level

Years of 
Seniority Sex 1 2 to 3 4 to 5 6 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 13 Sum N

0 to 4 Men 19.1 60.5 15.9 3.7 0.5 0.4 100.0 1,312
Women 36.8 51.7 9.9 1.4 0.2 0.0 100.0 573

5 to 8 Men 11.6 47.5 33.6 6.5 0.8 0.1 100.0 1,064
Women 33.0 40.8 20.5 4.9 0.8 0.0 100.0 370

9 to 10 Men 6.6 37.8 39.0 12.0 2.9 1.7 100.0 241
Women 35.0 45.0 13.3 5.0 1.7 0.0 100.0 60

11 to 15 Men 9.6 45.7 29.3 12.4 2.5 0.6 100.1 670
Women 35.9 42.3 18.3 2.1 1.4 0.0 100.0 142

16 to 20 Men 7.0 44.8 30.7 14.4 2.7 0.5 100.0 848
Women 40.7 46.5 11.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 100.0 86

21 to 25 Men 6.7 52.4 27.8 10.4 2.2 0.5 100.0 822
Women 32.4 51.4 13.5 2.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 37

26 to 30 Men 7.6 48.9 28.0 13.2 0.9 1.4 100.0 536
Women 18.7 49.2 24.6 6.4 1.1 0.0 100.0 18

31 to 35 Men 6.8 44.0 32.1 14.8 1.0 1.3 100.0 293
Women 18.7 49.2 24.6 6.4 1.1 0.0 100.0 8

36 + Men 7.5 39.0 39.0 15.8 5.0 3.7 100.0 241
Women 62.5 37.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 8

Source: Petersen and Saporta (2004, table 13), reprinted with permission. © The University of
Chicago Press.
Note: For description of data see “The Glass Ceiling in the United States.” For discussion of re-
sults see “Conclusions and Discussion.” Not all the percentages sum to 100 due to rounding er-
rors. The job-level structure among managerial, administrative, and professional employees goes
from level 1 (low) to 13. The table pertains to everyone present in managerial, administrative, and
professional positions in 1986, irrespective of when they entered the organization. There were
7,329 such employees in 1986, 1,302 women and 6,027 men. The table also includes employees in-
ternally promoted to managerial, administrative, and professional positions, for example, from
blue-collar jobs.
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TABLE 6.5 / Distribution in Sweden of Employees on Occupations, Percentage Women, and Distribution on Rank Within Occupa-
tion, in 1990

On Rank Within Occupation (1 to 7)

Percentage 
Overall Women 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Occupation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Administrative work
01 General analytical work 0.7 33.8 0.3 6.1 14.1 26.3 34.99 16.35 1.9 100.0
02 Secretarial work 5.8 99.1 4.1 29.5 46.0 18.8 1.5 0.1 100.0
03 Administrative efficiency 

improvement and development 0.2 21.6 1.0 11.8 37.3 38.2 10.9 0.9 100.0
04 Applied data processing, 

systems analysis and 
programming 3.7 20.5 1.4 12.4 41.2 36.3 7.8 0.9 100.0

05 Applied data processing 
operation 1.1 35.5 3.4 19.5 42.9 26.1 6.8 1.2 0.1 100.0

06 Key punching 0.7 96.0 14.1 73.6 10.7 1.4 100.0

Production management
07 Administration of local 

plants and branches 0.3 2.7 26.2 40.4 23.0 10.4 100.0
08 Management of production, 

transportation and maintenance 2.9 2.2 8.8 31.9 38.1 17.0 4.1 100.0
09 Work supervision within 

production, repairs 7.5 5.8 4.6 47.3 43.6 4.2 0.3 100.0
10 Work supervision within 

building and construction 3.0 2.0 11.7 35.7 39.4 13.1 0.3 100.0
11 Administration, production, 

supervision in forestry 0.3 3.4 27.4 59.0 9.9 3.5 0.2 100.0

Research and development
12 Mathematical work and 

calculation methodology 0.5 10.6 0.2 6.6 14.0 32.0 37.1 9.3 0.8 100.0
13 Laboratory work 3.8 36.2 0.7 7.5 21.8 33.5 26.5 8.7 1.3 100.0

(Table continues on p. 178.)
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14 Mechanical and electrical 
design engineering 7.6 9.5 0.4 3.3 14.0 43.1 31.8 7.4 1.0 100.0

15 Construction and 
construction programming 2.5 16.0 7.5 23.7 33.6 25.9 6.9 1.0 100.0

16 Architectural work 0.9 39.4 6.8 16.6 35.6 31.8 8.8 0.4 100.0
17 Design, drawing, and 

decoration 0.3 49.5 16.4 38.2 33.7 10.9 0.7 100.0
18 Photography 0.1 26.0 13.2 36.4 43.0 7.4 100.0
19 Sound technology 0.0 3.8 11.5 46.2 34.6 7.7 100.0

Technical methodology, planning, 
control, service, and industrial 
preventive health care
20 Production engineering 2.3 8.7 7.0 16.2 50.7 22.4 3.5 0.3 100.0
21 Production planning 2.0 23.1 0.7 9.6 34.2 40.9 11.8 2.7 0.2 100.0
22 Traffic and transportation 

planning 1.5 43.7 1.2 39.5 38.8 14.9 4.9 0.6 100.0
23 Quality control 1.6 9.2 0.3 7.3 26.6 38.9 20.9 5.4 0.6 100.0
24 Technical service 3.3 2.6 8.1 36.1 38.5 14.4 2.5 0.3 100.0
25 Industrial preventive 

health care 0.5 11.2 13.1 20.9 33.4 27.0 5.4 0.2 100.0

Communications, library, and 
archival work
26 Information work 0.3 49.7 13.9 41.8 33.3 9.8 1.1 100.0
27 Editorial work, publishing 0.2 60.1 5.9 26.0 33.9 27.9 6.1 0.2 100.0
28 Editorial work, technical

information 0.2 23.8 13.9 50.2 31.9 3.9 0.1 100.0
29 Libraries, archives and 

documentation 0.2 69.4 3.3 18.3 35.9 26.3 13.3 2.8 100.0
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Personnel work
30 Personnel service 2.2 69.4 0.9 15.9 37.5 23.7 13.8 6.7 1.5 100.0
31 Planning of education, 

training, and teaching 1.0 50.8 11.3 31.0 40.2 14.4 2.8 0.3 100.0
32 Medical care within 

industries 0.7 88.3 1.4 12.8 80.4 5.3 100.0

General services
33 Restaurant work 0.2 79.4 54.0 31.3 14.7 100.0

Business and trade
34 Marketing and sales 15.5 19.9 0.9 11.7 30.8 34.0 16.5 5.2 0.8 100.0
35 Sales within stores and 

department stores 0.6 38.4 46.8 40.1 10.8 2.3 100.0
36 Travel agency work 0.9 77.6 28.8 57.2 11.1 2.9 100.0
37 Sales at exhibitions, spare 

part depots 0.4 38.3 6.1 72.7 16.3 4.8 100.0
38 Customer service 0.0 76.1 3.7 46.0 36.2 12.9 0.6 0.6 100.0
39 Tender calculation 0.7 12.6 6.9 33.9 41.0 16.2 2.0 100.0
40 Order processing 2.2 61.7 29.0 43.6 21.5 5.3 0.6 100.0
41 Internal processing of 

customer requests 0.0 25.0 25.0 37.5 12.5 25.0 100.0
42 Advertising 0.4 50.8 8.9 24.3 40.8 22.9 2.9 0.2 100.0
43 Buying 2.7 38.1 0.5 16.0 28.0 34.1 17.0 4.0 0.5 100.0
44 Management of inventory 

and sales 2.2 16.9 8.1 40.0 35.4 12.1 3.5 0.8 100.0
45 Shipping and freight 

services 2.1 52.3 2.4 31.6 39.9 18.8 6.2 1.1 100.0

(Table continues on p. 180.)
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Financial work and office 
services
46 Financial administration 10.3 70.3 2.9 25.0 36.6 19.9 10.8 4.0 0.8 100.0
47 Management of housing 

and real estate 0.3 29.3 2.4 19.8 33.7 25.7 13.7 4.7 100.0
48 Auditing 0.7 47.2 27.2 28.6 23.1 18.1 2.8 0.2 100.0
49 Telephone work 1.4 99.3 3.4 57.2 38.5 0.9 100.0
50 Office services 1.6 55.7 23.0 55.7 14.8 4.9 1.4 0.2 100.0
51 Chauffeuring 0.0 4.3 100.0 100.0

All 100.0 34.6 1.6 15.7 30.5 31.4 15.8 4.3 0.7 100.0

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 2), with permission from Elsevier.
Note: For description of data and procedures see “The Glass Ceiling in the United States.” The first column, “Overall,” gives the distribution of
employees on the fifty-one occupational groups. In column 1, four occupations are listed as having 0.0 percent of the employees. This occurred
when less than 0.05 percent of the employees were in an occupation, namely in sound technology, customer services, internal processing of cus-
tomer requests, and chauffeuring, with 26, 163, 8, and 161 employees respectively. The second column, “Percentage Women,” gives the percent-
age of the employees in the occupation who are women. Columns 3 to 9 give separately for each occupation the distribution of employees within
the occupation on rank. Column 10 gives the sum of the percentages in columns 2 to 8. The rank variable goes from a low of 1 to a high of 7, in-
dicating roughly the level of difficulty of the position within the broader occupational group. The empty cells in the table correspond to cases
where the specific combination of occupation-by-rank does not exist. The last line in the table gives in column 1 the sum of the percentages for
the fifty-one occupations in column 1, column 2 gives the percent of all employees who are women, while columns 3 to 9 give the distribution
of all employees on rank, regardless of their occupation.



age is more similar at the lower than higher ranks. At the highest ranks, 6 and 7,
the average age is two to seven years lower for women throughout the entire pe-
riod (except for 1970). In 1990 the average age at rank 7 was forty-four for women
and forty-nine for men.

This sex difference in age by rank may reflect a number of factors. Perhaps it is
due to younger women being on average somewhat better educated than older
women. To the extent that organizations want women in positions of leadership,
they would need to appoint those who are younger than their male counterparts
in order to find women with the right educational qualifications. It can also reflect
the increasing labor-force participation rates for women, as the pool of younger
women from which to draw leaders is much larger than the pool of older women.
In 1970, the average age of the white-collar workers in the sample was forty for
men, and thirty-three for women, a gap of seven years. Thirty-eight percent of the
men were thirty-five or younger, whereas an entire 62 percent of the women were.
By 1990, the age gap had shrunk dramatically, from seven years to three: the aver-
age age was forty-two for men and thirty-nine for women; 30 percent of men were
thirty-five or younger, against 39 percent of the women. Thus, between 1970 and
1990, the average age of workers increased 1.5 years for men and 6.5 years for
women. This increase in female age documents the increased attachment of
women to the labor force: not only did they enter it, they also to a large degree
stayed in it. 

In summary, treating age as a proxy for experience, it is clear that as one moves
up the career ladder, the experience gap between men and women increases. In the
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TABLE 6.6 / Distribution (Percentages) by Rank by Year and Sex and Percentage in Each
Rank That Are Women

1970 1975 1978 

Percentage Percentage Percentage 
Men Women Women Men Women Women Men Women Women 

Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 2.39 38.24 84.05 1.72 21.80 83.39 1.52 16.33 82.16 
2 14.28 34.97 44.63 10.90 46.51 62.84 9.68 46.32 67.29 
3 34.74 19.58 15.64 31.69 23.02 22.35 30.25 26.61 27.44 
4 28.99 6.10 6.48 33.72 7.25 7.85 35.14 8.91 9.83 
5 13.48 1.00 2.38 15.50 1.28 3.17 16.63 1.66 4.11 
6 4.93 0.11 0.71 5.27 0.13 0.99 5.60 0.17 1.29 
7 1.20 0.01 0.15 1.20 0.00 0.16 1.17 0.01 0.26 

Sum 100.01 100.01 100.00 99.99 99.99 100.01 
Average 3.56 1.97 24.76 3.71 2.20 28.38 3.77 2.34 30.07 

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 4), with permission from Elsevier; Meyerson and Pe-
tersen (1997a, table 4.3).
Note: The first column within each year gives the distribution of men on the ranks, while the second column gives
the distribution of the women on the ranks. The third column within each year gives the percentage of employees in 



higher occupational ranks, employers will face relatively smaller pools of females
with long experience from which to recruit into even higher positions. 

Another manifestation of the unequal division of labor in the home should be
higher rates of part-time employment among women and fewer hours worked.
Table 6.7 shows that the percentage of full-time employed increases with occupa-
tional rank. At the highest occupational rank, only 0 to 10 percent of women and 0
to 3 percent of men worked part-time. This pattern is the same throughout the pe-
riod (1970 is excluded from the description, because for that year no reliable infor-
mation on part-time status was available). At the two lowest ranks, 1 and 2, 40 to
50 percent of women worked part-time, whereas only 0 to 5 percent of men did so.

What is then the sex composition of full-time employees, the potential recruit-
ment pools for managerial positions. The last line in Table 6.7 shows that 27 per-
cent of all women worked part-time in 1975. During the 1980s the figure rose dra-
matically, to 40 percent, and in 1990 it was 32 percent. Very few men worked
part-time; less than half a percent in 1975, to about 3 percent in the decade from
1980 to 1990. At each level women work part-time more often than men. Reduced
hours at work may result in lower access to top positions.

Another way to look at work input is to study the hours worked instead of only
distinguishing between part-time and full-time status. The number of hours
worked is much higher at the top ranks than at lower ones. On average we find
that women work fewer hours than men. In 1990 men worked on average 39.1
hours per week and women 35.5 hours; in 1975 men worked 39 hours while
women worked 33.2. 
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TABLE 6.6 / Continued

1980 1985 1990

Percentage Percentage Percentage 
Men Women Women Men Women Women Men Women Women

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1.31 13.28 81.94 0.91 6.73 78.30 0.64 3.52 74.34
8.97 44.94 69.09 7.46 39.74 72.13 6.88 32.33 71.29

29.29 29.09 30.71 27.02 35.45 38.93 25.81 39.50 44.72
35.58 10.46 11.60 37.02 14.55 16.03 37.89 19.16 21.01
17.75 1.99 4.77 20.14 3.12 7.01 21.61 4.82 10.56
5.89 0.23 1.69 6.31 0.39 2.88 6.18 0.63 5.08
1.22 0.01 0.31 1.14 0.02 0.98 0.97 0.04 2.35

100.01 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.98 100.00
3.82 2.44 30.85 3.92 2.69 32.70 3.95 2.91 34.59

the given rank that were women. The last line gives, for the two first columns within each year, the average rank for
men and women, respectively, in that year. The third column, in the last line, gives the percentage of employees in
that year who were women.



It is striking that at the lower ranks women on average work many fewer
hours than men; at ranks 1 to 3, they work four to five hours less per week. In
contrast, at the two top ranks, 6 and 7, men and women work at about the same
number of hours per week, in each of the six years shown in table 6.7. This shows
that to the extent women succeed in reaching the top levels, they put in as much
work effort as the men, but at lower ranks they put in fewer hours. Working
fewer hours probably diminishes their chances of being promoted to higher
ranks. We have not investigated whether the women who made it to ranks 6 and
7 worked as many hours as the men before the promotion, but it is a good guess
that they did. 

In an earlier section, “Women and Men in Top Management and the Profes-
sions,” we discussed how decreased discrimination from employers, and the re-
alization among men and women that this has occurred, could lead to a decline in
the percentage of women working part-time. Instead we see that the percentage
of women who worked part-time increased between 1975 and 1985. Broader in-
stitutional factors offer likely explanations. Part-time work was made more uni-
versally available in Sweden and Scandinavia during this period. At the same
time, combining family and work was made easier through an increase in the pro-
vision of child care. These two processes may have helped to recruit women into
the labor force who previously would have elected not to work. With increased
availability of part-time employment and expanded child care options, they
chose to enter the labor force. The net effect is higher rates of part-time employ-
ment. In Sweden, part-time work has been supply-driven and a majority of the
women working part-time do so because it suits them best (Båvner 2001; Sund-
ström 1982, 1991; Albrecht et al. 1999). 
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TABLE 6.7 / Percentage of Swedish Workers Working Part-Time, by Year, Sex, and
Rank, 1975 to 1990

1975 1978 1980 1985 1990

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2.0 31.4 5.4 41.5 7.4 45.8 7.5 46.1 6.6 38.6
2 0.7 29.4 3.6 40.0 4.9 45.0 4.9 44.9 4.5 37.6
3 0.3 23.1 1.9 32.5 3.3 37.7 2.9 37.7 3.2 32.3
4 0.3 19.2 1.7 27.2 3.0 31.9 2.7 30.7 2.9 25.7
5 0.3 13.3 1.5 17.3 2.9 22.2 2.6 21.4 3.0 19.5
6 0.2 7.4 1.4 13.8 2.5 12.3 3.1 14.0 2.9 8.8
7 0.2 0.0 1.5 0.0 3.1 10.0 3.3 0.0 3.0 3.3

Total 0.4 27.4 2.0 36.7 3.3 41.1 3.0 39.5 3.1 32.2

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 10), with permission from Elsevier;
Meyerson and Petersen (1997a, table 4.5).
Note: There are no statistics for 1970 in this table because the part-time data were deemed to be
unreliable for that year. 
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TABLE 6.8 / Distribution (Percentages) of Employees in Sweden by Type of Education

1970 1975 1978 1980 1985 1990

Alla Topb All Top All Top All Top All Top All Top

Type of 
Education 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Missing 62.6 19.8 54.9 16.6 55.0 17.0 54.1 16.8 52.7 19.7 52.5 23.3
Basic 4.9 2.1 7.3 2.4 7.1 2.2 7.2 2.4 7.3 2.5 7.0 2.9
Humanities 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3
Pedagogical 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2

Social sciences, law
Miscellaneous
fields 5.9 7.2 8.0 6.8 8.5 6.5 8.8 6.4 9.2 5.7 9.5 5.2

Business, lower 
level 0.7 2.9 0.9 3.6 0.9 3.5 0.9 3.3 0.8 2.7 0.7 2.2

Civil economists 0.6 5.5 0.8 5.5 0.8 5.6 0.9 5.7 1.3 5.8 1.5 5.5
Law, social 
sciences, B.A., 
M.A. 0.3 1.5 0.9 2.6 0.9 3.1 0.9 3.5 0.9 3.9 0.8 3.9

Law, social 
sciences, license, 
Ph.D. 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2

Technical fields
Miscellaneous
fields 11.5 18.1 13.1 19.3 13.0 18.9 13.3 18.4 14.4 17.2 15.6 16.8

Engineering 9.8 16.9 9.0 15.5 8.1 14.5 7.6 14.0 6.0 11.8 4.4 8.8
Civil engineering 2.4 19.2 3.1 20.1 3.4 21.3 3.8 21.3 4.6 22.3 5.1 22.6
Natural sciences, 
B.A., M.A. 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.5 1.2 0.5 1.6 0.5 2.0

Natural sciences, 
license, Ph.D. 0.2 2.4 0.2 2.9 0.2 3.0 0.3 3.1 0.3 3.2 0.3 3.3

Transportation 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
Health 0.2 1.5 0.2 0.9 0.3 0.9 0.3 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.8 1.3
Agriculture 0.2 1.3 0.4 1.4 0.4 1.4 0.5 1.5 0.5 1.1 0.4 0.8
Service 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.6
Unclassifiable 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1

Sum 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 18), with permission from Elsevier; Meyer-
son and Petersen (1997a, table 4.6).
a “All” stands for all employees.
b “Top” for employees in ranks 6 to 7. Within each year, the first column gives the distribution of all em-
ployees on the type of education while the second column gives the distribution of employees in rank
6 to 7 on the type of education. 



the cross-section, varies with age—whether the gap is bigger in child-rearing years
than before or after. 

In part we investigate whether there is evidence of employer discrimination and
changing employer discrimination over time: (3) whether the gender gap disap-
pears once controls have been made for education, part-time status, hours worked,
and occupation; (4) how the gender gap varies with birth cohort, holding age con-
stant, exploring whether there is evidence of decreased discrimination over time;
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TABLE 6.9 / Distribution (Percentages) in Sweden of Men and Women in Types of Education
and Percentage of Women Employees in Each Type of Education by Year

1970 1975 1978 

Ma Wb Wc M W W M W W 

Type of Education 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Missing 57.7 77.5 30.7 49.4 68.7 35.6 49.7 67.5 36.9 
Basic 4.0 7.6 38.8 5.9 11.0 42.7 5.4 10.9 46.3 
Humanities 0.1 0.3 38.0 0.2 0.5 49.6 0.2 0.5 51.0 
Pedagogy 0.1 0.1 23.1 0.1 0.1 27.6 0.1 0.1 26.0

Social sciences, law
Miscellaneous fields 4.0 11.4 48.4 5.0 15.3 54.7 5.2 16.1 57.3
Business, lower level 1.0 0.1 3.8 1.2 0.2 6.8 1.2 0.3 9.4 
Civil economists 0.7 0.1 4.7 1.0 0.2 6.8 1.1 0.2 8.7
Law, social sciences, 
B.A., M.A. 0.4 0.1 8.7 1.0 0.5 14.9 1.1 0.5 15.8 

Law, social sciences, 
license, Ph.D. 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 17.4 0.0 0.0 18.3 

Technical fields
Miscellaneous fields 14.8 1.5 3.1 17.6 1.7 3.6 17.8 1.8 4.2
Engineer 12.9 0.4 1.0 12.4 0.4 1.1 11.5 0.3 1.3 
Civil engineer 3.1 0.1 1.2 4.2 0.3 2.6 4.7 0.5 4.0 
National sciences, 
B.A., M.A. 0.2 0.2 19.3 0.4 0.3 20.8 0.5 0.3 20.5 

National sciences, 
license, Ph.D. 0.2 0.0 2.8 0.3 0.0 3.0 0.3 0.0 3.7 

Transportation 0.1 0.0 11.2 0.2 0.1 7.8 0.3 0.1 8.1
Health fields 0.2 0.4 46.3 0.1 0.5 66.5 0.1 0.6 67.2 
Agriculture 0.3 0.0 1.7 0.5 0.0 1.7 0.6 0.0 2.3 
Service 0.2 0.1 15.7 0.3 0.1 13.6 0.3 0.1 18.1 
Unclassifiable 0.1 0.1 22.4 0.1 0.2 36.3 0.1 0.1 39.1

Sum 100.0 100.0 24.8d 100.0 100.0 28.4 100.0 100.0 30.1 

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 19), with permission from Elsevier; Meyerson and Pe-
tersen (1997a, table 4.7).
aThe first column within each year gives the distribution of men in the types of education.
bThe second column within each year gives the distribution of the women in the types of education. 



and (5) how the gender gap, for a given birth cohort, evolves with age. This is a
pipeline 1 problem, the impact of the unequal distribution of work in the family,
but now it is investigated over the life cycle of a cohort rather than across age
groups in the cross-section, as in (2). 

The objectives in (2), (4), and (5) are thus interrelated. In the cross-section, the
gender gap may increase with age, as has been widely documented for wages, and
as explored for rank in (2). This may be due to discrimination. But it may also be
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TABLE 6.9 / Continued

1980 1985 1990

M W W M W W M W W

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

48.7 66.2 37.7 48.0 62.5 38.8 48.6 60.0 39.5
5.6 10.9 46.7 5.6 10.9 48.9 5.3 10.3 50.4
0.2 0.4 55.5 0.2 0.5 58.8 0.1 0.5 65.6
0.1 0.1 23.2 0.1 0.1 34.0 0.1 0.1 36.2

5.2 16.8 49.1 4.9 18.0 64.1 4.8 18.3 67.0
1.2 0.3 11.4 1.0 0.5 18.4 0.8 0.5 26.7
1.2 0.3 10.7 1.5 0.8 20.3 1.6 1.3 30.2

1.1 0.5 16.3 1.1 0.6 21.7 0.9 0.6 26.8

0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 0.0 14.0 0.0 0.0 18.2

18.4 1.9 4.5 20.2 2.5 5.6 22.0 3.5 7.7
10.9 0.3 1.4 8.8 0.3 1.8 6.5 0.3 2.3
5.3 0.7 5.2 6.4 1.1 7.4 6.9 1.7 11.5

0.5 0.4 22.2 0.6 0.4 25.3 0.6 0.4 29.2

0.4 0.0 5.4 0.4 0.1 7.6 0.4 0.1 10.6

0.2 0.1 8.5 0.2 0.0 8.8 0.2 0.0 10.1
0.1 0.7 70.5 0.2 1.5 79.0 0.3 1.8 79.5
0.7 0.1 4.4 0.7 0.1 6.9 0.5 0.2 15.2
0.3 0.1 18.9 0.2 0.2 24.4 0.2 0.2 31.9
0.1 0.1 39.0 0.2 0.2 30.9 0.2 0.2 36.6

100.0 100.0 30.9 100.0 100.0 32.7 100.0 100.0 34.6

cThe third column within each year gives the percentage of employees in the given type of education that were
women.
dIn the last line the third column gives the percentage of employees in that year who were women. 
In the table, “M” and “W” stand for men and women, respectively.
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TABLE 6.10 / Effect in Sweden of Being Female on Job Rank, from Short and Full Regressions

1970 1975 1978 1980 1985 1990

Shortb Fullc Short Full Short Full Short Full Short Full Short Full

Age Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

All agesd −.927 −.468 −.953 −.862 −.926 −.830 −.892 −.798 −.810 −.706 −.703 −.589
20 to 25ae −.539 −.111 −.506 −.434 −.441 −.367 −.264 −.209 −.308 −.216 −.176 −.101
26 to 30 −.599 −.180 −.625 −.556 −.520 −.450 −.448 −.388 −.387 −.314 −.299 −.227
31 to 35 −.952 −.471 −.860 −.771 −.753 −.674 −.707 −.639 −.609 −.541 −.488 −.412
36 to 40 −1.249 −.719 −1.172 −1.066 −1.045 −.948 −.977 −.886 −.820 −.742 −.689 −.614
41 to 45 −1.395 −.831 −1.312 −1.195 −1.225 −1.120 −1.197 −1.096 −.983 −.890 −.838 −.744
46 to 50 −1.368 −.839 −1.385 −1.264 −1.320 −1.206 −1.283 −1.185 −1.112 −.999 −.960 −.844
51 to 55 −1.485 −.905 −1.354 −1.247 −1.315 −1.205 −1.294 −1.180 −1.153 −1.054 −1.032 −.905
56 to 60 −1.349 −.830 −1.339 −1.227 −1.324 −1.221 −1.262 −1.161 −1.168 −1.051 −1.023 −.907
61 and over −1.139 −.783 −1.270 −1.164 −1.231 −1.126 −1.303 −1.195 −1.157 −1.045 −1.072 −.937

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 22), with permission from Elsevier; Meyerson and Petersen (1997a, table 4.10).
All coefficients are significantly different from 0 at better than the 1 percent level; in fact all of them better than at the 0.1 percent level.
aThose younger than twenty are excluded from the analysis. There were very few of them and they can legitimately be considered as yet not hav-
ing started a career among the white-collar workers. 
bThe short regression includes the variables sex, dummy variables for age (nine age groups), part-time status (except in 1970), hours worked,
and level of education (1 to 7).
cThe full regression adds dummy variables for occupation to those variables. 
d“All ages,” a common sex effect is estimated for all age groups and age itself is controlled by a set of dummy variables. 
eIn the regressions by age group, separate age effects are estimated for each age group. In these, the effects of the other variables in the regres-
sion equations do not vary across age groups, thus do not include interaction terms between age group and the other variables.
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TABLE 6.11 / Effect of Being Female on Job Rank, by Education, in Sweden, from Short and Full Regressions

1970 1975 1978 1980 1985 1990

Shortc Fulld Short Full Short Full Short Full Short Full Short Full

Type of Education 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Social sciences, law
All agese −.318 −.142* −.524 −.380 −.535 −.440 −.582 −.502 −.506 −.446 −.510 −.452
26 to 30bf −.114* −.005* −.464 −.296 −.387 −.226 −.231 −.168* −.003* −.003* .003* −.001*
31 to 35 −.321* −.408 −.447 −.335 −.426 −.353 −.564 −.521 −.241 −.284 −.103* −.103*
36 to 40 −1.266 −.727 −.885 −.885 −.883 −.825 −.606 −.520 −.594 −.534 −.416 −.422
41 to 45 −.867 −.598* −1.172 −.928 −.924 −.830 −1.004 −.851 −.530 −.485 −.606 −.552
46 to 50 −.691* −.406* −1.701 −1.488 −1.142 −1.054 −.885 −.814 −1.018 −.832 −.590 −.534
51 to 55 −.247* .096* −.784* −.402* −2.829 −2.347 −1.873 −1.241 −.918 −.842 −1.109 −.902
56 to 60 .288* .329* −.834 −.622* −1.265 −.824 −1.669 −1.315 −1.760 −1.172 −.903 −.824
61 and overa .705* .916* −.588* −.402* −1.521 −1.289 −2.275 −1.738

Economics, business 
administration
All ages −.787 −.432 −.775 −.693 −.617 −.586 −.614 −.562 −.534 −.463 −.426 −.352
26 to 30 −.536 −.270 −.437 −.320 −.260 −.211 −.265 −.165 −.175 −.126 −.040* −.010*
31 to 35 −.899 −.420 −.676 −.636 −.536 −.500 −.466 −.447 −.433 −.352 −.322 −.254
36 to 40 −1.088 −.593 −1.204 −1.182 −.867 −.847 −.831 −.773 −.636 −.577 −.567 −.485
41 to 45 −.989 −.605 −1.297 −1.205 −.968 −.986 −.984 −.963 −.939 −.886 −.714 −.638
46 to 50 −1.098 −.770 −.897 −.743 −1.150 −1.075 −1.161 −1.136 −.905 −.788 −.833 −.720
51 to 55 −.750 −.425* −.767 −.761 −.734 −.734 −.856 −.757 −.957 −.908 −.893 −.773
56 to 60 −.674 −.249* −1.273 −1.184 −.801 −.824 −.845 −.816 −1.099 −.905 −.989 −.912
61 and over .535* .053* −1.480 −1.185 −1.082 −.957 −.915 −.835 −.804 −.732 −.827 −.690
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Technical fields
All ages −.462 −.356 −.418 −.386 −.381 −.358 −.325 −.310 −.303 −.277 −.212 −.199
26 to 30 −.143 −.109* −.225 −.218 −.134 −.136 −.003* −.002* −.005* −.004* −.003* −.002*
31 to 35 −.530 −.402 −.413 −.386 −.316 −.296 −.301 −.296 −.149 −.136 −.101 −.100
36 to 40 −.541 −.478 −.602 −.549 −.487 −.466 −.405 −.387 −.416 −.398 −.232 −.228
41 to 45 −.937 −.791 −.692 −.645 −.660 −.606 −.661 −.635 −.480 −.443 −.427 −.410
46 to 50 −1.012 −.791 −.955 −.892 −1.047 −.969 −.965 −.919 −.695 −.635 −.443 −.430
51 to 55 −.757 −.550 −.892 −.775 −.721 −.672 −.872 −.809 −.848 −.763 −.541 −.514
56 to 60 −.927 −.538 −.501 −.412 −.802 −.742 −.658 −.613 −.775 −.732 −.720 −.689

61 and over .379* .526* .516* .488* −.346* −.276* −.537 −.438 −.765 −.703 −.483 −.402

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 23), with permission from Elsevier; Meyerson and Petersen (1997a, table 4.11).
aAmong employees in the social sciences and law there were in 1975 and 1978 not a sufficient number of women aged sixty-one and over to
allow an estimate of the sex effect for that age group.
bThose younger than twenty-five are excluded from the analysis. There were very few of them and they can legitimately be considered as yet not
having started a career among the white-collar workers, given the kinds of educational fields they are in. 
cThe short regression includes the variables sex, dummy variables for age (eight age groups), part-time status (except in 1970), hours worked,
and type of education within educational field. 
dThe full regression adds dummy variables for occupation to those variables. 
e“All ages,” a common sex effect is estimated for all age groups and age itself is controlled by a set of dummy variables. 
fIn the regressions by age group, separate age effects are estimated for each age group. In these, the effects of the other variables in the regres-
sion equations do not vary across age groups, thus do not include interaction terms between age group and the other variables.
*Not significantly different from 0 at the 5 percent level. The other coefficients are, and in the vast majority of cases even at the 0.1 percent level.
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TABLE 6.12 / Effect in Sweden of Being Female on Job Rank, from Short and Full Regressions, by Birth Cohort, in 1970 and Later

Birth Cohort

1910–1914 1915–1919 1920–1924 1925–1929 1930–1934 1935–1939 1940–1944 1945–1949 1950–1955 1955–1959 1960–1964

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Short
1970 −1.349 −1.485 −1.368 −1.395 −1.249 −0.952 −0.599 −0.539
1975 −1.270 −1.339 −1.354 −1.385 −1.312 −1.172 −0.860 −0.625 −0.506
1980 −1.303 −1.262 −1.294 −1.283 −1.197 −0.977 −0.707 −0.418 −0.264
1985 −1.157 −1.168 −1.153 −1.112 −0.983 −0.820 −0.609 −0.387 −0.308
1990 −1.072 −1.023 −1.032 −0.960 −0.838 −0.689 −0.488 −0.299

Full
1970 −0.830 −0.905 −0.839 −0.831 −0.719 −0.471 −0.180 −0.111
1975 −1.164 −1.227 −1.247 −1.264 −1.195 −1.066 −0.771 −0.556 −0.434
1980 −1.195 −1.161 −1.180 −1.185 −1.096 −0.886 −0.639 −0.388 −0.209
1985 −1.045 −1.051 −1.054 −0.999 −0.890 −0.742 −0.541 −0.314 −0.216
1990 −0.937 −0.907 −0.905 −0.844 −0.744 −0.614 −0.412 −0.227

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 24), with permission from Elsevier.
Note: These numbers are all taken from table 10. They have here been reorganized so that in each column we follow a given birth cohort as they get older with five years
from one period to the next, where periods are defined by 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, and 1990. In the case of the 1910 to 1914 cohort we follow them from 1970 to 1975, when
they were 56 to 60 and 61 years old or more. In the case of the 1940 to 1944 cohort we follow them every five years for the entire twenty-year period, from 1970, when they
were 26 to 30, to 1990, when they were 46 to 50 years old.
All coefficients are significantly different from 0 at better than the 1 percent level; in fact all of them are better than at the 0.1 percent level.
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/ TABLE 6.13 / Effect in Sweden of Being Female on Job Rank from Short and Full Regressions, by Birth Cohort and Type of Education,
1970 to 1990

Birth Cohort

1910–1914 1915–1919 1920–1924 1925–1929 1930–1934 1935–1939 1940–1944 1945–1949 1950–1954 1955–1959

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Social sciences, law
Short

1970 −0.247* −0.691* −0.867 −1.266 −0.321* −0.114*
1975 −0.834 −0.784* −1.701 −1.172 −0.885 −0.447 −0.464
1980 −0.588* −1.669 −1.873 −0.885 −1.004 −0.606 −0.564 −0.231
1985 −1.521 −1.760 −0.918 −1.018 −0.530 −0.594 −0.241 −0.003*
1990 −2.275 −0.903 −1.109 −0.590 −0.606 −0.416 −0.103*

Full
1970 0.096* −0.406* −0.598* −0.724 −0.408 −0.005*
1975 −0.622* −0.402* −1.488 −0.928 −0.885 −0.335 −0.296
1980 −0.402* −1.315 −1.241 −0.814 −0.851 −0.520 −0.521 −0.168*
1985 −1.289 −1.171 −0.842 −0.832 −0.485 −0.534 −0.284 −0.003*
1990 −1.738 −0.824 −0.902 −0.534 −0.552 −0.422 −0.103*

Economics, business 
administration

Short
1970 −0.674 −0.750 −1.098 −0.989 −1.088 −0.899 −0.536
1975 −1.480 −1.273 −0.767 −0.897 −1.297 −1.204 −0.676 −0.437
1980 −0.915 −0.845 −0.856 −1.161 −0.984 −0.831 −0.466 −0.265
1985 −0.804 −1.099 −0.957 −0.905 −0.939 −0.636 −0.433 −0.175
1990 −0.827 −0.989 −0.893 −0.833 −0.714 −0.567 −0.322
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Full
1970 −0.249 −0.425 −0.770 −0.605 −0.593 −0.420 −0.270
1975 −1.185 −1.184 −0.761 −0.743 −1.205 −1.182 −0.636 −0.320
1980 −0.835 −0.816 −0.757 −1.136 −0.963 −0.773 −0.447 −0.165
1985 −0.732 −0.905 −0.908 −0.788 −0.886 −0.577 −0.352 −0.126
1990 −0.690 −0.912 −0.773 −0.720 −0.638 −0.485 −0.254

Technical fields
Short

1970 −0.927 −0.757 −1.012 −0.937 −0.541 −0.530 −0.143
1975 0.516 −0.501 −0.892 −0.955 −0.692 −0.602 −0.413 −0.225
1980 −0.537 −0.658 −0.872 −0.965 −0.661 −0.405 −0.301 −0.003
1985 −0.765 −0.775 −0.848 −0.695 −0.480 −0.416 −0.149 −0.005
1990 −0.483 −0.720 −0.541 −0.443 −0.427 −0.232 −0.101

Full
1970 −0.538 −0.550 −0.791 −0.791 −0.478 −0.402 −0.109
1975 0.488 −0.412 −0.775 −0.892 −0.645 −0.549 −0.386 −0.218
1980 −0.438 −0.613 −0.809 −0.919 −0.635 −0.387 −0.296 −0.002
1985 −0.703 −0.732 −0.763 −0.635 −0.443 −0.398 −0.136 −0.004
1990 −0.402 −0.689 −0.514 −0.430 −0.410 −0.228 −0.100

Source: Reprinted from Petersen and Meyerson (1999, table 25), with permission from Elsevier.
Note: These numbers are all taken from table 11. They have here been reorganized so that in each column we follow a given birth cohort as they get older with five years
from one period to the next, where periods are defined by 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990. In the case of the 1910 to 1914 cohort we follow them from 1970 to 1975, when they
were 56 to 60 and 61 and above. In the case of the 1940 to 1944 cohort we follow them every five years for the entire twenty-year period, from 1970, when they were 26 to
30, to 1990, when they were 46 to 50 years old.
*Not significantly different from 0 at the 5 percent level.



ment into high-status jobs, to which they previously had little access, from the
1960s forward involved several agents. Whereas most of the preceding rise in
women’s employment furthered employers’ self-interests, to gain high-status jobs
women had to fight against resistance ranging from unsympathetic indifference to
hostile opposition. The modern feminist movement emerged as a champion of
women’s rights that could credibly threaten retaliation via effective political mo-
bilization. The government contributed antidiscrimination and affirmative-action
policies. Corporate employers responded to these external pressures by rapidly
extending the organizational logic of impartial standards. Educational institutions
largely did the same.

The Fundamental Sources of Gender Inequality’s Decline

As stated earlier, the detailed history of gender inequality’s decline is more notable
for its irregularity than its continuity: the route to change was composed of ex-
traordinarily diverse, independent, seemingly unpredictable events that were pro-
duced by all kinds of actors and conditions for an endless array of reasons. The
theoretical challenge is to identify an enduring, pervasive causal process that ac-
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FIGURE 7.1 / Women's Rising Share of Paying Jobs, 1870 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation, data from: U.S. Bureau of the Census and Edwards (1943); U.S. Bu-
reau of the Census (1975, 129, 132, 139–40); U.S. Department of Labor (1984, 12, 14, 55, 56); U.S.
Bureau of the Census (2004, 391); Hooks (1947, 34, 222, 238).
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as glamorous, smart, and ambitious emerged in popular culture, particularly the
movies.

Since the middle of the twentieth century, women’s status has risen significantly
as women gained positions in all levels of political life and the government for-
mulated varied policies against discrimination. Women’s employment levels, the
range of jobs they held, and their wages have continued to converge with those of
men. Women’s college enrollment surpassed men’s and women gained full access
to advanced degree and professional programs. The emergence of both divorce
and women’s sexual freedom knocked down more barriers. Although both men’s
and women’s cultural images remained complex and inconsistent, they continued
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TABLE 7.1 / Women’s Changing Status in American Society

Late-Nineteenth Mid-Twentieth Future Changes 
Nineteenth to Mid-Twentieth Century to Needed for

Century Century Present Equality

Legal and Formal legal Formal political Formal economic Equity in 
political status equality instituted equality instituted equality instituted high political 

offices

Economic Working-class jobs Some jobs for All kinds of jobs Equity in high-
opportunity appear for single married women available to all status jobs

women only and for educated kinds of women
women

Higher A few women Increasing college; Full access at Equal presence
education enter public little graduate or all levels in prestigious

universities and professional fields
new women’s
colleges

Divorce Almost none; made Increasingly Freely available Equity after 
available for dire available, but and accepted divorce
circumstances difficult

Sexuality and Repressive sexuality; Positive sexuality High sexual End sexual 
reproductive little reproductive but double freedom and harassment 
control control standard; reproductive and fear of 

increasing control rape
reproductive 
control

Cultural image Virtuous Educated Careers, marital End perception
domesticity and motherhood, equality of sexes as 
subordination capable for inherently 

employment and different
public service

Source: Author’s compilation.



sions, blue-collar crafts, durable manufacturing work (such as autos, steel), trans-
portation, and construction. Women have numerically dominated professions
such as nursing, teaching, and librarianship. Nonprofessional but white-collar oc-
cupations of clerical and (noncommission) retail sales work have been largely
done by women, as have manufacturing jobs in non-durable-goods industries
(electronics, garments), and domestic and child-care work. Most of these patterns
of which sex does which job persist, although occupational sex segregation has de-
clined, as shown in figure 8.2.1 (See also Jacobs 1989, 1999, 2001, 2003; Reskin and
Roos 1990.) In particular, many women entered “male” professions (law, medicine,
academia, the clergy) and lower and middle management (Cotter, Hermsen, and
Vanneman 2004). Yet blue-collar crafts have integrated little; they remain male do-
mains (Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 2004; Jacobs 2003). Similarly, caring labor,
such as child care, nursing, and elementary school teaching have integrated little,
remaining dominated by women (England, Budig, and Folbre 2002). Segregation
declined more in the 1980s than the 1990s.
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FIGURE 8.1 / Labor-Force Participation by Men and Women Twenty-Five to Fifty-Four
Years of Age, 1950 to 2000

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample from 1950 to 2000 census data on men and
women twenty-five to fifty-four years of age. See Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman (2005).
Reprinted with permmission. 

33

94 95 94 93 91

86

7474

63

49

41

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Census Year

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 in

 L
ab

or
 F

or
ce

Women
Men



The Declining Significance of Gender?

248 /

TABLE 8.1 / Change Between 1978 and 1998 in Indicators of Paid Work of Women
Twenty-Five to Fifty-Four Years of Age 

1978 1998 Percentage Change

Percentage employed the week 
before the survey
All women 56 71 27
Wives with children under six 38 51 53

Percentage employed full-time the 
week before the survey
All Women 38 58 34
Wives with children under six 21 35 67

Annual hours of paid work the 
previous yeara

All women 1,002 1,415 41
Wives with children under six 583 1,094 47

Source: Based on Casper and Bianchi (2002, table 10.1, 290), © 2002 by Sage Publications.
Reprinted by permission of Sage Publications, Inc. Data are from U.S. Census Bureau, Current
Population Surveys. 
a Includes women not in the labor force all year.

FIGURE 8.2 / Occupational Sex Segregation, 1950 to 2000

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample from 1950 to 2000 census data for men and
women twenty-five to fifty-four years of age. Segregation is computed using the index of dis-
similarity (see note 1) and using the most detailed occupational categories possible while still
keeping consistent categories for all decades. See Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman (2005).
Reprinted with permission.
Note: N = 179 occupations.
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Integration has not happened evenly across the class structure. Much more inte-
gration of women into “male” occupations has occurred in managerial and pro-
fessional white-collar areas than in other jobs (Jacobs 2003). Figure 8.3 shows the
trends in segregation separately by the education of the individuals holding jobs.
Differences by education level are dramatic. While the segregation of those with a
high school degree has declined only about five points (on the hundred-point D
scale), the index dropped over twenty-five points for college graduates. 

There is no more important indicator of gender inequality than the pay gap. Ex-
planations of the sex gap in pay include sex differences in experience and seniority
(Wellington 1994), segregation, and the fact that employers offer lower pay in pre-
dominantly female occupations than in male occupations, even relative to their skill
demands (England 1992). Trends in pay among full-time year-round workers are
shown in table 8.2. The ratio of (median) women to men’s pay hovered around .60 for
decades preceding 1980. Then within a decade it rose rapidly from .60 to .72. Declin-
ing hiring discrimination, declining segregation of jobs, and the declining sex gap in
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FIGURE 8.3 / Occupational Sex Segregation by Education, 1950 to 2000

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample from 1950 to 2000 census data on men and
women twenty-five to fifty-four years of age. Segregation is computed using the index of dis-
similarity (see note 1) and using the most detailed occupational categories possible while still
keeping consistent categories for all decades. Original calculations provided by David A. Cotter,
Joan M. Hermsen, and Reeve Vanneman.
Note: N = 179 occupations.
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TABLE 8.1 / Change Between 1978 and 1998 in Indicators of Paid Work of Women
Twenty-Five to Fifty-Four Years of Age 

1978 1998 Percentage Change

Percentage employed the week 
before the survey
All women 56 71 27
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Reprinted by permission of Sage Publications, Inc. Data are from U.S. Census Bureau, Current
Population Surveys. 
a Includes women not in the labor force all year.
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keeping consistent categories for all decades. See Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman (2005).
Reprinted with permission.
Note: N = 179 occupations.
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experience and seniority all contributed to decrease of the sex gap in pay (Blau and
Kahn 1997; O’Neill and Polachek 1993; Wellington 1993). However, there was little
further progress in the last decade of the century; the ratio moved only from .72 to .73.
Thus, here, as with employment and segregation, progress is stalling out. 

TRENDS IN UNPAID AND TOTAL WORK HOURS

Women have lower employment rates than men largely because of their responsi-
bility for child rearing and other household work. As more women, including
mothers of young children, work outside the home, we would expect reductions
in their time in household work, but does men’s time spent doing household work
increase? How does any such increase compare in size with women’s increase in
employment and decrease in household work? We could imagine a set of changes
with complete symmetry by gender and by household versus market sector.
Under such symmetry, we would observe that for every hour of housework
dropped by women, men pick up one, and for every hour of employment increase
by women, men drop one. Is this the pattern, or is it easier to get women into paid
work and out of some housework than to get men into household work? 

To answer these questions, consider table 8.3, which contains computations
from two data sets containing time-diary information from probability samples of
Americans. The first study was done in 1965 by researchers at the University of
Michigan, as part of the Multinational Study of Time Use (Converse and Robinson
1980). The 1998 data are from a study by researchers at the University of Maryland
(Bianchi, Robinson, and Sayer 2001; Sayer 2001). Both used time diaries. In the
diary method, participants are asked to recount what they did every period of the
previous day. For each time segment, respondents list what they were doing, and
also if they were doing a second activity simultaneously (for example, cooking
dinner while watching television). Time diaries are a more accurate means of gath-
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TABLE 8.2 / U.S. Women’s Median Annual Earnings as Percentage of
Men’s, for Full-Time Year-Round Workers, 
1960 to 2000

Year Ratio

1960 .61
1965 .60
1970 .59
1975 .59
1980 .60
1985 .65
1990 .72
1995 .71
2000 .73

Source: Institute for Women’s Policy Research (2005). Underlying data from
Current Population Surveys.



ering information on time use than questions that ask respondents how much time
they generally spend in some activity per week (Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Sayer
2001). The figures in table 8.3, limited to married women and men in the prime em-
ployment and child rearing ages of twenty-five to fifty-four, show gender differ-
ences in self-reported time spent in unpaid and market work. Unpaid work in-
cludes housework, shopping, and child care. The table uses only the “primary
activity” the respondent listed for each time segment to add up total amounts of
market and unpaid work time.

As table 8.3 shows, in 1965, sex differentiation was extreme. Men averaged
forty-seven hours per week in market work, while women averaged only eight
(because most women were not employed). Women did fifty hours per week of
unpaid work, while men did only twelve. If we total paid and market work, men
and women worked the same number of hours, fifty-nine per week. The gender
differentiation was in type of work done, not total hours. 

By 1998 things had changed substantially. Women had almost quadrupled their
hours of market work from an average of eight to thirty-one hours per week. They
had dramatically cut their unpaid work from fifty to thirty-four hours per week.
This reflects declining fertility, the increase in employment, and the use of child
care during job hours. But since the increase in employment was more than the de-
crease in unpaid work, women’s total work hours had increased by six hours,
from fifty-nine to sixty-five hours. By contrast, men increased their total only one
hour per week, reflecting the fact that their increase in unpaid work was within
about an hour of the magnitude of their decline in market work. Men increased
their unpaid work by nine hours per week, a bit more than an hour a day. How-
ever, their increase was less than women’s decrease in housework (sixteen), and
much less than women’s increase in paid work (twenty-three hours). Men also de-
creased their market work by eight hours. Other data suggest that this reduction is
not due to a reduction of hours for the typical employed man (which Jacobs and
Gerson 1998 show to have been fairly constant for men in recent decades), but
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TABLE 8.3 / Average Hours Per Week Spent in Unpaid and Market Work by U.S.
Married Men and Women Twenty-Five to Fifty-Four Years of Age, 1965 
and 1998

Total Work
Unpaid Work Market Work (Unpaid and Market)

1965 1998 Change 1965 1998 Change 1965 1998 Change

Women 50 34 −16 8 31 23 59 65 6
Men 12 21 9 47 39 −8 59 60 1
Difference
(Women − men) 38 13 25 −39 −8 31 0 5 5

Source: Calculations provided by Liana Sayer from data described in text (see Sayer 2001). Non-
market work includes housework, child care, and shopping. Market work includes time in paid
employment and travel to work. All figures computed on respondents twenty-five to fifty-four
years of age.
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