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Women have become increasingly economically self-reliant, depending
more on paid employment for their positions in the income distribution
than in the past.We know little about what happened tomen, however,
because most prior research restricts changes in self-reliance to be “zero-
sum,” with women’s changes necessitating opposite and proportionate
changes amongmen. This article introduces a measure that allows asym-
metric changes and also incorporates multiple population subgroups and
income sources beyond couples’ labor earnings. Using Current Popula-
tion Survey data, the authors find that women’s self-reliance increased
dramatically, as expected, but men’s declined only slightly. The authors
decompose these trends into changes in family structure and redistribu-
tion, which increased and decreased self-reliance, respectively, formen and
women, thoughmore for women. Labormarket shifts, by contrast, were
asymmetric and opposing, reducingmen’s self-reliancemuch less than they
increased women’s. The authors’ approach opens opportunities for new
insight into both gender inequality and the income attainment process.
Gender differences in employment and earnings are substantial and widely
documented across racial and ethnic groups (England and Farkas 1986; Pada-
enefited from the insightful comments of the AJS reviewers, Janet Gornick, Alex-
Killewald, Sarah Thebaud, and Russell Sage Foundation visiting scholars, includ-
tharine Donato, Jennifer Jennings, Michal Kurlaender, Dina Okamoto, and An-
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vic and Reskin 2002; Snipp and Cheung 2016). Yet because men and women
share resources within families, their individual labor market experiences do
not fully determine their positions in the stratification system (Goldthorpe 1983;
Erikson 1984). In this article, we study one important dimension of the strat-
ification system: family income. Intuitively, it might seem like gender dispari-
ties in employment and earnings would largely exclude women from the upper
regions of the family incomedistribution, but they donot. Somemarriedwomen
make it to the top because of their husbands’ earnings.2 At the other end of the
economic spectrum, some low-earning and nonearning women obtain impor-
tant income supports from the government.
Understanding how individuals attain their resources—whether through

their own employment, their partners’ employment, or other support mech-
anisms like government transfers—is a central concern of stratification re-
search. We study this income attainment process because, as Sørensen and
McLanahan (1987, p. 661) state, “how individuals attain resourcesmayhave
consequences for both individual family members and the power structure
within the family and for relations between women and men in general.” In
other words, men’s and women’s life chances likely depend not only on the
absolute amount of income at their disposal but also on the sources of this
income, at both the microlevel of individual families and the macrolevel of
society at large.
Scholars of gender inequality have generated a substantial body of em-

pirical research that addresses how men and women attain their incomes
bymeasuringwhat is termed the “dependency ratio,” or the share of couples’
total earnings contributed by each partner. Wives (and husbands) are con-
sidered more economically dependent when their own labor earnings com-
pose a smaller share of the couples’ total earnings.3 This measure has been
used extensively to answer questions related to bargaining and power dy-
2 Of course, wives may not have equal access to couples’ resources. Data limitations have
largely precluded studies of how incomes are shared within families, limitations we also
face (Lundberg and Pollak 1996; exceptions include Vogler and Pahl [1994]).
3 Sometimes, linear transformations of this share are investigated instead. For example,
rather than studying dep1 5 ðwife’s earningsÞ=ðwife’s  earnings 1 husband’s earningsÞ,
researchersmightstudydep25 (husband’searnings2wife’searnings) / (wife’searnings1hus-
band’s earnings); here, dep2 5 1 2 2 � dep1 (Sørensen and McLanahan 1987).
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namics withinmarriage, particularly in terms of howwomen’s economic de-
pendency predicts the division of household labor, domestic abuse, infidel-
ity, marital satisfaction, marital stability, and the consequences of marital
dissolution.4 In short, scholars have studied dependency ratios to illuminate
the individual-level consequences of within-family inequality.

Complementing these studies of microlevel dynamics, studies of macro-
level variation in dependency ratios have provided insight into broader
patterns of gender inequality. Macrolevel studies reveal that women’s de-
pendency has declined over time within the United States, yet it remains
widespread across racial and ethnic groups, and it differs substantially across
countries (Bianchi, Casper, and Peltola 1999; Raley, Mattingly, and Bianchi
2006; Winslow-Bowe 2009). These studies are important insofar as men’s
and women’s differential reliance on their own labor earnings for their posi-
tions in the incomedistribution “perpetuateswomen’s subordinate position . . .
in society at large”—not only within individual marriages—and “reinforces
women’s weak position in the labor market” by reducing their bargain-
ing power in the eyes of employers (Bianchi et al. 1999, p. 5; Hobson 1990,
p. 236).

Yet two key macrolevel questions remain unanswered by studies that
use dependency ratios to understand how individuals attain their incomes.
First, has women’s rising reliance on their own labor earnings been matched
by commensurate declines among men? There is no doubt that paid labor
plays an increasingly important role in how women attain their incomes in
the United States, given the declining gender earnings gap and the grow-
ing share of couples’ total earnings contributed by wives. But we know lit-
tle about what has happened to men, in part because the dependency ratio
forces changes among men and women to appear symmetric (e.g., if wives’
share of couples’ earnings increases 10 points from 30% to 40%, then hus-
bands’ sharemust decline 10 points from 70% to 60%). That is, when women
become less dependent, men must become more so. Some popular discus-
sions of the “rise of women” also imply that women’s gains entail men’s losses
(Rosin 2012). And a similar logic operates in discussions of black women’s
relatively high labor force participation rate, which, rightly or wrongly, many
scholars attribute to black men’s relatively low rate (Winslow-Bowe 2009).

Second, to what extent has women’s rising reliance on their own labor
earnings reflected changes in their own employment and earnings, and to
what extent has it reflected changes in family structure (e.g., declining mar-
riage rates) and shifts in redistribution (e.g., declining unconditional gov-
4 The studies on these topics are too numerous to cite, but see, e.g., Holden and Smock
(1991), Brines (1994), Farmer and Tiefenthaler (1997), Poortman (2000), Bittman et al.
(2003), Sørensen (2003), Gupta (2007), Kanji and Schober (2014), and Munsch (2015).
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ernment cash transfers)?We know little about how these non–labor market
changes have shaped women’s income attainment process, or, indeed, how
they have shaped men’s, because the dependency ratio focuses on married
couples (rather than the larger population of working-age adults, including
single and cohabiting people), labor earnings (excluding sources of income
that cannot be easily partitioned between partners, such as government
transfers and refundable tax credits), and gender inequality within cou-
ples (missing inequalities across families; for example, the dependency ratio
would indicate complete equality in a population split evenly between male
and female sole-earner families—since half of all peoplewould depend com-
pletely on male earners and half would depend completely on female earn-
ers—but it would miss the fact that female sole-earner families tend to have
lower incomes than male sole-earner families).
To supplement the important body of research on the dependency ratio,

then, and to address the macrolevel aspects of the income attainment pro-
cess that remain outside of the ratio’s moremicrolevel framework, we intro-
duce a new, simple measure of how individuals attain their incomes, which
we call economic self-reliance: the population correlation between own labor
earnings and total family income, calculated separately for men and women
(aswe describe fully in the next section). Thismeasure captures the degree to
which, in the aggregate, individuals’ own employment experiences deter-
mine their positions in the family income distribution, a core dimension of
the macrolevel stratification system. Because we use the correlation to mea-
sure the income attainment process separately for women and men, it helps
us answer our first question about the potentially asymmetric evolution of
self-reliance by gender, in terms of both the direction and degree of change.
It also helps us answer our second question about the potential role of non–
labormarket contributions (in addition to labor market contributions) to the
income attainment process, for men and for women, by allowing the inclu-
sion of nonmarried adults and nonlabor income sources.
Using our new measure, we make three contributions to the literature.

First, we examine gender asymmetries in the role of paid labor in determin-
ing individuals’ places in the income distribution, focusing on time trends
between 1970 and 2010. While the dependency ratio constrains men’s and
women’s self-reliance to evolve symmetrically, in a “zero-sum” fashion, a
considerable body of evidence suggests that women’s increasing economic
self-reliance has not been mirrored by commensurate declines among men.
We know, for instance, thatmen’s earnings continue to exceedwomen’s, es-
pecially among couples, and that women’s entrance into market work has
not been matched bymen’s exit or assumption of equivalent domestic work
(Light 2004; Goldscheider, Bernhard, and Lappegard 2015). The result has
been called a “stalled,” “unfinished,” or “incomplete gender revolution”
(Esping-Andersen 2009; England 2010; Gerson 2010; Pedulla and Thebaud
1416
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2015). Thusmen’s income attainment processmay have remained quite sta-
ble, with the pathway toward a low or high income continuing to flow pri-
marily through their own employment experiences. This leads us to expect
an “asymmetric” pattern of change, in which women’s reliance on their own
labor earnings has come to resemble men’s traditionally high self-reliance
more than men’s self-reliance has changed to resemble women’s tradition-
ally low self-reliance.

In our second contribution, we broaden the scope of prior research by in-
corporating increasingly important population subgroups (not onlymarried
but also single and cohabiting working-age adults) and income sources (not
only labor earnings but also nonlabor income). Taking this comprehensive
approach to measuring the income attainment process, we can answer our
second question concerning the different sources of change in men’s and
women’s self-reliance. We do so by making a third contribution, which is to
introduce a newdecomposition that delineates how temporal changes in eco-
nomic self-reliance relate to trends in the labor market (including changing
employment rates and earnings distributions), the family (including chang-
ing marriage and cohabitation patterns and changing associations between
partners’ earnings), and redistribution (including changing government taxes
and transfers), again for men and women separately. We further explicate
these contributions in the following sections.

In sum, we address the twomacrolevel questions of howmen’s andwom-
en’s income attainment processes each evolved from 1970 to 2010 and how
they did so differentially. Using data from the Current Population Survey
(CPS), we find that, on net, men’s self-reliance decreased very little while
women’s self-reliance increaseddramatically—thoughroomremains for fur-
ther change. This asymmetry is apparent whether or not we include single
adults (althoughwhenwe include them, we reveal how rising singlehood in-
creased self-reliance for both men and women). Moreover, even when the
direction of changewas similar for a specific correlate ofmen’s andwomen’s
economic self-reliance (such as rising singlehood), the magnitude of change
tended to be larger for women. In short, rather than meeting in the mid-
dle, between 1970 and 2010 women moved much more toward men’s 1970
pattern of economic self-reliance than men moved toward women’s 1970
pattern.5

In what follows, we first provide a conceptual description of our measure
of economic self-reliance (and gender inequality therein) and we document
5 Although these trends may reflect the experiences of some groups more than others, our
analysis will capture the degree towhich subgroup-specific experiences have combined to
shape self-reliance among all women and men. We explore this idea further in the con-
clusion, where we also provide some disaggregation by racial group to illustrate future
research directions.
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empirical trends over time. We next discuss a wide-ranging array of factors
that could have contributed to these trends. We then introduce our analytic
approach in formal terms and describe our data and measures. Finally, we
detail our results and their implications for understanding four decades
of change in the income attainment process and gender differences in that
process.
UNDERSTANDING ECONOMIC SELF-RELIANCE AND ITS TRENDS

Measuring Economic Self-Reliance

We measure economic self-reliance using the correlation between individu-
als’ own labor earnings and their total family income (which we also call
“earnings” and “income,” respectively, for short), calculated separately for
men and women. When self-reliance is high, low-income positions derive
from low earnings and high-income positions derive from high earnings.
When self-reliance is low, income positions depend heavily on partners, the
government, or other nonemployment sources of economic support. Com-
plete economic self-reliance anchors one extreme pole on a spectrum of self-
reliance. The other pole is complete other-reliance. Traditionally, states of
(nearly) complete economic self-reliance have characterizedmen’s economic
situations, whereas states of (nearly) complete other-reliance have charac-
terized women’s, especially white women’s.
Crucial to the substantive interpretation of our measure of economic self-

reliance is its sensitivity to the full population distribution of income, as
well as to the full population distribution of income-pooling and income-
transferring patterns. To illustrate this central fact, we describe several hy-
pothetical examples of earnings and income distributions to reveal howma-
nipulating different sources of income (such as government transfers and
partner earnings) affects the self-reliance correlation. We then discuss the
normative interpretation of the self-reliance correlation, given the proper-
ties illustrated in the hypothetical examples.
Let us first consider a hypothetical population in which everyone is sin-

gle, no one receives nonlabor income (e.g., government transfers), and the
earnings distribution is the same for men and women. In this population,
everyone’s family income is exactly equal to his or her labor earnings and
both men and women are fully self-reliant (i.e., the correlation is equal to
one for men as a group and for women as a group). Next, imagine there
is some government redistribution from the highest earner to the lowest
earner within each gender group, such that the highest earner’s income, af-
ter redistribution, is now on par with the income of the earner immediately
below her or him, and the income of the lowest earner is now on parwith the
income of an earner above her or him. Income (and income rankings) will
1418
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then differ from earnings (and earnings rankings), and self-reliance will de-
cline (albeit slightly in this example). Positions in the income distribution
will depend less on labor earnings than when there were no transfers, with
the low earner moving up the income distribution and the high earner mov-
ing down.

To understand the impact of partners’ earnings on the self-reliance corre-
lation, let us return to the original hypothetical population, in which all in-
come is derived from labor earnings alone, the earnings distributions of men
and women are exactly the same, and everyone is single. Now imagine that
thehighest-earningmanmarriesthelowest-earningwoman,poolingincome.6

Further assume that there is a large gap in the earnings of these two individ-
uals. It should be obvious that this partnership reduces self-reliance for the
lowest-earningwoman,whose (low) earnings position no longer corresponds
to her (high) income position (attained via her partner’s earnings). This part-
nershipalso factors into the self-reliance correlationamongallwomen,which
declines. By contrast, the highest-earning man maintains his position at the
top of the men’s earnings and income distributions, resulting in little change
in either his own self-reliance or the self-reliance correlation among all men.

Less obviously, but just as importantly, income pooling among partners
also shapes self-relianceamongsinglepeople, even though theirown incomes
continue to equal their labor earnings. In our hypothetical example, the
male partner’s earnings (which we denote now as A) of the lowest-earning
woman (whose earnings we denote asB) will be incorporated into the wom-
en’s family income distribution through her total family income (A 1 B).
This quantity now exceeds the income of the single woman at the top of
the female earnings distribution (whose earnings, in our hypothetical sce-
nario, also equal A). Thus, this highest-earning single woman now experi-
ences a mismatch between her position at the top of the women’s earnings
distribution and her position below the top of the women’s income distribu-
tion. More generally, such mismatches between earnings and income posi-
tions decrease self-reliance among single women, because those at the top of
the earnings distribution become unable to reach the top of the family in-
come distribution by relying on their own earnings alone. Meanwhile, the
opposite holds true among men: when the female partner’s earnings are in-
troduced into themen’s income distribution, they have little impact because
they are so low (i.e., B is much smaller than A). Men’s labor earnings will
continue to largely determine their places in the men’s income distribution,
among both single and partnered men, and men’s self-reliance will remain
high.
6 We discuss male-female partnerships because they are the most common in the popu-
lation. Future research should focus on other types of partnerships as well.
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In this example, the resulting gender difference in self-reliance correla-
tions is due entirely to a gender difference in partnership patterns along con-
ventional lines—a high-earning man pooling income with a low-earning
woman—and not to any gender difference in earnings. For a final illustra-
tion, we consider the reverse scenario: a gender difference only in earnings
and not in partnership patterns.
Suppose a population is composed of equal numbers of male and female

sole-earner partnerships (i.e., couples with only one earner), where, again,
themale earners enter the female incomedistribution throughwomen’spart-
ner earnings, andvice versa. If themale sole-earners earn substantiallymore
than the female sole-earners (i.e., there is a gender gap in earnings), then the
female sole-earnerswillfind themselves rankedat thebottomof thewomen’s
income distribution even though they are at the top of thewomen’s earnings
distribution. That is, they cannot rely on their own earnings alone to achieve
the same positions in the income distribution as the male sole-earners, who
are at the top of the men’s earnings and income distributions. In determin-
ing the degree of gender equality in self-reliance, then, it will matter not only
whether there are the same number of sole-earner families with female ver-
sus male earners (which will equalize the number of women and men who
contribute 100% of couple earnings) but also whether female andmale sole-
earner families have comparable incomes, something that the dependency
ratio does not capture (Oppenheimer 1997).
It should be clear, in sum, that in these scenarios and numerous others,

our measure of economic self-reliance is sensitive to the full population dis-
tribution of income, as well as to the full population distribution of income-
pooling and income-transferring patterns. As such, it incorporates a strict,
but nonetheless comprehensive and realistic, definition of gender inequality
in the income attainment process. On the flip side, gender equality is achiev-
able through a great variety of pathways, as long as distributional patterns
are equivalent by gender at themacrolevel (e.g., equivalent numbers ofmale
and female sole-earner familieswith equivalent earnings distributions).Gen-
der equality at themicrolevel within individual relationships is unnecessary,
although it certainly is not precluded. Our measure, in short, permits a nor-
matively flexible interpretation of self-reliance and gender equality in self-
reliance, to which we now turn.
Unlike gender equality in (adjusted) wages, which somemight view as an

unambiguous normative goal, gender equality in high self-reliance has both
costs and benefits. To the extent that gender inequality in economic self-
reliance reflects men’s greater bargaining and earnings power, increasing
women’s self-reliance might be beneficial for society and individual women
(England andFarkas 1986; Orloff 1992). At the same time, low levels of self-
reliance are beneficial in many circumstances. Income pooling within fam-
ilies can serve as a private form of insurance against the risks of income loss
1420
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due to unemployment, precarious employment, or ill health (Treas 1987;
Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997; Cherlin 2000); it can enable caring
labor (Becker 1981); and, of course, it can boost absolute income levels
(Light 2004;Winslow-Bowe 2006). Because self-reliance is normatively am-
biguous (i.e., both low and high self-reliance can be viewed positively under
various conditions), our approach to gender equality values equal levels of
self-reliance for men and women, whatever those levels may be and how-
ever they are achieved, rather than equally high levels of self-reliance per se.
Indeed, a diversity of income-pooling and income-transferring options in so-
ciety as a whole, equally attainable by men and women, can enhance equal-
itywithin economically unequal householdsbyproviding exit options (Breen
and Cooke 2005).

Finally, economic self-reliance is normatively ambiguous in the further
sense of depicting experiences of both affluence and poverty. A poor person
can be highly self-reliant if his or her low position in the income distribution
is determined primarily by his or her own (low) labor earnings; that is, high
levels of self-reliance can coexist with low levels of economic well-being.
Likewise, low levels of self-reliance do not necessarily indicate low levels of
economic well-being. A nonearning woman whose partner takes home a
large paycheck, for example, will have low self-reliance but high income.
Moreover, her self-reliance will be lower than that of another nonearning
woman whose partner, like herself, has no earnings. Self-reliance (similar
to economic dependency) does not reflect absolute economic circumstances
or individual ability to “make endsmeet.”Nor, for thatmatter, does it reflect
absolute economic independence, since reliance on one’s own labor earnings
entails dependence on the market. These other meanings of self-reliance are
extremely important, but our analysis focuses on self-reliance as the process
by which men and women attain their positions in the economic stratifica-
tion system, specifically as a result of their own employment experiences.
Trends in Economic Self-Reliance

Moving from hypothetical to observed patterns, here we provide a brief
overview of trends in men’s and women’s self-reliance correlations from
1970 to 2010.We then discuss the set of factors thatmay help to explain these
trends. (In later sections, we formally introduce our analytic methods and
fully describe our data and measures.)

As illustrated in figure 1, which uses March CPS data to document earn-
ings and income distributions amongworking-age adults, ages 25–54,men’s
self-reliance was much higher than women’s in our base year of 1970. The
steep slope connecting men’s positions in the earnings and income distribu-
tionsreflects theirhighself-reliance.Low-earningmenwere low-incomemen,
and high-earning men were high-income. In contrast, the slope connecting
1421
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women’s positions in their earnings and income distributions is shallow, in-
dicating low self-reliance in 1970. Thiswas particularly true forwomenwith
no or below-median earnings, because they relied heavily on their partners’
earnings and government supports to attain their positions in the family in-
comedistribution.But itwas also true for high-earningwomen: the earnings-
income relationshipwasweaker for thesewomen than for high-earningmen,
because the gender earnings gapmeant that they ranked lower in the family
income distribution than high-earning men, even when both were single.7

Taking the ratio of women’s to men’s economic self-reliance correlations
as our measure of gender equality, figure 2 shows that this ratio increased
74% between 1970 and 2010. This increase was larger than the increase
in gender equality in earnings, since self-reliance does not account only
for the changing labormarket dynamics that generate different earnings be-
tween full-time, year-roundmale and female employees (whose earnings ra-
FIG. 1.—Visualizing economic self-reliance in 1970: Mean income percentile in each
earnings decile, by gender. Source: CPS data.
7 In fact, because we adjust our income measure for family size, the gender difference in
family income ranks at the top of the distribution is reduced substantially relative towhat
the gap would be if we did not adjust for family size. Because high-earning women were
more likely to be single and childless than high-earning men, men’s ranks were lowered
more by the family size adjustment than women’s ranks.
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tio is shown in fig. 2). It also accounts for changes in the pooling of earnings
in families, joint labor supply decisions in families, and the redistribution of
incomes across families privately and by the state. In contrast, gender equal-
ity in self-reliance increased less than gender equality in the traditional de-
pendency ratio, whichmeasures the average share of couples’ total earnings
contributed by thewife (also shown in fig. 2). Although the dependency ratio
captures dynamics only among couples while the self-reliance ratio includes
single adults, this population difference is not the primary driver of the differ-
ence in these two measures’ trends. Self-reliance changed similarly whether
single individuals were included or excluded (table 1, panels A and B).

Instead, gender equality in economic self-reliance increased less than gen-
der equality in the dependency ratio because men’s and women’s economic
self-reliance evolved asymmetrically (fig. 3). Men’s self-reliance—the de-
nominator in the ratio of women’s to men’s self-reliance—declined only
slightly, dropping 3% from .86 to .83, while women’s self-reliance increased
substantially, rising 68% from .37 to .62 measured on a correlation scale
from21 to 1 (table 1). Despite these changes, a correlation of .62 reveals that
women still rely on partners and other nonlabor income (like government
supports) for their economic positions to a considerable degree, and certainly
more than men do.

In sum, while other approaches to studying economic stratification among
men and women provide crucial insights into dynamics within couples (e.g.,
FIG. 2.—Gender equality trends between 1970 and 2010. Source: CPS data
1423
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the dependency ratio) or in the labor market (e.g., the gender wage gap), our
measure of self-reliance captures differences in men’s and women’s income
attainment processes across the full distributions of earnings and income.
Because our approach incorporates a wide variety of population subgroups,
we avoid studying select distributions (e.g., distributions among only mar-
ried individuals or only employed individuals). Still, our results are more
heavily influenced by some groups (e.g., whites) than by others (e.g., racial/
ethnic minorities), because in this article we present the initial application
of our approach to the full population of working-age U.S. adults. Future re-
search should examine intersections and extensions beyond what we study
here, as we discuss further in the concluding section.
EXPLAINING TRENDS IN ECONOMIC SELF-RELIANCE

We study the family, the labormarket, and the state as intersecting domains
jointly affecting changes in men’s and women’s self-reliance from 1970 to
2010. Changes in the family and labor market alter self-reliance in two
ways. First, they change the subgroup composition of the population, shift-
ing people from subgroups with relatively low economic self-reliance (e.g.,
TABLE 1
Change in Economic Self-Reliance by Gender

Women Men

A. Full Population

Self-reliance, 1970. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37 .86
(.366, .374) (.861, .864)

Self-reliance, 2010. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .62 .83
(.617, .623) (.832, .835)

Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25 2.03
(.246, .255) (2.031, 2.027)

% change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67.66 23.35
(65.860, 69.631) (23.610, 23.080)

B. Partnered Population

Self-reliance, 1970. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .42 .86
(.411, .419) (.855, .858)

Self-reliance, 2010. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .61 .82
(.605, .611) (.823, .827)

Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19 2.03
(.188, .198) (2.034, 2.029)

% change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46.49 23.72
(44.963, 48.029) (24.002, 23.434)
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Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
the group of married, nonemployed women) to subgroups with relatively
high economic self-reliance (e.g., the group of single, employed women).
Second, they change self-reliancewithin subgroups, by, for instance, increas-
ing self-reliance among married, employed women when their earnings rise
relative to the earnings of their male partners, as suggested by an increasing
dependency ratio as well. Changes in redistribution also alter self-reliance
within subgroups, as they change the association between earnings and
income (e.g., when government transfers to nonearners decline, their self-
reliance will increase).8 We term these within-group changes in the earnings-
income relationship associational changes.

In our analysis, we split the population into five subgroups, based on
(a) partnership, separating single from partnered individuals, with partnered
individuals including married and cohabiting adults, and (b) employment,
FIG. 3.—Asymmetric trends in economic self-reliance by gender between 1970 and
2010. Source: CPS data.
8 It is also possible for changing redistribution to alter self-reliance by changing the sub-
group composition of the population (in addition to changing the earnings-income asso-
ciation within subgroups) by altering people’s incentives to marry/remain married or ob-
tain paid employment/remain employed. Our analysis will capture these indirect effects of
redistribution in the family and labor market components of self-reliance change rather
than attributing them specifically to redistribution.

1425

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



American Journal of Sociology

All
counting zero, one, or two earners between the focal person and his or her
partner.9 We examine both compositional and associational shifts across and
within these five subgroups over time. For instance, we examine how shifts
in self-reliance are associatedwith a growing share of single, earningwomen
in the population as well as changes in this subgroup’s earnings-income as-
sociation.
Compositional Change: Family Structures and Employment

Since 1970, as people have increasingly delayed, exited, and forgone mar-
riage, a greater share of the population has come to depend on their own la-
bor earnings to support their positions in the income distribution (Oppenhei-
mer1988, 1997).Cohabitation,whichhasbecomemore commonasmarriage
has become less so, should have partially offset the effects of declining mar-
riage prevalence (Smock 2000; Smock and Manning 2004). Yet even ac-
counting for cohabitors, the share of single adults has increased over time.10

We capture how increasing self-reliance has resulted not only from increas-
ing earnings equality within couples but also from increasing diversity in
family structures, as some people pool earnings with a partner while others
live on their own.11

At the same time as the partnered share of the population declined for
both men and women, the employed share of the population changed dif-
ferentially for men and women. Since 1970, labor force participation rates
amongwomenhaveincreasedsubstantially,particularlyamongwomenwith
children. In 1970 just under 30% ofmothers ages 25–54with young children
(under age 5) were in the labor force, compared to over 60% by 1995; for
mothers with older children (ages 5–18), labor force participation rose from
under 60% to 80% (Cotter, England, and Hermsen 2007, p. 4). Over the
same period, labor force participation rates among working-age men have
declined, though to a lesser extent, particularly if the incarcerated popula-
9 This results in five groups because 2 partnership groups� 3 earner groups5 6, but we
must subtract one because single people cannot have a partner earner.
10 The pace of change has differed across demographic subgroups, leaving studies of mar-
ried couples to capture an increasingly select—older, more white, more highly educated—
portion of the population (McLanahan and Casper 1995; Goldstein and Kenney 2001).
Thus, an additional benefit of our measure of economic self-reliance is that, by including
single and cohabiting people, it reflects the experiences of a broad population.
11 Family change and economic change are often intertwined; e.g., increasing shares of
single people may partly reflect, from an economic perspective, declining male wages
and, from a family perspective, increasing fertility control that enables women to obtain
higher education and support their own households. Our demographic approach analyzes
changes in the family composition of the population and, thus, the proximate role of rising
singlehood. It includes changes in family structure that occurred, in a more distal sense, as
a result of earlier changes in the economy.
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tion is not counted (Western 2006; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2008).
These changes should have increased women’s self-reliance and decreased
men’s, but in an asymmetric fashion. Men’s employment shifted less than
women’s (again, among the noninstitutionalized population); further, men’s
earnings continued to exceed women’s, especially within couples with chil-
dren. All things considered, women’s rising employment may have done lit-
tle to change the fact that high-earning men tend to be high income while
low-earning men tend to be low income.
Associational Change: Partner Associations, Earnings Distributions,
and Redistribution

We study three sources of within-group associational change: partner earn-
ings associations, own earnings distributions, and public and private redis-
tribution.

Partner earnings associations.—The association between partners’ earn-
ings has grown in the partnered subgroup of the population (Cancian and
Reed 1999; Schwartz 2010). This growth likely increased the economic self-
reliance of this subgroup. For example, if a high-earning lawyer marries a
low-earning legal assistant, pooling their earnings will position both of them
toward the top of the income distribution, but self-reliancewould be high for
the lawyer and low for the legal assistant. Conversely, if two high-earning
lawyers marry, both will be highly self-reliant because their income sharing
will solidify the correspondence between both partners’ positions toward the
top of their respective earnings and income distributions.12 Thus, economic
self-reliance among partnered men and women should increase when their
earnings becomemore similar; yet this increase may be small, since the part-
ner earnings association remains low (r5 .10) and its growth has slowed in
recent decades (Larrimore 2014).13

As foreshadowed in our discussion of hypothetical populations, rising
partner earning associations may shape self-reliance among single adults
as well. When, for example, partnerships between high-earning men and
high-earning women become more common, the pooling of their earnings
makes it more difficult for single high-earning adults to attain positions to-
12 Increasing associations between partners’ earnings reflected multiple processes, not
only the entrance of married women into high-earning occupations; also important were
the falling negative association between husbands’ wages and wives’ annual hours
worked as well as women’s declining propensity to reduce their labor supply after mar-
rying (Blau and Kahn 2007; Schwartz 2010).
13 Note that when partners’ incomes are very highly correlated, income pooling may not
shift self-reliance, since relatively low-earning partners remain relatively low-income
families and relatively high-earning partners remain relatively high-income families.
We describe this fact further in the appendix.
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ward the top of the income distribution.14 Even among low- and middle-
earning men, wives’ earnings may have driven a growing wedge between
the incomes of partnered men and single men with identical earnings. In-
deed, this is exactly the decline in self-reliance that wewould expect if men’s
incomeattainment process became increasingly influencedbywomen’s paid
labor (which, because of sharing within families, shapes the income distri-
bution faced by both single and partnered men).
However, a rising partner earnings association could also increase self-

reliance among single people, insofar as it pushes single people toward the
bottom of both the income distribution and the earnings distribution, per-
haps as a result of increasing positive selection into marriage (Sweeney
2002; Sweeney andCancian 2004).Givenpartneredwomen’s increasing em-
ployment and earnings, single women’s positions in both the income and
earnings distributions likely declined relative to partnered women’s and,
thus, became more aligned with each other.15 Related dynamics may have
occurred among men, but we expect the rising partner earnings association
to increase self-reliance more among women than among men, particularly
when we include single people in our analyses, because the relative changes
in earnings between single and partnered people were more dramatic for
women.
Own earnings distributions.—Changes in individuals’ own earnings dis-

tributions, irrespective of partner earnings, also may have altered self-reliance.
In recent decades, the substantial share of zero-earning women diminished
and opportunities opened for women to enter highly compensated manage-
rial and professional jobs (Goldin 1990, 2006; Reed and Cancian 2001). Mar-
ried women’s earnings have gained on single women’s, particularly among
women without children (whose earnings are now slightly higher if married),
although mothers continue to earn substantially less than childless women
(Budig and England 2001; Juhn and McCue 2017). The overall increase
in women’s labor earnings, as well as the increase in the dispersion of labor
earnings among employed women, should have increased their self-reliance,
14 To avoid purelymechanical family size effects, wherein two-earner families experience
gains relative to singles due to their extra earner but no penalties to account for their
greater consumption needs, we adjust incomes for family size (see the data and measures
section below).
15 In other words, because single and partnered women are intertwined in the earnings
and income distributions, changes in the groups’ self-reliance are interdependent; if
one group comes to dominate the top of the income distribution (e.g., via selection or earn-
ings homogamy), another group falls down the distribution. While the mechanisms gen-
erating income at the individual level differ across single vs. married women (e.g., in
terms of the processes determining whether, when, and whom someone marries), the
mechanisms determining self-reliance at the group level reflect aggregate income-pooling
patterns.
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better aligning their earnings and income positions at the bottom, middle,
and top of the distribution (Blau and Kahn 1997; McCall 2008). For men,
the declining gender earnings gap likely decreased their economic self-reliance,
as their individual earnings less easily placed them above working women in
the income distribution. However, men’s self-reliance should have remained
high, given continued gender earnings inequalities and large male earnings
dispersion.

Redistribution.—Finally, shifts in redistribution may have altered eco-
nomic self-reliance. By far the largest type of redistribution comes from gov-
ernment taxes and transfers, although private redistribution also exists (e.g.,
alimony). In our discussion we primarily focus on government redistribu-
tion for simplicity, but we use the term “redistribution” to signal both pri-
vate and public forms of redistribution.16

State income supports have become increasingly tied to employment, such
that the safety net has become stronger for the working poor but weaker for
nonearners (Moffitt 2015; Danziger et al. 2016). This leads us to expect, on
the one hand, a rise in self-reliance among nonearners, since they have been
increasingly left to fend for themselves at the bottom of both the earnings
and income distributions. On the other hand, self-reliance among earners
may have declined, as government redistribution has elevated the family in-
come positions of low-earning households (e.g., via the Earned Income Tax
Credit [EITC]; Tach andEdin 2017). This redistribution-driven decrease in
self-reliance could disproportionately affect women, who, given their rising
employment and labor earnings at both ends of the distribution, have be-
come more at risk for such redistribution over time. Private redistribution
also might have reduced self-reliance among women, as increasing num-
bers became single mothers eligible for child support. On the other hand,
many low-incomemothers have childrenwithmenwho have limited ability
to provide support as a result of labor market barriers, incarceration, and
multiple family obligations (Cancian andHaskins 2014), which would limit
the impact of child support as a form of private redistribution that reduced
self-reliance.
Summary and Predictions

In 1970,men’s positions in the family income distributionwere highly reflec-
tive of their labormarket experiences, while women’s were not. This pattern
16 Furthermore, we focus entirely on financial transfers. Future research should incorpo-
rate in-kind transfers. For example, singlemothersmay bemore economically self-reliant
when their parents provide child care than when they must spend more time supervising
their children and less time in the labor market. Economic self-reliance may increase,
therefore, with reliance on others for noneconomic support.

1429

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



American Journal of Sociology

All
has changed over time. Amongwomen, declining partnership, rising partner
earnings associations, increasing employment, and rising earnings all should
have increased economic self-reliance; only changes in redistribution should
have decreased women’s self-reliance, at least among employed women.
Among men, several of these dynamics should have increased their self-
reliance as well, including declining partnership and rising partner earnings
associations, despite a common expectation that men’s self-reliance should
decrease when women’s increases. To be sure, we expect that changes in
men’s employment (declining modestly) and earnings (declining relative
to women’s) should have reduced their self-reliance. But the fact remains
that men’s employment and earnings shifts would have had to dramatically
lower their self-reliance to offset the family forces that likely bolstered their
already high self-reliance. Our macrolevel approach helps expose this com-
plex mix of factors, leading us to predict asymmetric changes in self-reliance
by gender.
ANALYTIC APPROACH

To study economic self-reliance among working-age U.S. men and women
and its family, labor market, and welfare state predictors, we introduce a
decomposition analysis. Following many other decomposition-based stud-
ies of inequality, our approach provides insight into “what-if” counterfac-
tual questions regarding changes across segments of the population (e.g.,
what if partner earnings associations remained at their 1970 level), but it
does not identify the individual-level causal mechanisms driving changes
in economic self-reliance (Cancian,Danziger, andGottschalk1993;Western,
Bloome, and Percheski 2008; Larrimore 2014).17 Our analysis, therefore,
sheds light on the nature of observed population changes, not the changes
that might occur if we intervened in some way and experimentally manipu-
lated family life, labormarket behaviors, or government supports. Similarly,
we document observed behaviors and the gender inequality in economic
self-reliance that they generate, not potential behaviors (e.g., incomes that
peoplemight be able to earn, hypothetically, on the basis of their educational
attainment; Xie et al. 2003). In sum, we aim to document the implications of
people’s observed choices for gender inequality in economic self-reliance.18
17 The assumptions required for individual-level causal inferences are too strong to be re-
alistic. For example, wewould have to assume that family structure changes had no effect
on women’s earnings distribution.
18 For example, a given woman’s observed earnings might be low, even if her potential
earnings are high, if she chooses to work part-time rather than full-time and therefore
does not fully capitalize on her earnings capacity. We are interested in the implications
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Our correlational measure of economic self-reliance captures the relation-
ship between the level of own labor earnings and level of family income.
This approach facilitates our decomposition analysis, which utilizes the fact
that family income is the sum of own labor earnings, partner labor earnings,
and other income components. Common transformations to increase linear-
ity (since correlations capture linear associations) do not share this feature
(e.g., the sum of the ranks of income components is not equal to the rank of
the sum, nor is the sum of the logs of income components equal to the log of
the sum). In the online appendix, we show that the overall asymmetric trend
in self-reliance looks similar in levels, logs, and ranks; the relationship is quite
linear in levels; and the results are not sensitive to outliers, although change
at the top of the distribution was substantial. Additional results provided
in the online appendix also confirm that our gender-stratified analyses do
not exclude important between-gender differences.19 Further, the online ap-
pendix discusses decompositions disaggregated into multiple subperiods
between 1970 and 2010, as well as the role of parenthood in economic self-
reliance trends, inferred, in part, via analyses of potential earnings.

In the remainder of this section, we first define two broad components of
self-reliance—compositional andassociational components—anddetail how
self-reliance changes as a function of changes in these two components. As
we show in the results section, this relatively crude decomposition provides
important insights into the multifaceted nature of self-reliance trends. Yet
we also develop a detailed decomposition that describes five substantively
defined sources of change: two compositional (one each related to the labor
market and the family) and three associational (one each related to the labor
market, the family, and redistribution).

To begin, we divide men and women into five demographic groups de-
fined by partnership (separating single people frommarried and cohabiting
people) and employment (counting zero, one, or two earners between the fo-
cal person and his or her partner), as mentioned earlier.20 The self-reliance
correlation, r, can bewritten as the sum of each group’s association between
19 As explained in our hypothetical examples, the reason is that even when we study
women (men) alone, men’s (women’s) earnings and incomes are included in the distribu-
tions through partner earnings.
20 Our general conclusions are robust to other typologies of subgroups, such as a disag-
gregation of dual-earner couples into two groups depending on the full-time/part-time
employment status of each partner.

of such choices for gender equality in self-reliance. We document the extent to which
women’s self-reliance has actually changed rather than examining the extent to which it
could have changed, hypothetically, if all women fully capitalized on their earnings
potential.
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own labor earnings and family income, Rg, for g 5 1, ::: , 5, weighted by each
group’s population share, pg:

Self-Reliance 5 r 5 o
g

pgRg: (1)

In our decomposition, we refer to Rg as a measure of “total association” be-
cause it captures both the association between earnings and income within
each subgroup and the mean earnings and income differences between sub-
groups, as in a standard analysis of covariance, though one that is translated
into correlational units (to facilitate interpretation, since correlations range
from 21 to 1 while covariances are unbounded).
We next decompose the “total association” into these within-group and

between-group components:

Total Association 5 Rg 5
jgxy

jxjy|{z}
Association
Within

1
mgx 2 mxð Þ mgy 2 myð Þ

jxjy|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}
Association
Between

: (2)

The first term in Rg is the “association within,” which reflects the covariance

between earnings, x, and income, y, among members of group g, jgxy. The
second term in Rg is the “association between,” which reflects the group’s
contribution to the between-group covariance between mean earnings and
income; mgx 2 mx and mgy 2 my capture the difference between the group’s
mean and the grand mean in earnings and income, respectively. In regres-
sion terms, when we run separate regressions by group to estimate associa-
tions betweenvariablesx andywithin eachgroup, our slopeswill capture re-
gression to the group-specific means. If these means differ, then these slopes
will fail to capture inequalities between groups that contribute to the total
association between x and y across the whole population. Both the within-
group and between-group components of Rg entail a scaling (i.e., dividing
by jxjy, the standard deviations of earnings and income, respectively). The
scaling simply ensures that, once summed across groups (and weighted by
group shares, as in eq. [1]), the total associations together reproduce the over-
all correlation r. (Subgroup total associations, Rg, do not themselves range
between 21 and 1, although r does.)
To illustrate the important substantive meaning of these within- and

between-group components, we turn to the notion of a truncated distribution.
For instance, the within-group earnings-income correlation is high among
employed single women, whose incomes consist primarily of their own earn-
ings. Yet their within-group distribution is truncated, in that it misses the
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high incomes obtained by women partnered to high-earning men. Thus, a
high rank in the employed single women’s income distribution does not guar-
antee a high rank in the income distribution of all women. The between-group
component of employed single women’s total association adjusts for this diver-
gence. This adjustment is accomplished through the differences between the
meanearningsand incomesof employed singlewomen (i.e., theirgroupmeans)
and the mean earnings and incomes of all women (i.e., the grand means).
When discussing our results, we introduce a grand-mean-adjusted version of
the total association that captures this within- and between-group heteroge-
neity (or lack thereof ) in a single statistic that can be easily interpreted on a
correlational scale.

To study time trends, we decompose changes in economic self-reliance
between time t and baseline time b, r t 2 r b, into contributions from the two
main components of change: changes in the total associations,Rg, and changes
in the population composition, pg. We study women and men separately, thus
allowing their patterns to evolve asymmetrically:

Change  in Self-Reliance 5 rt 2 rb

5 o
g

pt
g 2 pb

g

� �
Rt

g

|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}
Compositional

Change

1 o
g

pb
g Rt

g 2 Rb
g

� �
|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}
Associational

Change

: (3)

Substantively, given our five subgroups, compositional change captures the
roles of changing family structure (in terms of the shares of people who are

single vs. partnered) and changing labor force participation (in terms of the
shares of people who are employed or have an employed partner). Associa-
tional change, in turn, captures the three factors that we discussed in the
prior section: changes in partner earnings associations, redistribution, and
own earnings distributions.

To complete this more detailed, five-part decomposition (two types of
compositional change and three types of associational change), we draw on
three facts: (a) total family income, y, is the sum of own labor earnings, x,
partner labor earnings, p, and other nonlabor income, o; (b) the covariance
of the sum of variables equals the sum of the covariances of each of the pairs;
and (c) the mean of the sum of variables equals the sum of the means of the
variables.21
21 Cov½x, y�5 Cov½x, ðx 1 p 1 oÞ�5 Var½x�1Cov½x, p�1Cov½x, o� and E½x 1 p 1 o� 5
E½x� 1 E½p� 1 E½o�.
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Thus:

Change in Self-Reliance 5 rt 2 rb

5 o
g

pt,F
g 2 pb

g

� �
Rt

g

|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}
Change  in

Family Structure

1 o
g

pt
g 2 pt,F

gð ÞRt
g

|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}
Change  in

Labor  Force Participation

1 o
g

pb
g

jt
g,xp

jt
xj

t
y

2
jb
g,xp

jb
xj

b
y

� �
1 pb

g

mt
gx 2 mt

xð Þ mt
gp 2 mt

pð Þ
jt
xj

t
y

2
mb
gx 2 mb

xð Þ mb
gp 2 mb

pð Þ
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xj

b
y

� �
|fflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl{zfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflfflffl}

Change  in  Partner Earnings Association
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Change  in  Redistribution
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Change  in  Earnings Distributions

:

(4)

The term pt,F
g in equation (4) is an adjusted weight for subgroup g. It re-

flects the change in family structure between time b and time t but holds con-
stant the distributions of number of earners within each family structure at
their baseline time b levels (i.e., it ensures that the distribution of earner-type
groups among couples and among singles is fixed at the 1970 level, while the
relative share of partnered vs. single adults changes between 1970 and
2010).22 Each of the three associational sources of change includes a within-
group change and a between-group change (as discussed in relation to eq. [2]). In
the appendix, we describe how to interpret components of this decomposition
in detail.
Taken together, these five components reflect the family (first and third

components), labor market (second and fifth components), and redistribu-
22 We define the adjusted weights as follows:

pt,F
g 5

pt

pb

pb
g if  g  is  an  unpartnered  group

1 2 pt

1 2 pb

pb
g if g  is  a partnered group,

8>><
>>:

where pb is the share of people who were unpartnered at baseline time b and pt is the share
of people who were unpartnered at time t.
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tive (fourth component) sources of asymmetric change in the income attain-
ment processes of women and men, and thus asymmetric change in their self-
reliance. We estimate these sources of change using CPS data (described be-
low). To reflect sampling uncertainty in our estimated quantities of interest
(which are nonlinear combinations of multiple parameter estimates, e.g., es-
timated means, variances, and covariances), we use a nonparametric boot-
strap approach.23 Our tables contain 95% bootstrap intervals; when an in-
terval does not include zero, then in a statistical testing framework we can
claim that we reject the null hypothesis of zero at the 5% level. Because we
analyze very large samples (described below), we consistently reject this null.
We nevertheless include bootstrap intervals to quantify the extent of our
uncertainty.
DATA AND MEASURES

We analyze data from the Integrated Public UseMicrodata Series (IPUMS)
distribution of the Current Population Survey (CPS) Annual Social and
Economic Supplement (Flood et al. 2017). Surveys from 1970 to 2012 refer
to income during the years 1969–2011. We summarize trends over this pe-
riod by comparing time points that we call 1970 and 2010; each time point
pools three years of data (e.g., the 2010 time point pools information from
2009–11, survey years 2010–12). To study individuals’ reliance on their own
labor earnings for their positions in the family income distribution, we ex-
clude individuals under 25 and over 54 in order to limit biases associated
with school attendance and retirement.24

Our unit of analysis is the individual, but individuals are located within
families to calculate their total family incomes. The Census Bureau defines
a family as a group of people residing in the same household related bymar-
riage, birth, or adoption. We add cohabitors to the census-defined family,
identifying cohabitors using the method developed by Casper and Cohen
(2000).25 If we instead consider only married people to share families (and
thus treat cohabitors as single), our overall findings regarding self-reliance
23 We resample with replacement to obtain 1,000 bootstrap samples. For each b 5
1, ::: , 1,000, we calculate bootstrap versions of our statistics of interest. We take the
2.5th and 97.5th percentiles of each bootstrap distribution to estimate 95% intervals.
24 In additional analyses, we adjusted the age distribution of the 2010 population to
match the age distribution of the 1970 population (because earnings and income vary
with age and because the age structure of the population has changed across time). We
found that our results were not sensitive to the changing age distribution and therefore
report results unadjusted for age.
25 Beginning in 1995 cohabitors were identified directly in the CPS data. For consistency
throughout our study period, we use indirectly identified cohabitors throughout our anal-
ysis, but switching to directly observed cohabitors for the later years leaves our results
unchanged.
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trends remain unchanged, for both the full population and the partnered
population. Unsurprisingly, the role of family structure change in explain-
ing self-reliance change is larger if we include only married people in the
partnered group, while the role of partner association change is smaller.26

Multiple familiesmay reside in a single household;we include all age-eligible
subfamilies and secondary families in our analyses. All analyses are weighted
usingperson-levelCPSweights toadjust fordifferential sample selectionprob-
abilities, failure to obtain interviews, and mismatch between CPS-estimated
and census-observed (or projected) distributions by age, sex, and race.27

Family income is the sum of all labor market earnings (including wages
and salaries as well as self-employment earnings from farm and nonfarm
businesses) and receipts from government transfers and other sources such
as nongovernment pensions from all family members (including cohabi-
tors).28 To these CPS-provided components of family income we add tax
liabilities estimated using the National Bureau of Economic Research’s
TAXSIM program (Feenberg and Coutts 1993). We include all federal in-
come tax liabilities (including refunds from the EITC and child tax credit)
and payroll taxes.29 In our analyses, we split family income into three com-
ponents: an individual’s own labor earnings, his or her partner’s labor earn-
26 Family structure plays a larger role because when we treat cohabitors as single, we
have a larger compositional shift from partnered to nonpartnered groups over time. Part-
ner associations play a smaller role because (a) cohabitors tend to be negatively paired,
relative to the full population (e.g., women have higher than average mean earnings
but their male partners have lower than average mean earnings), and (b) this negative
pairing declined over time, resulting in a less negative between-group component of
the partner association. The growth (from more to less negative) in the between-group
component (evident in table 4, panel A, when we treat cohabitors as partnered) is elim-
inated, then, when we treat cohabitors as single.
27 The CPS excludes institutionalized individuals. Rising incarceration suggests that any
declines in economic self-reliance that we find among men might be overstated. The rea-
son is that incarcerated men, if they were instead part of the target survey population,
would likely experience high unemployment, low earnings, and low marriage rates
(Western 2006). If changes in the welfare state have increasingly left nonemployed indi-
viduals without government income supports, then these menwould likely be highly self-
reliant (left at the bottom of both the earnings and income distributions). For women, ris-
ing incarceration suggests that any increases in economic self-reliance that we find may
be understated (to the extent that incarcerated women would also be disproportionately
poor and highly self-reliant if noninstitutionalized). However, the impact of rising incar-
ceration should have beenmuch smaller amongwomen than amongmen, since on an ab-
solute scale the increase was much larger among men.
28 Results do not differ substantively when the self-employed and farm sector are excluded.
29 Because TAXSIMdoes not provide state income tax estimates before 1977, we capture
only federal taxes. State and local taxes, including property and sales taxes, have been
estimated to account for about 7.4%–14% of taxpayers’ incomes depending on the year
and income level, with the percentage increasing somewhat between 1980 and 2010 and
being somewhat higher for filers with less than $25,000 in income (in 2010 dollars) than
for higher-income filers (Gebeloff 2012).
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ings (set to zero for single people), and all other income, including govern-
ment transfers and taxes as well as all other contributions such as child sup-
port and dividends.30

We discuss this third, nonlabor income component as capturing govern-
ment redistribution, although it includes several other income sources. We
do so for two reasons. First, empirically, we calculate that 93% of this non-
labor income component in 2010 derives from taxes and transfers.31 Second,
practically, our analyses are quite complex even when we split income into
only three components (own labor earnings, partner labor earnings, and
nonlabor income). Further disaggregation, such as separating tax and trans-
fer income from other nonlabor income, would introduce additional intrica-
cies that would require an even lengthier discussion. Nonetheless, future re-
search could benefit from such an analysis, and our findings regarding the
impact of government redistribution should be considered suggestive until
that time.32

To account for economies of scale and the differential consumption needs
of small versus large families, we follow other studies and divide income by
30 We count child support received as income but do not deduct child support paid, pri-
marily because of practical limitations (IPUMS-CPS captures the value of child support
paid only between survey years 2010 and 2017, missing most of our study period).
31 Most of this comes from taxes and FICA (88.5% of nonlabor income); the remaining
4.5% comes from other transfers (welfare/public assistance, Supplemental Security In-
come [SSI], Social Security income, unemployment payments, worker’s compensation,
Veterans Administration payments, educational assistance, disability payments, and sur-
vivor’s benefits). Note that taxes and transfers as a share of other income would be even
larger, as would their role in redistributive change over time, if we included older adults
and their Social Security income (we return to this point in the conclusion). The 7% of
nonlabor income not derived from taxes or transfers comes from multiple sources (retire-
ment income; dividends from stocks and mutual funds; rent from roomers/boarders;
money from estates, trusts, or royalties; income from child support payments; income
from alimony payments; financial assistance from friends or relatives not living in the
same household; labor earnings from other members of the household not the head or
spouse; and “other income” [e.g., “small amounts of income from hobbies, severance
pay, and foster child care payments”]). Private transfers that are regularly made or pub-
licly enforced (e.g., child support) are captured fairly well in household surveys, but other
private transfers are not (Gornick and Smeeding 2018, p. 450). Transfers from high-income,
older parents to lower-income children in their 20s and 30s may be particularly underre-
ported, upwardly biasing self-reliance estimates for our working-age population.
32 Mislabeling biases—from labeling our third component “government redistribution”
although it includes other income sources—likely work in multiple directions. For exam-
ple, on the one hand, because most people ages 25–54 with income from capital are rel-
atively high earning, by counting this income under government redistribution, the gov-
ernment may appear less redistributive than it is. On the other hand, to the extent that
alimony or child support payments flowprimarily from high-earning to low-earning fam-
ilies, by counting this income under government redistribution, the government may ap-
pear more redistributive than it is. On net, then, these mislabeling biases may be relatively
small.
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the square root of family size (including cohabitors).33 To adjust for infla-
tion, we use the personal consumption expenditures index.34

Nonresponse to income questions in the CPS has increased significantly
over time, and very high incomes have been top-coded inconsistently. We
address these two issues jointly by multiply imputing values for the com-
pletelyunobserved items (due to itemnonresponse) aswell as thepartiallyun-
observed items (whose values we know exceed a top-coded level, which are
imputed from truncated distributions). We impute each income component
iteratively using multivariate imputation with chained equations (MICE;
Van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn 2011). Using MICE ensures that we
impute values from the joint distribution of our income components, ac-
counting for the relationships among these components and the uncertainty
in these relationships, which is crucial for our analysis, which focuses on the
relationships among own labor earnings and other income components. We
create 10 fully imputed data sets and combine the results of our analyses
on each data set using Rubin’s (1987) rules.35 Our analytic sample contains
114,008 men and 132,976 women in 1970 and 178,701 men and 208,338
women in 2010.
RESULTS

Earlier, we described the asymmetry in men’s versus women’s self-reliance
trends between 1970 and 2010 (i.e., from figs. 1, 2, and 3 and table 1). We
therefore begin herewith our simple, two-component decomposition, which
describes how self-reliance trends relate to compositional and associational
33 Another common approach is to divide by the poverty threshold, but Census Bureau–
reported poverty thresholds do not account for cohabitors in many years. Results are un-
changed when we instead use OECD equivalence scales. Note also that when we explore
the components of family income (i.e., family income 5 own labor earnings 1 partner
labor earnings 1 other income), we scale the components so that they sum to the family
size–adjusted family income.
34 We focus on income because it is the most important input into other measures of eco-
nomic well-being, such as consumption and wealth. For example, people spend their in-
come to consume and save their income to build wealth; income is also key to building
wealth in housing—the largest component of wealth for most people—via its role in de-
termining mortgages. However, because wealth is also an input into income (in addition
to income being an input into wealth), we capture this via income from interest, divi-
dends, rents, royalties, estates, trusts, pensions, and annuities.
35 Specifically, our point estimates are averages over our 10 imputations. To obtain un-
certainty estimates, we use a nonparametric bootstrap approach as described in the pre-
vious section. We find similar results when, instead of using multiple imputation to han-
dle missingness and top-coding, we use Census Bureau income allocations and drop a
consistent set of potentially top-coded observations, focusing our analysis on the bottom
98% of family incomes. We prefer our imputation approach because we include the highest-
income observations and better account for uncertainty due to missing values.
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changes.Much can be gleaned from changes in these two components alone,
but in the second part of the results section, we discuss our more detailed,
five-component decomposition, which reveals how self-reliance trends re-
late to changes in the family, the labor market, and redistribution.

In brief, we find that self-reliance rose substantially among women but
declined only slightly among men because, as we show in our two-part de-
composition, associations between earnings and income were high for all
subgroups ofmen, regardless of their partnership or earning status, whereas
women’s associations varied greatly by such statuses. Consequently, there
was less room for compositional shifts from one subgroup to another to
transform men’s overall self-reliance correlation than women’s. Further,
men’s subgroup associations themselves did not decline substantially, even
as several of women’s subgroup associations did increase dramatically. In
our detailed decomposition, we show that women’s and men’s self-reliance
correlations both shifted in the same direction with changes in the family
(both increasing) and redistribution (both decreasing). This left labormarket
shifts as the only factor that could generate symmetric (or zero-sum) trends
in self-reliance for men andwomen: if these labor market shifts had reduced
men’s self-reliance as much as they increased women’s self-reliance, then
self-reliance would have evolved more symmetrically than it did. But they
did not, resulting in the strongly asymmetric trends in self-reliance for men
and women that we observe.

Taken together, our findings reveal that men’s earnings continue to dom-
inate the family income distribution; the relationship between earnings and
family income is still muchmore attenuated by partner earnings and redistri-
bution among women than among men. This gender difference is, however,
substantially smaller in 2010 than in 1970, because women’s self-reliance
moved toward men’s 1970 level, not because men and women met in the
middle.
Compositional and Associational Changes

Our simple, two-part decomposition apportions change in economic self-
reliance between (1) changes in the subgroup composition of the population,
shifting people from subgroups with relatively low levels of economic self-
reliance to subgroups with relatively high levels of economic self-reliance,
and (2) changes within subgroups in the (total) association between own la-
bor earnings and total family income (as in eq. [3]).

Aggregate compositional and associational change.—In the full popula-
tion, combining single and partnered people, compositional changes in-
creased self-reliance for men and women alike while associational changes
increased self-reliance among women but decreased it among men (table 2,
panel A). The opposing directions of associational change led overall self-
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reliance to move in different directions among women (increasing) andmen
(decreasing). They also led to asymmetric magnitudes of change, withwom-
en’s self-reliance increasing much more than men’s self-reliance decreased,
since compositional change and associational change were reinforcing among
women but offsetting among men. For partnered women (table 2, panel B),
the general pattern of change in self-reliance was the same as observed for
all women, with compositional and associational changes reinforcing one
another to increase self-reliance. For partnered men, however, both the com-
positional and associational changes were small and negative, leading self-
reliance to decline slightly, as it did for all men, but for somewhat different
reasons.
To better understand these different reasons, recall that compositional

change captures different processes in the full population versus the part-
nered population. In the latter, compositional change captures changes in
employment only (e.g., from one- to two-earner couples), whereas in the full
population, compositional change also captures changes in family structure
TABLE 2
Decomposition of Changes in Economic Self-Reliance by Gender

Women Men

A. Full Population

Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25 2.03
(.246, .255) (2.031, 2.027)

Due to composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14 .05
(.139, .144) (.048, .057)

Due to association. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11 2.08
(.104, .114) (2.086, 2.077)

% due to composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56.59 2183.66
(55.329, 57.900) (2214.007, 2164.922)

% due to association . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43.41 283.66
(42.100, 44.671) (264.922, 314.007)

B. Partnered Population

Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19 2.03
(.188, .198) (2.034, 2.029)

Due to composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .09 2.01
(.090, .094) (2.016, 2.009)

Due to association. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10 2.02
(.096, .106) (2.024, 2.015)

% due to composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47.69 39.45
(46.380, 49.129) (28.352, 51.614)

% due to association . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52.31 60.55
(50.871, 53.620) (48.386, 71.648)
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(from partnered to single households).36 Because compositional change in-
creasedself-relianceamongthefull populationofmenbutdecreased itamong
partnered men, we can conclude that changes in employment decreased
men’s self-reliance much less than shifts away from marriage and cohabita-
tion increased it. We disentangle these dynamics more fully in the detailed
decomposition. But first we describe the broad compositional and associa-
tional components of economic self-reliance for each subgroup in the full
population of working-age adults.

Subgroup compositional and associational change.—The first six col-
umns of table 3 contain the compositional and associational components
forwomen; the next six columns contain the components formen.The shares
of the population in each subgroup are given in the first two columns of the
results for women (cols. 1 and 2) and men (cols. 7 and 8); these reflect the
compositional weights from equation (1). The next two columns for women
(cols. 3 and 4) and men (cols. 9 and 10) contain the earnings-income associa-
tions; these are the “total associations” from equation (2), combining within-
group and between-group components. The final two columns for women
(cols. 5 and 6) and men (cols. 11 and 12) present what we call “standardized
associations.” These are the measures of the within-group correlation be-
tween earnings and income that are adjusted for mean differences between
groups (as mentioned above).37

These standardized associations facilitate the substantive interpretation
of self-reliance trends in two ways. First, they are on the correlational scale
(ranging from 21 to 1), unlike the total association, which is an additive
component of the overall self-reliance correlation (see eq. [1]). Second, they
account for the fact that strong earnings-income associations within groups
may not accurately capture the earnings-income associations reflected in the
full population, as a result of inequality between subgroups in their mean
earnings and incomes. (Drawing from an earlier example, single employed
36 By definition the composition of the partnered population cannot change in terms of
family structure, because we define family structure change as shifts between being part-
nered and being single.
37 The formula for calculating these standardized associations is

Rstd
g 5

E xstd
ig y

std
ig

� �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
E xstd

ig

� �2� �
E ystd

ig

� �2� �q ,

where xstd
ig (ystd

ig ) is the labor earnings (total family income) of individual i from subgroup g,
standardized to the full population distribution by subtracting the mean earnings (in-
come) across all groups and dividing by the standard deviation of earnings (income)
across all groups (rather than standardizing to the group-specific mean and standard de-
viation, as typical correlations do). Thus, the values of xstd

ig and ystd
ig represent the number

of standard deviation units above or below the grand mean, not the group mean. By us-
ing deviations from the grand mean, we incorporate information about the group’s po-
sition in the full distributions of x and y.
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Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
women’s own earnings and total family income may appear very similar
when comparing across the truncated earnings and income distributions of
single employed women only, but they may appear less similar in the popu-
lation including partnered womenwhose family incomes are pushed higher,
on average, by their partners’ earnings.) Consequently, standardized asso-
ciations can be easily compared across subgroups. These standardized asso-
ciations are not part of our formal decomposition; they stand on their own,
helping to illuminate associational changes in self-reliance. Following the
order of columns in table 3, we first discuss compositional change and then
associational change.

Subgroup compositional change.—Between 1970 and 2010, men and
women shifted overwhelmingly into subgroups with higher earnings-income
associations than the subgroups they departed, increasing self-reliance. The
share ofpeople inpartnered, one-earner families decreaseddramaticallyover
this period, falling from 41% to 19% ofwomen and from 44% to 21%ofmen
ages 25–54 (table 3, cols. 1–2, 7–8). Conversely, the share of single, employed
people increased substantially, rising from 13% to 25% among women and
from 10% to 23%amongmen. The share of people in partnered, dual-earner
families also rose, as did the share of nonearners, both single and partnered
to another nonearner, underlining the need to account for nonlabor income
such as government income transfers when studying economic self-reliance.
Still, the great majority of the decrease in the share of people in partnered,
one-earner families was compensated by the increasing share of single, em-
ployed people.

Not surprisingly, this shift was associated with large increases in self-
reliance because earnings-income associations were higher among the latter
group (single, employed people) than among the former group (people in
partnered, one-earner families), particularly among women (e.g., compare
cols. 4 and 10 in table 3). The smaller increases in the shares of nonearning
people (both single and partnered to another nonearner) also tended to in-
crease self-reliance among both women and men, because self-reliance was
high in both of those groups (their zero earnings corresponded closely to
their very low incomes). The 6 percentage point increase in the share of peo-
ple in partnered, dual-earner families tended to increase self-reliance among
women but decrease it among men, since women’s self-reliance is higher in
dual-earner than in single-earner couples while the opposite is true for men,
who exhibit more dependency in dual-earner couples than in single-earner
couples, as expected.

Subgroup associational change.—While about 57% of the increase in
women’s self-reliance between 1970 and 2010 was driven by these compo-
sitional shifts from one population subgroup to another, the remaining 43%
was to due increases within each subgroup in their earnings-income (total)
associations (table 2, panel A; see also eq. [2]). For men, all of the decrease in
1443
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self-reliance was due to associational change; compositional change damp-
ened the decline driven by associational change.
Much as prior literaturewould predict, then, associational shifts increased

women’s self-reliance and decreased men’s. However, critical to the story
of asymmetry, these associational shifts were greater among women than
among men, particularly when considered relative to the baseline levels of
self-reliance in 1970. For women, there was a .11-point associational change
relative to a 1970 correlation of .37, whereas formen, there was a2.08-point
associational change relative to a 1970 correlation of .86 (table 2, panel A,
and table 1, panel A).We first describe these associational changes in greater
detail forwomen and then discuss themore complicated patterns amongmen,
using the standardized associations, plotted in figure 4, to aid interpretation.
Women.—As a general matter (and as we noted when discussing eq. [2]

and eq. [3]), it is useful to think of women’s associational change as rooted
to a significant degree in mean differences in earnings and incomes across
subgroups of women. In 1970, single women had relatively highmean earn-
ings but relatively low mean income, and partnered women had relatively
lowmean earnings but relatively highmean income. But as partneredwom-
en’s labor force participation and earnings increased, these between-group
disparities lessened. The increasing earnings-income alignment is reflected
in both (a) the increase in the total associations, which combinewithin-group
and between-group factors (table 3, cols. 3–4), and (b) the increase in the
FIG. 4.—Standardized self-reliance associations by group, gender, and year. (See table 3
for details.) Source: CPS data.
1444
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standardized associations, which combine these factors on a correlational
scale (table 3, cols. 5–6). For instance, the standardized association increased
markedly from .42 in 1970 to .73 in 2010 for employed, single women, signal-
ing that the earnings of such women are not as different as they used to be
from the earnings of partnered women with similar incomes.38 Figure 4 illus-
trates that earnings-income alignment increased most among single, working
women and partnered women in one-earner families, yet women in all sub-
groups saw their earnings-income association, and thus their self-reliance, in-
crease.39

Men.—Amongmen,we see amore complex picture of associational change
but one that nonetheless results in the decline in economic self-reliance be-
tween 1970 and 2010 that we would expect, albeit in muted form. Four pat-
terns emerge.

First, we observe a decline in both the total association and the standard-
ized association for men in one-earner groups, whether single or partnered.
For example, employed single men’s standardized association fell from .91
to .88; the corresponding numbers for men in partnered, one-earner groups
were .90 and .85. Importantly, these declines reflect amove toward the once-
common experience of women that we have highlighted throughout this
article, namely, heterogeneity in the incomes of men with similar earnings
(including zero earnings) but differential access to partner earnings. Simply
put, partnership dynamics, and the income pooling they entail, matter more
now than in the past in terms of where men end up in the family income dis-
tribution. Nevertheless, the earnings-income associations remain very high
among men in single-earner groups, much higher than the levels among
women in such groups in 2010 (.73 for employed single women and .24 for
women in single-earner families), let alone in 1970 (.42 and .02, respectively).

The second pattern we underscore goes against the grain of men’s declin-
ing self-reliance: men in dual-earning partnerships witnessed an increase,
though slight, in their total association and standardized association. The
reason is that high-earning (low-earning) partnered men increasingly have
high-earning (low-earning) partners, solidifying their positions at the top
(bottom) of both the earnings and income distributions, as documented in
the literature on income inequality (Cancian and Reed 1999).
38 Note that had we simply calculated a within-group correlation for employed, single
women, it would have been high in both 1970 and 2010 because the truncated distribu-
tion eliminates between-group differences.
39 By 2010, the level of self-reliance among partnered women in dual-earning families
was almost as high as among single, working women. Self-reliance was even higher
(and more similar across single vs. partnered women) among women in nonearning fam-
ilies, whose zero earnings corresponded to very low incomes. Partnered women in one-
earner families remained as the least self-reliant group in 2010, as many women in these
families earned nothing but had relatively high-earning partners who created high family
incomes.

1445
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The third pattern of note is the decline in the total earnings-income asso-
ciations among men in nonearning families (whether single or partnered),
accompanied by rising standardized associations. On one hand, the rising
standardized associations indicate that men in zero-earning families are in-
creasingly located at the very bottom of the income distribution, partly re-
flecting declining government redistribution to nonemployed people, as we
discuss further below. This increased their self-reliance in correlational
terms. On the other hand, the declining (unstandardized) total associations
reflect the fact that zero-earning and very low-income men were more com-
mon in 2010 than in 1970, thus reducing the between-group component of
their total association (i.e., reducing the divergence between their group
mean and the grand mean).
Finally, the fourth important pattern in men’s associational shifts is that

these shifts are substantially larger when single and partnered men are an-
alyzed together thanwhenpartneredmen are analyzed alone (2.08 vs.2.02;
table 2). This reflects the increasing misalignment between single men’s la-
bor earnings and their family incomes that is a hallmark of declining self-
reliance. While single men used to easily translate their earnings position into
an equivalent position in the income distribution, they have increasingly
fallen short in their income attainment relative to families with two earners.
Aman with median (male) earnings, for instance, who is married to a woman
with median (female) earnings will rank considerably higher in the family
income distribution than his single counterpart (a man also with median
earnings).
Summary, subgroup associational change.—The associational shifts for

women and men, on the whole, have moved in opposing directions as pre-
dicted, with women’s increasing and men’s decreasing. However, women’s
change was larger than men’s, both in absolute terms and relative to each
group’s baseline (1970) level of self-reliance, particularly among couples. As
figure 4 highlights, men’s standardized associations increased in several
subgroups.Thus, in order formen’s overall self-reliance to decrease asmuch
as women’s increased (and thus generate a symmetric, zero-sum pattern of
change), men’s decrease in the remaining subgroups (specifically, the one-
earner partnered and single groups) would have to have been extreme. In-
stead, men’s decrease in those subgroups was relatively small, leading to
asymmetricassociationalchange.Finally,notonlywere thechanges inmen’s
standardized associations relatively small over time, the differences were
also relatively small across subgroups. In 2010, men’s standardized associ-
ations ranged from .81 to .92 on the correlation scale, indicating high levels
of self-reliance (while women’s ranged from .24 to .92). Regardless of sub-
group (or time period), men’s place in the income distribution strongly re-
flected their own labor earnings.
1446
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Next, we further explain these associational shifts in self-reliance, as well
as the compositional shifts, by more explicitly relating them to changes in
the family, the labor market, and redistribution.
Detailed Decomposition: Family, Labor Market,
and Redistributive Changes

Family Change

Changes in the family increased self-reliance among both women and men
via changes in family structure, a compositional change, and in partner
earnings associations, an associational change.

Compositional change.—In terms of family structure, the increasing share
of single adults was associated with an increase in self-reliance of .08 (on the
correlation scale) among women and .06 among men (table 4, panel A). This
.08 change explains almost a third of the total .25 increase in self-reliance
amongwomen. Amongmen, the .06 increase offset other forces that put down-
ward pressure on economic self-reliance. Although the extent of composi-
tional change in family structures was similar across genders (table 3, cols. 1–2
and 7–8), the impact of this change on self-reliance was slightly larger among
women than among men (at .08 vs. .06) because the level of self-reliance (i.e.,
the subgroup association) differed much more across family structures among
women than among men. For example, in 2010 the standardized association
for partnered women in single-earner families versus single employed women
was .24 versus .73, while the contrast among men was .85 versus .88 (table 3,
cols. 6 and 12).

Associational change.—The rise in partner earnings associations also in-
creased economic self-reliance among both women andmen, as positions in
the earnings distributions increasingly corresponded to positions in the income
distribution.We do see, however, a substantial gender difference in the role
of rising partner earnings associations, which increased self-reliance among
all women by .15 points on the correlation scale, but only .03 among all men
(table 4, panel A). This gender difference stems from the particularly marked
increase in women’s between-group component of the total association of
partners’ earnings (table 4, panel A, cols. 3 and 6).40 The between-group

40 The declines in self-reliance among women and men due to changing within-group
partner associations (of 2.04 and 2.02, respectively) were driven entirely by changes
in partnered, single-earner families. In these families, one “breadwinning” partner is cou-
pled with a zero-earning partner. Over time, these breadwinners’ mean earnings grew,
leaving the zero-earning partners further behind in absolute terms and generating an in-
creasingly negativewithin-group partner association. This decline among partnered, single-
earner families outweighed a small increase in the association among partnered, dual-earner
families; this generated a net decline in the within-group contribution of partner earnings
associations to self-reliance.
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Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
component, in the full population, captures mean differences between single
and partnered people (not only, as in the partnered population, mean differ-
ences between partnered people in families with zero, one, or two earners).
In 1970, single women tended to have high mean earnings and zero partner
earnings, while partnered women tended to have low mean earnings and
high mean partner earnings. These single versus partnered differences de-
clined over time, as partnered women’s earnings increased and became
more similar to the earnings not only of their partners but also of single
women. This increased self-reliance (see also the appendix). This change
was smaller amongmen because the relative mean earnings positions of sin-
gle versus partnered men did not shift as much as they did among women.

Unsurprisingly, changes in partner earnings associations increased self-
reliance among partnered men and partnered women to the same extent
(raising both by .03; table 4, panel B). Yet, interestingly, the magnitude of
this change was relatively small (explaining only 18% of the total increase
in self-reliance of .19 among partnered women) and reflects rising between-
groupmore thanwithin-group associations. The primary story of increasing
self-reliance among partnered women is not the story of rising similarity in
partners’ earnings, which remains quite low.

Summary of changes.—Taken together, changes in family structure and
changes in partner earnings (total) associations almost fully explain the in-
crease in self-reliance among all women (:08 1 :15 5 :23, compared to the
observed growth of .25 points on the correlation scale; table 4, panel A).
Figure 5 provides a visual representation of these results; the bar repre-
senting women’s family change is almost as large as the bar representing
women’s total change. Among men, family change also predicts increasing
self-reliance, although men’s observed self-reliance decreased (:06 1 :03 5
:09, which is greater than the observed decline of .03; likewise, fig. 5 shows
that men’s family change is more positive than men’s total change is neg-
ative). Among couples, changes in family structure—predefined as single
versus partnered—could not affect self-reliance, since the population is lim-
ited to people who reside in one family type. But changes in partner earn-
ings associations could, and they increased self-reliance among partnered
women and partnered men slightly (by .03 points on the correlation scale).
Labor Market Change

Labor market changes, including compositional changes in the shares of
families with different numbers of earners and associational changes in the
distributions of own earnings, further increased women’s self-reliance, but
they reduced men’s self-reliance.

Compositional change.—Changes in employment within family struc-
tures—particularly the shift from single-earner to dual-earner families among
1451
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couples—increased self-reliance substantially among women but decreased
it only slightly among men (generating increases of .06 and .09 among all
women and partnered women, respectively, and decreases of .01 among
both all men and partnered men; table 4, panels A and B). This gender dif-
ference reflects the fact that variation in self-reliance across families with dif-
ferent numbers of earners was larger among women than among men. For
example, the standardized self-reliance association among women in part-
nered, dual-earner families was .67 in 2010, compared to .24 among women
in partnered, single-earner families; the corresponding numbers for men
were .81 and .85 (table 3).
Associational change.—Changes in earnings distributions within sub-

groups also tended to increase self-reliance among women and decrease it
among men, particularly in the full population of men (with increases of
.04 and .15 among all women and partnered women, respectively; a de-
crease of .10 among all men; and a slight increase of .02 among partnered
men; table 4, panels A and B). The growth in self-reliance among women,
particularly partnered women, clearly reflects the increasing weight of
FIG. 5.—Change in economic self-reliance between 1970 and 2010 by gender. (See ta-
ble 4 for details.) Source: CPS data.
1452
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Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
women’sownearnings indeterminingtheir familyincomes. Intuitively,when
women’s earnings are clustered around zero, they cannot predict women’s
incomes; when women’s earnings rise and become more dispersed, they
have more explanatory power. The flip side of this coin is evident for men
in the full population, where men’s own earnings have become less predic-
tive of their positions in the income distribution. Interestingly, this decline
was not observed among partnered men. While wives’ increasing earnings
raised family incomes in an absolute sense, they did not change the fact that
partnered men’s earnings remain strongly predictive of their places in the
income distribution.41

Summary of changes.—Summarizing across the labor market and family
changes, both increased self-reliance among women, together predicting
more growth than observed (½:06 1 :04� 1 ½:08 1 :15� 5 :33 > :25; table 4,
panel A). Among men, labor market changes decreased self-reliance while
family changes increased it, together explainingmost of thevery small net de-
cline in self-reliance (½2:01 2 :10� 1 ½:06 1 :03� 5 2:02; ½2:02� < ½2:03�).
Change in Redistribution

All of the redistribution-driven change in self-reliance is reflected in associ-
ational change (i.e., change in the association between own earnings and
other family income). Overall, this change was linked to a decline in self-
reliance (though we caution again that our analyses do not distinguish be-
tween the large reported share of taxes and transfers that is public and
the smaller share that is private; see nn. 31 and 32).42

Associational change.—Among people with at least one earner in the
family, government taxes and transfers became increasingly redistributive.
When the government shifts money from higher- to lower-earning families,
this tends to decrease self-reliance, since positions in the income distribution
41 From a more technical perspective, we can understand the decline in self-reliance in
the full population of men associated with changes in their own earnings distribution
as follows: Earnings variability both within and between groups of men generally rose
over time, which, in isolation, would tend to increase self-reliance. Yet because the speeds
of increase in within- and between-group earnings association contributions (where the
between-group contributions are squared differences between group-specific mean earn-
ings and grandmean earnings) were slower than increases in overall earnings and income
variability (in the correlation’s denominator) in the full population of men (but not the
partnered population), changes in earnings heterogeneity tended to put downward pres-
sure on self-reliance among all men (but not partnered men).
42 While this result may strike some readers as counterintuitive—after all, the push to
“end welfare as we know it” seemed like a push toward greater self-reliance, at least from
a rhetorical perspective—in fact, the safety net was redirected toward supporting earners
rather than eliminated altogether (allowing low earners to increasingly rely on govern-
ment redistribution for their total family incomes; Tach and Edin 2017).
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become less tightly linked to positions in the earnings distribution. Redistri-
bution grew especially quickly among women in families with at least one
earner, whose rising labor earnings were subject to increasing taxation that
shifted income from higher- to lower-earning women. Redistribution de-
creased self-reliance by .09 among women but only .01 among men (table 4,
panel A).43

Notably, taxes and transfers had theopposite effect on self-reliance among
subgroupswith zero labor earnings. Self-reliance increased for singlewomen
with no earnings and for partnered women who neither earned themselves
nor had an employed partner. Their standardized earnings-income associa-
tions grewby .03points (from .89 to .92) and .11 (from .79 to .90), respectively;
the corresponding growth for men in nonearning families was .08 and .10
(table 3). The association between their zero labor earnings and their family
incomes rose between 1970 and 2010 because their nonlabor income from
government taxes and transfers became less generous, leading their posi-
tions at the bottom of the earnings and income distributions to correspond
more closely over time.
Summary of changes.—Change in redistribution decreased self-reliance

among both women and men, thus explaining the mismatch between the
changes predicted from family and labor market trends alone (.33 and
2.02 among women and men, respectively) and the observed changes in
self-reliance (.25 and 2.03).
Summary of Detailed Decomposition

Figure 5 summarizes the detailed decomposition results (plotting the num-
bers reported in table 4, panel A). Two patterns are clear. First, women’s
changes were much larger than men’s, in both overall self-reliance and its
component pieces. Second, family change shifted self-reliance in the same
directionamongwomenandmen (pushing self-reliance upwardamongboth
genders via changes in family structure and partner earnings associations),
as did redistribution (pushing self-reliance downward for both genders over-
all,despite increasing it for thesubgroupofnonearners).Consequently,men’s
employment and earnings distributions would have to have declined drasti-
cally to create a zero-sum change in self-reliance. Labor market changes did
have opposing effects among men (decreasing self-reliance) and women (in-
creasing it), as expected from prior research. Yet the extent of these changes
43 Unsurprisingly, in the population of couples, redistribution affected women’s and
men’s self-reliance similarly (table 4, panel B). Since our TAXSIM simulations assume
that all married people file taxes jointly, we expect similar effects of redistribution across
genders when studying individuals in couples.
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Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
amongmenwas too small to create a zero-sum trend in self-reliance; instead,
women’s self-reliance increased much more than men’s declined.
CONCLUSIONS

Over the past four decades, women’s positions in the economic hierarchy
have become increasingly tied to their own labor earnings. During the early
and mid-20th century in the United States, most women’s economic posi-
tions were instead determined by their husbands’ employment. In particu-
lar, male breadwinner families, defined as families “in which the husband
works for wages or salary and the wife has no occupation listed in the cen-
sus . . . represented amajority ofmarriages for just four decades—from 1920
to 1960—reaching a peak of 57% in 1940” (Ruggles 2015, p. 1800). Then, as
dual-earner families became more common, sociologists debated how to in-
corporate women’s employment into studies of socioeconomic stratification
(Sørensen 1994). Out of this debate rose an important line of research that
examined the shares of couples’ earnings contributed by husbands versus
wives (Sørensen and McLanahan 1987). Women were considered more eco-
nomically dependent on their husbands when their share of couples’ earnings
was small. This research continues to provide essential insights into gender
inequalities and divisions of labor within families (Bertrand, Kamenica, and
Pan 2015).

However, previous research has also left unanswered some fundamental
macrolevel questions regarding how people attain their incomes—whether
via their ownemployment, their partners’ employment, or other sources such
as government redistribution—and how this income attainment process dif-
fers for men and women.We raise two questions that correspond to our two
main substantive contributions to the literature and summarize how our
findings help to address them.

The first question concerns the extent to which economic self-reliance is
“zero-sum,”with gains amongwomen entailing commensurate losses among
men. Prior studies imply this zero-sum vision, because when one partner’s
share of a couple’s total earnings increases, the other partner’s share must
decline proportionately. This vision is appropriate for studies of microlevel
dynamics within individual couples; yet for understanding macrolevel pat-
terns of gender inequality, both among couples and when including single
individuals, it is more limited. By introducing a measure of economic self-
reliance that allows for asymmetric trends by gender, we found that men’s
high degree of self-reliance declined by only 3% from 1970 to 2010, whereas
women’s (initially low) degree of self-reliance grew by over two-thirds.
Moreover, we uncovered sharply asymmetric trends evenwhen focusing ex-
clusively on couples. In short, gender equality in economic self-reliance in-
creased not because women and men both moved toward a middle ground,
1455

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



American Journal of Sociology

All
but because women moved toward men’s positions whereas men remained
relatively static.
What explains these asymmetric trends?This question goes to the heart of

thesecondpuzzle thatmotivatedouranalysis, regardingthesourcesofchange
inmen’s andwomen’s income attainment processes. Using our two-part de-
composition of the self-reliance correlation into compositional and associa-
tional components, we quantified the extent to which men’s earnings con-
tinue to determine positions in the family income distribution for men and
women and, conversely, the limited extent to which women’s labor earnings
affect men’s relative economic standing. For instance, the standardized as-
sociation between men’s own earnings and family income was above .80 in
both 1970 and 2010within all subgroups examined, changing little over time
(table 3 and fig. 4). Meanwhile, women’s standardized associations varied
between .02 and .92 across years and subgroups, with the highest levels of
self-reliance (of .90 and .92) obtaining only in families without earners. Sim-
ply put, men’s self-reliance remains high whether or not they are coupled or
are pooling income with a partner, whereas women’s self-reliance remains
heavily attenuated by these factors, though much less so than in the past.
Using a more detailed, five-part decomposition, we examined the roles

that changes in the family, the labor market, and redistribution played in
self-reliance trends (table 4 and fig. 5). We found that the major factor asso-
ciated with a reduction in men’s self-reliance was the declining weight of
their labor earnings in determining their position in the family income dis-
tribution (i.e., a labor market effect). Yet, consistent with the minor declines
in men’s standardized associations mentioned just above, the scale of this
labor market shift was substantively small, particularly for partnered men,
and even for all men when considered relative to their baseline, 1970 level
of self-reliance. The correspondence between men’s earnings and their fam-
ily income did decline, then, but far less than required in a zero-sum frame-
work to counterbalance the increases in women’s self-reliance. Such zero-
sum change in self-reliancewas further undermined by the fact that changes
in self-reliance associated with redistribution, family structure, and part-
ner earnings associations were, in fact, similar for men and women (partic-
ularly in direction, although themagnitude of change tended to be larger for
women).
At themicrolevel, this configuration of labormarket changes is consistent

with accounts of an unfinished gender revolution, in which men’s mix of
paid and unpaid labor within couples changed much less than women’s
did, and women’s growing labor force attachment plateaued well short of
full participation (England 2010; Gerson 2010; Goldscheider et al. 2015).
But our macrolevel analysis of the income attainment process offers addi-
tional insights into the nature of gender inequality, and the nature of income
inequality, because it places changes in self-reliance on the scale of the full
1456
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distribution of earnings and family income, including single individuals as
well as couples, and including tax and transfer income as well as labor earn-
ings.44 It thus captures howbetween-household dynamics shape self-reliance
(in addition tomicrolevel, within-couple inequalities), in terms of differences
in family structure and partner choices, public and private redistribution,
and typical earnings and income levels.

Within this macrolevel framework, we show that gender equality in eco-
nomic self-reliance can be achieved via increasing earnings homogeneity
within couples, to be sure, but also via increasing family diversity, increasing
redistribution, and other processes that generate symmetrical earning and
partnering patterns among men and women throughout the population,
whatever those patterns may be. (For example, if male and female sole-
earner families were equal in population shares as well as in earnings levels,
this could generate gender equality in economic self-reliance even though
within each individual couple there would be substantial earnings inequal-
ity.) This enables a definition of gender equality that is both comprehensive
and normatively flexible and that can be attained at either high, medium, or
low levels of self-reliance, in recognition of the fact that self-reliance entails
benefits as well as costs.

Our framework also opens up a much-needed avenue of analysis linking
studies of gender inequality with studies of income inequality across fami-
lies and households (McCall 2008; Perrons 2005; Yavorsky et al. 2019). We
find that women made significant strides within the existing stratification
order, leaving that (increasingly unequal) order mostly intact. That is, paid
labor became more central in women’s income attainment process, but men
and women both continue to enjoy very different life chances depending on
their family incomes, the distribution of which is still heavily influenced by
men’s earnings. This set of observations is not to deny the fact that rising fe-
male employment slowed the growth in family income inequality between
1970 and 2010 (Western et al. 2008; Larrimore 2014), since the distance be-
tween income ranks can change even when the rankings themselves change
much less. Our findings also extend research showing that earnings homog-
amy and its rise are relatively small in relation to the scale of income inequal-
ity,45 because, as we show, the entire stratification order remains strongly
conditioned by male earnings, despite notable declines in the gender earn-
ings gap and dependency ratio.

Our empirical analyses only scratch the surface of the research that could
be done to better understand the changing role of paid labor, and other
44 We do miss, however, institutionalized individuals, and we focus on working-age
adults.
45 For example, Schwartz (2010) finds that even when considering only inequality among
married couples—which is much smaller than overall inequality—about one-quarter of
the growth from 1967 to 2005 was associated with rising earnings homogamy.
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sources of income, in men’s and women’s income attainment processes. Fu-
ture studies could expand this work in at least four ways.
First, we have developed a measure of gender inequality that—similar to

other measures of gender inequality—likely varies across racial and ethnic
groups (Snipp and Cheung 2016). We might expect, for example, different
patterns among African-Americans and whites, since (a) gender differences
in earnings and employment are smaller among African-Americans and
(b) single-headed families are more common. These factors should increase
self-reliance among blackwomen relative to white women and increase gen-
der equality in self-reliance among African-Americans relative to whites.
This is, in fact, what we observe in preliminary analyses, though not per-

haps to the degree that one might expect. In 1970, black women’s self-
reliance was .47 on a standardized correlation scale, compared to .36 among
white women, and self-reliance was equally high among black and white
men (app. table A1, panel A). The racial difference in self-reliance among
women is more pronounced in analyses that do not standardize earnings
and income measures to account for racial differences in their distributions.
In such unstandardized analyses, blackwomen’s 1970 self-reliance was .64,
while white women’s was still .36 (app. table A1, panel B). That is, black
women could more easily use their own earnings to climb to the top of the
African-American income distribution (which is a truncated distribution)
than the full-population income distribution (which includes all racial-ethnic
groups). Despite these different 1970, baseline levels of self-reliance among
black versus white women, the change in self-reliance between 1970 and 2010
progressed similarly (increasing .22 vs. .25 points on the standardized cor-
relation scale, respectively) and also declined only slightly among black men,
as it did among white men. In future studies, a more thorough analysis of
African-Americans is necessary in order to understand the drivers of these
levels and trends; other racial and ethnic groups should also be studied.
Second, geographic and industry- or firm-level variation could be ex-

plored, both within the United States and cross-nationally (Gornick and
Meyers 2003; Pedulla and Thebaud 2015). For example, do states that sup-
port more generous family and medical leave foster greater gender equality
in self-reliance than states with less generous leave policies? If so, does this
greater gender equality stem from decreasing self-reliance among men, or
only increasing self-relianceamongwomen?Similarly,might states thathave
relatively strong affirmative action enforcement, or more female-dominated
industries, minimize gender differences in self-reliance by shifting employ-
ment in women’s favor? Such shifts could reduce gender differences in eco-
nomic self-reliance not only by reducing the gender wage gap but also by al-
tering the calculus of who works (more women perhaps) and who does not
(more men perhaps) in order to devote time to family care.
1458
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Third, the role of the welfare state has been underexplored in prior stud-
ies of gender inequality that have focused on men’s and women’s relative
earnings.Unlike earnings, income supports are not easily partitioned among
family members, but they are consequential. We found that changes in re-
distribution reduced self-reliance on net becausemore people live in earning
than nonearning families, and redistribution increased for the former while
it decreased for the latter. Yet much additional work is needed to better un-
derstand these results, including to tease out the relative roles of different
public benefits (e.g., EITCvs. SSI) and different private transfers (e.g., child
support vs. financial assistance from parents) for different population sub-
groups (including, of course, men and women). It is also worth noting that
because we focus on working-age adults, Social Security plays a small part
in our results relative to its large role in redistributing income to older adults.
Future research could use panel data to follow adults into retirement and
analyze how Social Security shapes self-reliance via own earnings history,
partner earnings history, and interhousehold redistribution.

Fourth, much more work could be done to understand the mechanisms
driving self-reliance trends. For example, how much of the increase in
women’s self-reliance reflects their rising education (both in absolute terms
and relative to men)? As another example, howmuch has declining fertility
contributed to self-reliance trends? And, conditioning on fertility levels, how
much have changes in parents’ opportunities or behaviors contributed (be-
cause of employer discrimination or intensive mothering, for instance)?

We do not have space to examine these important extensions of our re-
search into men’s and women’s income attainment processes. We have in-
troduced an approach to studying these processes that (a) allows men’s and
women’s self-reliance to evolve asymmetrically, (b) can incorporate multi-
ple population groups and income sources, (c) captures gender differences
throughout the income and earnings distributions, and (d) can be used to
decompose changes in self-reliance into components associated with trans-
formations in the family, the labor market, and redistribution. Future stud-
ies employing this approach will provide new insights into the evolving na-
ture of inequality at the intersection of gender disparities and stratification
research.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A1
Change in Self-Reliance by Gender and Racial Group

AFRICAN-AMERICAN WHITE

Women Men Women Men

A. Standardized to Full Population

Self-reliance, 1970. . . . . . . . . . . .47 .88 .36 .86
Self-reliance, 2010. . . . . . . . . . . .70 .83 .61 .83
Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . .22 2.05 .25 2.03
% change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . 46.72 25.41 68.91 23.19

B. Not Standardized to Full Population

Self-reliance, 1970. . . . . . . . . . . .64 .82 .36 .86
Self-reliance, 2010. . . . . . . . . . . .73 .81 .61 .83
Raw change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . .10 2.01 .25 2.03
% change, 1970–2010 . . . . . . . . 15.72 21.27 68.56 23.18
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SOURCE.—CPS data.
NOTE.—Panel A reports self-reliance correlations that have been standardized so that indi-

viduals’ earnings and incomes are positioned relative to the full population’s means and var-
iances. Panel B reports self-reliance correlations that have not been so standardized (thus, in-
dividuals’ earnings and incomes are positioned relative to their racial group’s means and
variances).
Interpreting the Detailed Decomposition

Equation (4) presents a detailed decomposition of changes in economic self-
reliance between a baseline time b and an endpoint time t (b5 1970 and t5
2010 in our empirical analysis). The detailed decomposition has five com-
ponents: changes in self-reliance associated with (1) changes in family
structure, (2) changes in labor force participation, (3) changes in partner
earnings associations, (4) changes in redistribution, and (5) changes in earn-
ings distributions. Components 3, 4, and 5 can be further decomposed into
two subcomponents each: (A) changes within population subgroups and
(B) changes in differences between population subgroups. In our analysis,
we examine five population subgroups, defined by partnership (single vs.
married or cohabiting people) and number of earners in the family between
the focal person and partner, if present (zero, one, or two earners).
To ease understanding of this detailed decomposition (given its many dif-

ferent components and subcomponents), in this appendix we explicate com-
ponents (3.A) and (3.B), thewithin- and between-group sources of change in
economic self-reliance associated with changes in partner earnings associa-
tions. Following equation (4), we define these components as,
 AM
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Change in self-reliance associated with change in partner earnings association
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ð3:BÞ:  Between-Group

:

Here we see that both (3.A) and (3.B) are weighted sums, where the
weights are the shares of the population in each subgroup at the baseline
time b (pb

g ; e.g., the share of women in 1970 in dual-earner families). Thus,
the changes experienced by bigger groups are more influential than the
changes experienced by smaller groups. As shown in table 3, the largest
groupin 1970 consisted of partnered people in dual-earner families (followed
very closely by partnered people in single-earner families), while the smallest
group consisted of partnered people in families in which neither partner
worked.

Weighted by their subgroup size, each of the five population subgroups’
experiences contribute to the estimated aggregate change. In particular, each
of thefivegroupshasawithin-groupchange (in3.A)andachange inbetween-
group difference (in 3.B). Consider first one group’s within-group change:
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The denominators in this change are substantively uninteresting.46 In the
numerators, we see that this change is the difference between the time t
(2010) and time b (1970) covariance (j) between an individual’s own labor
earnings (x) andhis orherpartner’s labor earnings (p), calculatedonly among
people in group g. But note that three of the five groups (single, working peo-
ple; single, nonworking people; and partnered people in families in which
neither partner works) have within-group covariances of exactly zero (since,
for all members of these groups, partner earnings either do not exist or equal
zero). Only one of the five population subgroups contains two earners, the
group of partnered people in dual-earner couples. For people in this group,
the covariance between partners’ earnings is fairly easy to interpret. When
partners’ earnings are very similar, this covariance will be large and posi-
46 In the denominators, we divide by the product of the standard deviation of own earn-
ings (jx) and total family income (jy). This division simply ensures that we can discuss
economic self-reliance on an easy-to-understand scale, ranging from21 to 1, from perfect
negative linear association to perfect positive linear association, like a correlation. With-
out this division, we would have to discuss economic self-reliance on a covariance scale,
which, unlike a correlation scale, is unbounded and thus difficult to interpret.
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tive; and, conversely, when partners’ earnings are inversely related, this co-
variance will be negative.47

The final group, partnered people in families with only one earner, also
has a nonzero within-group covariance. This may seem surprising, given
that one person in each of these couples has zero earnings (by definition of
this group). However, because the gender of the working partner is not the
same across all families, we can calculate a within-group covariance. (For
example, in family A the focal woman may have zero earnings while her
spouse has positive earnings, but in familyB the focal womanmayhave pos-
itive earnings while her spouse has zero earnings. It is not the case that either
“own earnings” or “partner earnings” are always zero within this subgroup.
Thus we can calculate a covariance in this group.) In the group of partnered
people in single-earning families, covariances tend to be negative; they are
less negative when the incomes of the partners are more similar (which
means—given that by definition one partner’s earnings is zero—that the
working partners’ earnings are low) and more negative when high earners
pair with zero earners.
In sum, we find that changes in economic self-reliance associated with

changes in partner earnings associations within population subgroups are
driven entirely by (a) changes within the group of partnered people in dual-
earner families (who saw a slight increase in their within-group covariance)
and (b) changes in the group of partnered people in single-earner families
(who saw a slight decline in their within-group covariance, as the model of
breadwinning persisted among these couples), with (b) outweighing (a).
47 As we discuss in the main text, higher partner earnings associations correspond to higher
self-reliance, because when a high-earning woman partners with a high-earning man (and,
likewise, a low-earning woman partners with a low-earning man), their positions in their
own labor earnings distributions will be reinforced in their family income distributions.
In contrast, when low-earning women partner with high-earning men (or vice versa), their
positions in the earnings and income distributions will be discordant and self-reliance will
be low. In other words, when partners’ incomes are very highly correlated, income pool-
ing may not shift self-reliance, since relatively low-earning partners remain relatively low-
income families and relatively high-earning partners remain relatively high-income families.
This can create some seemingly counterintuitive results when comparing across extreme
populations. Compare, e.g., population A, in which all women are married and have very
low earnings compared to their husbands but partner earnings correlations are extremely
high, on the order of .9 (a very extreme scenario), to populationB, in which all women are
married but have higher earnings relative to their husbands than in population A and
also much lower partner earnings correlations. In this case, women in population A would
appear more self-reliant than women in population B although they are lower-earning
(even relative to their husbands), because low-earning women would remain in low-income
families, while in population B the lower partner earnings correlation implies that more
low-earning women are high-income and thus rely less on their own earnings for their po-
sitions in the income distribution. However, not only is this situation highly unlikely in ob-
served social data (despite being theoretically possible), it is consistent with our framework
in which self-reliance captures relative positions rather than absolute well-being.
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Let us turn from considering change within groups to considering change
between groups. As defined in the equation above, one subgroup’s change
in the between-group difference is
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As before, the denominators in this change are substantively uninteresting
(see n. 46). The numerators capture the difference between the time t (2010)
and time b (1970) subgroup contribution to the between-group portion of
the covariance between individuals’ own labor earnings (x) and their part-
ners’ labor earnings (p). Stepping back amoment to understand the between-
group portion theoretically, consider why we see an association between in-
dividuals’ own earnings and their partners’ earnings. The reason is not only
that, among partnered people in dual-earner couples, earnings tend to be
similar within couples. The reason is also that both own earnings and part-
ner earnings tend to be higher in dual-earner couples than average (and, as
another example, both own earnings and partner earnings are lower in zero-
earner families than average). These between-group differences contribute to
the overall covariance between own and partner earnings.

Whenever a given subgroup deviates from the population average in the
same direction in terms of both own earnings and partner earnings (e.g.,
among partnered people in dual-earning families, both own earnings and
partner earnings are higher than the population averages), then the sub-
group contributes positively to the between-group covariance. When a sub-
group deviates from the population average in opposite directions (e.g., has
higher than average own earnings but lower than average partner earnings,
as in sole-earning couples on average), the subgroup will contribute nega-
tively to the between-group covariance. In notation, we capture these differ-
ences between subgroup averages and population averages in the terms
ðmt

gx 2 mt
xÞðmt

gp 2 mt
pÞ, where mgx is the average own earnings (x) in subgroup

g and mx is the population average own earnings; likewise, mgp is the average
partner earnings (p) in subgroup g and mp is the population average partner
earnings, all at time t (2010).

Importantly, unlike the within-group change, all five population sub-
groups contribute to the between-group change (because, e.g., even among
the group of people in families with zero own earnings and zero partner
earnings, the product ðmgx 2 mxÞðmgp 2 mpÞ is nonzero because mx and mp are
nonzero). For example, if partnered people in dual-earner families pull away
from people in other population subgroups between time b and time t (and,
thus, pull away from the population averages of own earnings and partner
earnings), then they will contribute to increasing the partner earnings asso-
ciation via this between-group channel. Likewise, if partnered people in zero-
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earner families fall behind people in other population subgroups in both own
and partner earnings (as their zero earnings become more distant from the
typical earnings in the population), then they will also contribute to increas-
ing the partner earnings association via this between-group channel. Addition-
ally, this component rises if negatively paired groups, such as single-earning
women, become less of an outlier over time, as their average own earnings
become more similar to the population average earnings of women.
On net, the between-group components of the women’s partner associa-

tion are substantial and negative in sign because of the conventional pattern
of lower-earning women partnering with higher-earning men and higher-
earning single women partnering, so to speak, with zero-earners. Thus, the
positive shifts in the between-group component—as this negative pairing be-
came less pronounced over time—contributed importantly to the increase in
women’s self-reliance over time, much more so than the within-group compo-
nents did.
REFERENCES

Becker, Gary. 1981. A Treatise on the Family. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press.

Bertrand, Marianne, Emir Kamenica, and Jessica Pan. 2015. “Gender Identity and Rel-
ative Income in Households.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 130:571–614.

Bianchi, Suzanne, Lynne Casper, and Pia Peltola. 1999. “A Cross-National Look at
Married Women’s Earnings Dependency.” Gender Issues 17:3–33.

Bittman, Michael, Paula England, Liana Sayer, Nancy Folbre, and George Matheson.
2003. “WhenDoes Gender TrumpMoney? Bargaining andTime inHouseholdWork.”
American Journal of Sociology 109:186–214.

Blau, Francine, and Lawrence Kahn. 1997. “Swimming Upstream: Trends in the Gen-
der Wage Differential in the 1980s.” Journal of Labor Economics 15:1–42.

———. 2007. “Changes in the Labor Supply Behavior of Married Women: 1980–2000.”
Journal of Labor Economics 25:393–438.

Breen, Richard, and Lynn Price Cooke. 2005. “The Persistence of the Gendered Division
of Domestic Labour.” European Sociological Review 21:43–57.

Brines, Julie. 1994. “Economic Dependency, Gender, and the Division of Labor at Home.”
American Journal of Sociology 100:652–88.

Budig, Michelle, and Paula England. 2001. “The Wage Penalty for Motherhood.”
American Sociological Review 66:204–25.

Cancian, Maria, Sheldon Danziger, and Peter Gottschalk. 1993. “Working Wives and
Family Income Inequality among Married Couples.” Pp. 195–222 in Uneven Tides:
Rising Inequality in America, edited by Sheldon Danziger and Peter Gottschalk. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Cancian, Maria, and Ron Haskins. 2014. “Changes in Family Composition: Implications
for Income, Poverty, and Public Policy.” Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science 654:31–47.

Cancian, Maria, and Deborah Reed. 1999. “The Impact of Wives’ Earnings on Income
Inequality: Issues and Estimates.” Demography 36:173–84.

Casper, Lynne, and Philip Cohen. 2000. “How Does POSSLQ Measure Up? Historical
Estimates of Cohabitation.” Demography 37:237–45.
1464

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
 use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0002716214525322&citationId=p_53
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0002716214525322&citationId=p_53
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F2648106&citationId=p_54
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F378341&citationId=p_46
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F2648125&citationId=p_55
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F209845&citationId=p_47
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F513416&citationId=p_48
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1093%2Fesr%2Fjci003&citationId=p_49
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F230577&citationId=p_50
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F2657415&citationId=p_51
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1093%2Fqje%2Fqjv001&citationId=p_43
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1007%2Fs12147-999-0001-0&citationId=p_44


Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
Cherlin, Andrew. 2000. “Toward a New Home Socioeconomics of Union Formation.”
Pp. 126–46 in The Ties That Bind: Perspectives onMarriage and Cohabitation, edited
by Linda Waite. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Cotter, David, Paula England, and Joan Hermsen. 2007. “Moms and Jobs: Trends in
Mothers’ Employment and Which Mothers Stay Home.” Briefing paper. Council on
Contemporary Families, University of Texas at Austin.

Danziger, Sandra, SheldonDanziger, Kristin Seefeldt, andH. Luke Shaefer. 2016. “From
Welfare to a Work-Based Safety Net: An Incomplete Transition.” Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management 35:231–38.

England, Paula. 2010. “The Gender Revolution: Uneven and Stalled.”Gender and Soci-
ety 24:149–66.

England, Paula, and George Farkas. 1986. Households, Employment, and Gender.
New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Erikson, Robert. 1984. “Social Class of Men, Women, and Families.” Sociology 18:501–14.
Esping-Andersen, Gosta. 2009. The Incomplete Revolution: Adapting Welfare States to

Women’s New Roles. Malden, Mass.: Polity.
Farmer, Amy, and Jill Tiefenthaler. 1997. “AnEconomicAnalysis ofDomestic Violence.”

Review of Social Economy 55:337–58.
Feenberg, Daniel, andElisabethCoutts. 1993. “An Introduction to the TAXSIMModel.”

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 12:189–94.
Flood, Sarah, Miriam King, Steven Ruggles, and J. Robert Warren. 2017. Integrated

Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 5.0 [data set]. Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota. https://doi.org/10.18128/D030.V5.0.

Gebeloff, Robert. 2012. “How the Tax BurdenHas Changed.”NewYork Times, Novem-
ber 30. http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2012/11/30/us/tax-burden.html?_r51&.

Gerson, Kathleen. 2010. The Unfinished Revolution: How a New Generation Is Reshap-
ing Family, Work, and Gender in America. New York: Oxford University Press.

Goldin, Claudia. 1990. Understanding the Gender Gap. New York: Oxford University
Press.

———. 2006. “The ‘Quiet Revolution’ That Transformed Women’s Employment, Ed-
ucation, and Family.” American Economic Review 96:1–21.

Goldscheider, Frances, Eva Bernhard, and Trude Lappegard. 2015. “The Gender Rev-
olution: AFramework for Understanding Changing Family andDemographic Behav-
ior.” Population and Development Review 41:207–39.

Goldstein, Joshua, and Catherine Kenney. 2001. “Marriage Delayed or Marriage For-
gone? New Cohort Forecasts of First Marriage for US Women.” American Sociologi-
cal Review 66:506–19.

Goldthorpe, John. 1983. “Women and Class Analysis: In Defence of the Conventional
View.” Sociology 17:465–88.

Gornick, Janet, and Marcia Meyers. 2003. Families That Work: Policies for Reconciling
Parenthood and Employment. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Gornick, Janet, and Timothy Smeeding. 2018. “Redistributional Policy in Rich Coun-
tries: Institutions and Impacts in Nonelderly Households.” Annual Review of Sociol-
ogy 44:441–68.

Gupta, Sanjiv. 2007. “Autonomy, Dependence, or Display.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 69:399–417.

Hobson, Barbara. 1990. “No Exit, No Voice: Women’s Economic Dependency and the
Welfare State.” Acta Sociologica 33:235–50.

Holden, Karen, and Pamela Smock. 1991. “The Economic Costs of Marital Dissolution:
WhyDoWomenBear aDisproportionateCost?”AnnualReviewof Sociology 17:51–78.

Juhn, Chinhui, and Kristin McCue. 2017. “Specialization Then and Now: Marriage,
Children, and the Gender Earnings Gap across Cohorts.” Journal of Economic Per-
spectives 31:183–204.
1465

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F000169939003300305&citationId=p_76
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0038038584018004003&citationId=p_61
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.so.17.080191.000411&citationId=p_77
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1257%2F000282806777212350&citationId=p_69
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1728-4457.2015.00045.x&citationId=p_70
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1257%2Fjep.31.1.183&citationId=p_78
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1257%2Fjep.31.1.183&citationId=p_78
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1080%2F00346769700000004&citationId=p_63
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3088920&citationId=p_71
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3088920&citationId=p_71
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0038038583017004001&citationId=p_72
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3325474&citationId=p_64
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-soc-073117-041114&citationId=p_74
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1002%2Fpam.21880&citationId=p_58
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-soc-073117-041114&citationId=p_74
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1002%2Fpam.21880&citationId=p_58
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0891243210361475&citationId=p_59
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2007.00373.x&citationId=p_75
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0891243210361475&citationId=p_59
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2007.00373.x&citationId=p_75


American Journal of Sociology

All
Kanji, Shireen, and Pia Schober. 2014. “Are Couples with Young Children More Likely
to Split Up When the Mother Is the Main or an Equal Earner?” Sociology 48:38–58.

Larrimore, Jeffrey. 2014. “Accounting for United States Household Income Inequality
Trends: The Changing Importance of Household Structure andMale and Female La-
bor Earnings Inequality.” Review of Income and Wealth 60:683–701.

Light, Audrey. 2004. “Gender Differences in theMarriage and Cohabitation Income Pre-
mium.” Demography 41:263–84.

Lundberg, Shelley, and Robert Pollak. 1996. “Bargaining and Distribution inMarriage.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 10:149–58.

McCall, Leslie. 2008. “What Does Class Inequality among Women Look Like? A Com-
parison with Men and Families in the United States, 1970–2000.” Pp. 293–323 in So-
cial Class: How Does It Work? edited by Annette Lareau and Dalton Conley. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation.

McLanahan, Sara, and Lynne Casper. 1995. “Growing Diversity and Inequality in the
American Family.” Pp. 1–46 in State of the Union: America in the 1990s, edited by
Reynolds Farley. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Moffitt, Robert. 2015. “The Deserving Poor, the Family, and the US Welfare System.”
Demography 52:729–49.

Munsch, Christin. 2015. “Her Support, His Support: Money, Masculinity, and Marital
Infidelity.” American Sociological Review 80:469–95.

Oppenheimer, Valerie Kincade. 1988. “A Theory of Marriage Timing.” American Jour-
nal of Sociology 94:563–91.

———. 1997. “Women’s Employment and the Gain toMarriage: The Specialization and
Trading Model.” Annual Review of Sociology 23:431–53.

Oppenheimer, Valerie Kincade,Matthijs Kalmijn, andNelson Lim. 1997. “Men’s Career
Development and Marriage Timing during a Period of Rising Inequality.” Demogra-
phy 34:311–30.

Orloff, Ann. 1992. “Gender and the Social Rights of Citizenship: The Comparative Anal-
ysis of Gender Relations and Welfare States.” American Sociological Review 58:303–28.

Padavic, Irene, and Barbara Reskin. 2002. Women and Men at Work, 2d ed. Thousand
Oaks, Calif.: Pine Forge Press.

Pedulla, David, and Sara Thebaud. 2015. “Can We Finish the Revolution? Gender,
Work-Family Ideals, and Institutional Constraint.” American Sociological Review
80:116–39.

Perrons, Diane. 2005. “Gender Mainstreaming and Gender Equality in the New (Market)
Economy: An Analysis of Contradictions.” Social Politics 12:389–411.

Poortman, Anne-Rigt. 2000. “Sex Differences in the Economic Consequences of Separa-
tion: A Panel Study of the Netherlands.” European Sociological Review 16:367–83.

Raley, Sara, Marybeth Mattingly, and Suzanne Bianchi. 2006. “How Dual Are Dual-
Income Couples? Documenting Change from 1970–2000.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 68:11–28.

Reed, Deborah, and Maria Cancian. 2001. “Sources of Inequality: Measuring the Income
Sources to Rising Family Income Inequality.” Review of Income and Wealth 47:321–
33.

Rosin, Hanna. 2012. The End of Men: And the Rise of Women. New York: Penguin.
Rubin, Donald. 1987.Multiple Imputation for Nonresponse in Surveys. New York: Wiley.
Ruggles, Steven. 2015. “Patriarchy, Power, and Pay: The Transformation of American

Families, 1800–2015.” Demography 52:1797–1823.
Schwartz, Christine. 2010. “Earnings Inequality among Married Couples and the In-

creasing Association between Partners’ Earnings.” American Journal of Sociology
115:1524–57.

Smock, Pamela. 2000. “Cohabitation in the United States: An Appraisal of Research
Themes, Findings, and Implications.” Annual Review of Sociology 26:1–20.
1466

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
 use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0003122414564008&citationId=p_92
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1093%2Fsp%2Fjxi021&citationId=p_93
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1007%2Fs13524-015-0395-0&citationId=p_85
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1093%2Fesr%2F16.4.367&citationId=p_94
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0003122415579989&citationId=p_86
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2006.00230.x&citationId=p_95
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F229030&citationId=p_87
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0038038512467710&citationId=p_79
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2006.00230.x&citationId=p_95
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F229030&citationId=p_87
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2F1475-4991.00020&citationId=p_96
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.soc.23.1.431&citationId=p_88
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1353%2Fdem.2004.0016&citationId=p_81
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F651373&citationId=p_100
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3038286&citationId=p_89
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3038286&citationId=p_89
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1257%2Fjep.10.4.139&citationId=p_82
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.soc.26.1.1&citationId=p_101
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F2095903&citationId=p_90


Economic Self-Reliance and Gender Inequality
Smock, Pamela, andWendy Manning. 2004. “Living Together Unmarried in the United
States: Demographic Perspectives and Implications for Family Policy.” Law and Pol-
icy 26:87–117.

Snipp, C.Matthew, and SinYi Cheung. 2016. “Changes in Racial andGender Inequality
since 1970.” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 663:80–98.

Sørensen, Annemette. 1994. “Women, Family and Class.” Annual Review of Sociology
20:27–47.

———. 2003. “Economic Relations between Women and Men: New Realities and the
Re-interpretation of Dependence.” Advances in Life Course Research 8:281–97.

Sørensen, Annemette, and Sara McLanahan. 1987. “Married Women’s Economic De-
pendency, 1940–1980.” American Journal of Sociology 93:659–87.

Sweeney, Megan. 2002. “TwoDecades of Family Change: The Shifting Economic Foun-
dations of Marriage.” American Sociological Review 67:132–47.

Sweeney, Megan, andMaria Cancian. 2004. “The Changing Importance of WhiteWom-
en’s Economic Prospects for Assortative Mating.” Journal of Marriage and Family
66:1015–28.

Tach, Laura, and Katheryn Edin. 2017. “The Social Safety Net after Welfare Reform:
Recent Developments and Consequences for Household Dynamics.” Annual Review
of Sociology 43:541–61.

Treas, Judith. 1987. “The Effect of Women’s Labor Force Participation on the Distribu-
tion of Income in the United States.” Annual Review of Sociology 13:259–88.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2008. “Women in the Labor Force: A Databook (2008
Edition).” Report 1011. U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.

Van Buuren, Stef, and Catharina Groothuis-Oudshoorn. 2011. “MICE: Multivariate Im-
putation by Chained Equations in R.” Journal of Statistical Software 45:1–67.

Vogler, Carolyn, and Jan Pahl. 1994. “Money, Power and Inequality within Marriage.”
Sociological Review 42:263–88.

Western, Bruce. 2006.Punishment and Inequality. NewYork: Russell Sage Foundation.
Western, Bruce, Deirdre Bloome, and Christine Percheski. 2008. “Inequality among Amer-

ican Families with Children, 1975 to 2005.” American Sociological Review 73:903–20.
Winslow-Bowe, Sarah. 2006. “The Persistence of Wives’ Income Advantage.” Journal

of Marriage and Family 68:824–42.
———. 2009. “Husbands’ and Wives’ Relative Earnings: Exploring Variation by Race,

Human Capital, Labor Supply, and Life Stage.” Journal of Family Issues 30:1405–32.
Xie, Yu, James Raymo, Kimberly Goyette, and Arland Thornton. 2003. “Economic Po-

tential and Entry into Marriage and Cohabitation.” Demography 40:351–67.
Yavorsky, Jill, Lisa Keister, Yue Qian, and Michael Naud. 2019. “Women in the One

Percent: Gender Dynamics in Top Income Positions.” American Sociological Review
84:54–81.
1467

This content downloaded from 065.204.029.004 on June 13, 2019 06:03:23 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0002716215596959&citationId=p_103
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0003122418820702&citationId=p_119
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.so.20.080194.000331&citationId=p_104
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-954X.1994.tb00090.x&citationId=p_113
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1016%2FS1040-2608%2803%2908013-4&citationId=p_105
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&system=10.1086%2F228792&citationId=p_106
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F000312240807300602&citationId=p_115
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.2307%2F3088937&citationId=p_107
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2006.00298.x&citationId=p_116
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0022-2445.2004.00073.x&citationId=p_108
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1741-3737.2006.00298.x&citationId=p_116
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1177%2F0192513X09335441&citationId=p_117
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-soc-060116-053300&citationId=p_109
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-soc-060116-053300&citationId=p_109
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.so.13.080187.001355&citationId=p_110
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0265-8240.2004.00164.x&citationId=p_102
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0265-8240.2004.00164.x&citationId=p_102
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F702278&crossref=10.1353%2Fdem.2003.0019&citationId=p_118

