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Preface

The segregation of the sexes into different occupations, industries, and (within
fiyms) specific jobs is one of the most stable and striking features of the American
workplace. Although the sexes have become increasingly similar in their likelihood
of employment outside the home, within the workplace women and men differ
dramatically in the kinds of jobs they hold. Sex segregation is probleraatic for several
reasons. Most importantly, it promotes and sustains the wage gap between the
sexes. Barring substantial changes in the ways that jobs are evaluated and wages
set, women'’s prospects for economic parity will depend ‘on their migration into
mainstream “male” jobs, away from the many low-paying jobs most frequently held
by women. - :

. In view of the pervasiveness of segregatlon and. its adverse consequences for

women, in 1981 several groups sponsored an examination of sex segregation in the
workplace by the Committee on Women's Employment and Related Social Issues
of the National Research Council. The sponsors are tl.e U.S. Department of Ed-
ucation, the Employment and Training Administration of the U.S. Department of
Labor, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York.

The committee’s mandate was twofold: to convene a major interdisciplinary work-
shop on job segregation and to prepare a state-of-the-art report on the topic. The
two-day workshop, held in May 1982, brought together two dozen scholars. This
volume includes revised versions of several papers presented there and the remarks
of commentators, along with three papers the committee subsequently commis-
sioned. These papers served as a resource to the committee in preparing its final
report, Women’s Work, Men's Work: Segregation on the Job, and stand as a com-
panion to that volume.

The purposes of the workshop were to bring together scholars from several
disciplines to review the evidence for various theoretical explanations for segregation
and to report empirical research they were conducting that would enlarge our
understanding of its extent, form, and causes. For this reason some of the papers,

vii



and thus the chapters in this volume, primarily review the literature (Blau, Marini
and Brintcn, Roys and Reskin, and O'Farrell and Harlan), while others offer up-
to-date empirical \findings (Beller, Bielby and Baron, Beller and Han, Rosenfeld,
and Waite and Bertyman). Two papers combine the presentation of original research
with either a critical review of a theoretical pesspective (Corcoran, Duncan, and
Ponza) or the presentation of a new theoretical approach (Strober).

Many of the authors of this volume thank colleagues or assistants for their help.
The workshop at which most of these chapters and comments were first presented
and this volume also benefited from the work of several people, to whom I express
my appreciation. As study director of the committee, Barbara F. Reskin was a
valuable intellectual resource and an able manager of our work. Marie A. Matthews,
administrative assistant to the committee, was indispensable in organizing the work-
shop. The members of the Committce on Women's Employment and Related Social
Issues and Heidi I. Hartmann, as associate executive director of the Commission
on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, helped identity workshop par-
ticipants, participated in the workshop, and refereed papersfor inclusion in this
volume. Christine L. McShane, editor for the commission, worked with the authors
and the National Academy Press in producing it. This volume woyld not exist
without the behind-the-scene contributions of these people, and I tharx them
warmly. g

ALICE S. ILcuMAN, Chair _
Committee on Women's Employment and Related Social Issues
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1 Introduction

BARBARA F. RESKIN

The concept of segregation was first
brought to public attention in the United
States to describe the enforced separation
of black and white children in different
schools. Although strictly speaking segre-
gation denotes physical separation, it typi-
cally involves an institutionalized form of
social distance between dominant and sub-
ordinate groups (Kuper, 1968:144). Cer-
tainly racial segregation in this country en-
tailed more than physical separation; not only
did it reflect the belief that black children
were not fit to associate with white children,
but it also made other forms of unequal
treatment possible.

Years of litigation, protests, and busing
have brought the concept of segregation into
the public vocabulary and persuaded most
Americans of the existence of racial segre-
gation in schools and neighborhoods. At the
same time, these activities have probably

. helped to associate the idea of segregation

with race discrimination. But our society,
like most others, segregates its members on
the basis of characteristics other than race;

I wish to express my thanks to my friend and col-
league, Lowell L. Hargens, for his help in reading and
discussing the papers in this volume.

-

age, sex, and social class are the most com-
mon. Because most of these forms of seg-
regation mirror social norms about the ap-
propfiate and “natural” relations between
groups (just as prior to the 1954 Brown de-
cision many people defined race segregation
as natural and appropriate) and because of
their very pervasiveness, these forms of sep-
aration are not readily thought of as segre-
gation. We take for grantéd, for example,
that children will be separated into age-based
groups at school and that they will spend
their days apart from most adults. Indeed,
it is when the accepted patterns of segre-
gation vary that we notice—for example,
more than one or two adults on a school
playground during recess or children in work
settings. '
The segregation of the sexes in.gome
spheres is at least as common as that of chil-
dren from adults. Yet it is often not visible
for two reasons. First, cultural expectations,
which structure our perceptions of the world,
take for granted that most adults live inti-
mately with a member of the opposite sex.
Because such intimacy is at odds with the
model of physical separation implied by the
paradigmatic case of racial segregation, it
masks the existence of sex segregation. Sec-

11
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- v

ond, the presence of women and men pub-
licly carrying out a variety of activities to-
gether supports the impression of sex
integration. Superficially these two phe-
nomena appear to invalidate any claim that
the sexes are segregated.

Our interest in this volume centegs on the
segregation of women and men at work, re-
gardless of whether the sexes are substan-
tially segregated in most partsoftheir lives.

. In that context, work can be characterized
as sex segregated in three ways. First, norms
that relegate the sexes to separate spheres
(Welter, 1966; Bloch, 1978)—women to the
home and men to the public sector-——nec-

essarily imply their physical separation. For

example, domestic workers in the private
sphere, whether theysare unpaid or paid,
_carry out their duties in a female environ-
ment, pursuing one of the most segregated
jobs. Second, many paid employees work in
exclusively one-sex settings. Whole indus-
tries are dominated by men; metal and coal
mining, fisheries, horticultural services,
logging, construction, and railroads were all
more than 90 percent male in 1980 (Bureau
of Labor Statistics, 1981:Table 30). Although
there are n» industries so-overwhelmingly

female, in p.tt because in even the most.

female-intensive industries men hold man-
agerial posts, women constitute more than
three-quarters of all workers in several in-
dustries, including direct sales, employ-
ment agencies, convalescent institutions, li-
braries, and apparel and fabricated textile
manufacturing. In 1980 over 32 million
workers were employed in industries whose
work forces were at least 80 percent male
or female, and slightly more than this num-
ber—11 million women and 22 niillion
men—worked in detailed census occupa-
tions in which at least 90 percent of the
incumbents were of their own sex.! In ad-

dition, even within ittegrated industries,

» firms may employ only men or only women

(see Bielby and Baron, in this volume).
Clearly, then, a substantial proportion of
American workers are physically segregated
from the opposite sex.

If we extend the meaning of segregation
beyond physical separation to encompass
functional separation, the workplace is seg-
regated in a third way, with a divisioh of
labor by sex the rule. Furthermore, the
practice of employing wemen and men to
do different jobs within the same work set-
ting is often accompanied by the institu-
tionalized social distance that segregation
frequently entails. This social distance is
marked by differential access to authority
(Wolf and Fligstein, 1979), unequal ‘wages
(Treiman and Hartmann, 1981), separate job
ladders, and exclusionary practices restrict-
ing mobility between positions labeled “male”
and “female” (Roos and Reskin, in this vol-
ume). Hospitals are a good example. As out-
siders, we notice female and male employ-
ees interacting in various ways—talking or
joking together in the corridors or wards,
working side by side over patients in ex-
amining and operating rooms, often simi-
larly dressed in lab coats or scrub suits. Yet
nurses, technicians, clérical workers, and food
service workers are overwhelmingly female,
while doctors, administrators, and orderlies
are predominantly male. Ironically, it is the
functional segregation of the sexes into dif-
ferent jobs that renders them interdepen-
dent and ensures their physical integration.
It should be recognized, too, that the phys-
ical integration we observe is preceded, at
least for technical and professional staff, by
separate training programs in which the sexes

‘are physically segregated. This separation

may help prepare them for the unequal sta-
tus and rewards they experience when as

! The Census.Bureau categorizes occupations at vary-
ing levels of detail. In 1980 the classification referred
to as “detadded” included 503 occupations. The number
of workers in industries that were at least 80 percent
female was computed from Bureau of Labor Statistics

(1981:Table 30). The number of workers in occupations
that were at least 90 percent menbers of the incum-
bent’s sex was computed from Bureau of the Census
data (1983:Table 1), '
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workers they are physically integrated.

Having shown -how the concept of seg-

regation applies to women’s positions in the
workplace, we must ‘now ask why an inquiry
into sex segreg.,atlon in the world of work is
necessary. Since dividing work on the basis
of sex is customary in the home, why not in

the workplace? To answer this question, let’s .

" return to the discussion of the consequences
of segregating black and white schoolchil-
dren. Beyond its stigmatizing effects, dif-
ferentiating and separating prople are often
accompanied by differential treatment. Just
as the segregated schools to which black
children were sent were inferior to white
children’s fchopls (Kluger 1975), the jobs
that womép hold provide rewards that are
inferior to those that “male” jobs offer.
Foremost is the effect of segregation on
women’s wages. The more “female” an oc-
.cupation is, the less it typically pays (Rytina,
1982). Between 33 and 4Q percent of the
well-documented wage gap between female
and male full-time workers can be attributed
to their segregation into diffetent detailed
occupational categories (Treiman and Hart-

mann, 1981). The additiona! segregation of

women and men in the samme occupations
into uifferent jobs explains even more of the
differential. The wage loss associated with
working in female-dominated occupations
has especially adverse consequences for
women who are the sole supporters of thejr
families. Ehrenreich and Stallard (1982)
commented that it is not the absence of a
man in a household but the absence of a
male salary that pushes working women into
poverty; more precisely, it is the absence of
the salary levels that male-dominated jubs
provide. For women who support families
on their-own, segregation may mean pov-
erty.

These facts—the pervasiveness of ses
segregation and its economic implications
for women—pose important scholarly and
policy questions. What are the current lev-
els of segregation, and what are the pros-
pects for the decade ahead? Why is work so

-

LY

.‘.

overwhelmingly sex typed? What kinds of
remedies might reduce segregation levels?
It is these questions to which the papers in
this volume provide answers. The remain-
der of this chapter is an overview of their
themes. '

EXTENT, TRENDS, AND PROJECTIONS
FOR THE FUTURE )

From its emergence as a major institugion
in the nineteenth century, the U.S. labor
force has been highly segregated by sex.
Most occupations were so dominated by one
sex that for decades the Census Bureau
changed gender-discrepant responses for
certain occupations on the assumption that
they represented coding errors (Conk, 1981).
Empirical studies assessing the extent of oc-
cupational segregation have consistently
confirmed high levelsof segregation (Gross,
1968; Blau and Hendricks, 1979; Lloyd and

Niemi, 1979; Williams, 1979; England, 1981).

Despite dramatic changes in both the com-
position of the labor force and the occupa-
tional structure, segregation levels have been

" extraordinarily’stable throughout the twen-

tieth century. This raises several questions.
First, have social and normative changes in
the 1970s or the existence or enforcement

* of antidiscrimination laws led to appreciable

declines in segregation? What are the pros-
pects for the remainder of this decade? How
much segregation within specific employ-
ment settings.is masked by aggregate esti-
mates based on data for occupations? Whut
tan we learn if we go beyond the static pic-
tures that occupational distributions yield to
look at workers’ job histories?

The papers on the extent of and trends in
segregation in Part I of this volume illumi-
nate these questions. In Chapter 2, Andrea
H. Beller provides new and encouraging
evidence regarding trends in aggregate seg-
regation levels since 1970. Using Current
Population Survey data for the period be-
tween 1971 and 1981, she documents a 10

13
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percent decline in the segregation index.
Unlike most of the previous research, she
provides separate analyses for nonwhites and
whites that show more rapid.declines among
nonwhites. Especially telling are results that
reveal particular progress within profes-
sional accupations for whites (but not non-
whites), an outcome that Beller argues is
linked to desegregation in college majors.
It is well known that the more closely cne
is able to look into the workplace, the nore
segregation one will observe. Thus, segre-
gation indices computed for the 11 major
census occupational groupings show consid-
erably less segregation than do indices com-

.puted for detailed occupational categories.

However, researchers have not had data sets
that permit them to assess segregation levels
within firms for a large number of estab-
lishments. Williamn T. Bielby and james N.
Baron’s work (Chapter 3) is 4n important

exception. They examined U.S. Employ-.

ment Service data for-aimost 400 California
firns employing more than 60,000 workers
to address several issues previously bejond
the reach of scholars. The result is a set of
striking and disturbing findings. For ex-
ample, over half the firms were totally sex
segregated: not a single job title was held
by both men and women. Furthermore,
across all firms, the proportion of workers
who held nominally integrated jobs (i.e., jobs
held by both men and women in a firin) was
only 10 percent. An analysis of the small
number of firms that were minimally inte-
grated permitted the authors to identify
mechanisms that support segregation in dif-
ferent types of establishments. These find-
ings contribute to our understanding of the
organizational bases of sex segregation.

It is also possible to get beyond aggre-
gated occupational data by tracking workers’
patterns of movement hetween segregated
and integrated jobs. Rachel A. Rosenfeld's
research employs such an approach. In
Chapter 4, Rosenfeld estimates the amount
of such mobility between sex-typical and sex-

atypical occupations and then investigates
its determinants. Of considerable interest
are results broken down by race that show
the proportions of women and men who
moved between occupations in which mem-
bers of their sex were a majority and those
in which they were a minority. Rosenfeld’s
subsequent examination of the wage and
prestige consequences of different types of
moves points to factors that may prompt
workers to enter and leave sex-atypical work.
Also important are analyses showing (1) how
workers’ personal characteristics are linked
to an occupation’s sex type and (2) what char-
acteristics are associated with an individual’s
1..saking an occupation’s sex barrier. Spe-
cific findings, such as the absence of any
effect of family responsibilities on the type
of move a worker makes, bear on theories
that seek to explain segregation.

In commeénting on the first three chapters

_in Part I, Pamela S. Cain notes in Chapter

5 some apparent contradictions between
them and offers a resolution. She also re-
minds the reader of the inherent limitations
that available tools and data plaCe on study-
ing sex segregation.

In the final chapter in Part I, Andrea H

Beller and Kee-ok Kim Han use trend data’

to project the level of occupational segre-
gation at the end of the decade (Chapter 6).
They use several models to generate a set
of projections. Of particular relevance to

policy makers are the results for models based

on optimistic, intermediate, and conserva-
tive assumptions about the rate of decline,
which could reflect such faciors as whether
affirmative action regulations are enforced.

i

Under the most optimistic assumption, seg- *

regation’ would decline markedly, but the
models that Beller and Han judge to be more
realistic predict only modest declines. Social
policy must be guided by what is likely to
happen in both the presence and absence
of deliberate interventions to reduce seg-
regation. Their paper provides such infor-
mation and draws its implications for policy.

14
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EXPLAINING SEGREGATION

The chapters in Part II grapple with the
controversial, and difficult question of why
gender is linked to the work people do. In-
dividually, each summarizes and weighs the
empirical evidence associated with a partic-

. ular explanatory orientation. Jointly, they

provide both a sound foundation and an
agenda for needed research.

Francine D. Blau’s paper on labor market
discrimination and occupational segregation

(Chapter 7) is one of three that consider -

economic approaches to sex segregation. The
economiics literature on discrimination has

.concentrated on the role of discrimination

in the wage differential between the sexes
(see Blinder, 1973; Osterman, 1979; Cabral

et al., 1981), but very little has been pub- -

lished specifically on the role of labor market
discrimination in maintaining sex segrega-
tion. Focusing on this question, Blau criti-
cally appraises the utility of several general
theories of discrimination, including those
invoking taste, overcrowding, monopsony,
statistical discrimination, and dual labor
markets as well as the human capital alter-
native. ‘Having laid out the theoretical al-
ternatives, Blau evaluates the empirical evi-
dence on the extent to which dlscrlmmatlon
contributes to segregation. In déing so she
details the difficulties in trying to measure
discrimination and emphasizes the need for
research that can distinguish between the
various alternatives.

-In Chapter 8, economist Myra H. Strober
rejects existing theories of discrimination as
inadequate to explain how occupations get
assigned to one sex or the other and what
contributes to stability or change in these
gender designations. Exploiting ideas from
existing theories, she proposes a provocative
new “general theory” to explain both oc-
cupational segregation and wage differen-
tials. The argument claims that the labor
market behavior of men—employees and
workers—is governed by their desire to

maintain patriarchal privilege in the home
and that pursuing this goal gives rise to both
segregation and lower wages for women.
Historical data on shifts in the gender label
of public school teaching illustrate the the-
ory. ' '

In a close analysis of Strober’s theory
(Chapter 9), Karen Oppenheim Mason takes
issue with certain assumptions as empiri-

-cally unsupported. Mason disputes Strob-
. er’s claim that existing ideas cannot ade-

quately explain segregation and offers a set
of theoretical approaches that she contends
account for the persistence of segregation.

It has been suggested that the concentra-
tion of women in certain occupations reflects
their own preferences, which in turn stem
either from beliefs that these occupations
are compatible witrwomen’s domestic roles
or from a socialization process that predis-
poses them.toward certain kinds of work.
Each alternative has stimulated large bodies
of research. Mary Co.coran. Greg J. Dun-
can, and Michael Ponza review in Chapter
10 the human capital explanatlon that attri-
butes segregation-te women'’s desire to find
jobs that do nat conflict vf ith their domestic
obligations. They put this explanation to a
test with evidence from other research and
their own currént work. The authors pre-
sent results from their analysis of data from
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics on the
duration of work experience, part-time work,
and occupational sex composition that chal-
lenge predictions based on the human cap-
ital approach. Of special interest are anal-
yses that cast doubt on the human capital
assumption that skill depreciation and con-
comicant wage losses associated with time
out of the labor force prompt women to es-
chew certain occupations. Their findings
represent an important contribution to the
development of a body of knowledge re-
garding how familial roles influence wom-
en's occupational outcomes.

Margaret Mooney Marini and Mary C.
Brinton provide in Chapter 11 a compre-
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hensive synthetic review of the massive lit-
erature that links sex typing in socialization
to occupational choice. Their review covers
research on (1) the existence of sex differ-
ences in occupational preferences, knowl-
edge, skills, and traits and (2) whether ob-
served differences result from sex-role
socialization within families, schools, and the
mass media. Because of the direct link be-
tween education and occupational options,
they pay special attention to education in
general and mathematics and science edu-
cation in particular. This chapter, which ul-
timately draws conclusions about the effects
of sex typing on segregation, is an important
resource for researchers.

In response to Marini and Brinton, Wendy
C. Wolf cautions that, in view of the mul-
titude of factors implicated by the occupa-
tional sccialization literature, the outcomes

of any particular intervention attempts are

unpredictable (Chapter 12). She reminds the
reader that most of the literature reviewed
by Marini and Brinton deals with differ-
ences between the sexes before they enter
the labor market. She points out that the
constraining effects of such factors may de-
cline for adult women who face the eco-
nomic realities of earning adequate wages.

In Chapter 13, Patricia A. Roos and Bar-
bara F. Reskin draw on labor market the-
ories to develop a framework in which a
variety of institutional barriers to sex inte-
gration are examined. They focus on formal
procedures within establishments and the
organization of labor markets that discour-
age or exclude workers from entering jobs
that have been defined as belonging to the
other sex. They consider, in turn, barriers
to job training (including apprenticeships),
barriers to entry-level positions, and struc-
tural barriers that limit women's promotion
into and retention in sex-atypical jobs. They
cite a wide variety of studies that show how
these barriers perpetuate the segregation of
the sexes.

In commenting on this paper (Chapter
14), Maryellen R. Kelley points to limita-
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tions in the research that Roos and Reskin
review and questions the omission of the
effects of such factors as job design and eval-
uation. Noting that little is known about how

women are channelled into sex-typed career-

paths, she cails for research on this topic.

REDUCING SEGREGATION

Policy makers will find the chapters in
Part I1I on the effectiveness of interventions
to reduce segregation especially useful. In
Chapter 15, Brigid O'Farrell and Sharon L.
Harlan examine the impacts of various in-
terventions on’ the basis of an extensive
yeading of case studies. From these data they
draw some general conclusions about what
kinds of intervention succeed and the con-
ditions under which they work best. They
point out, for example, that, to increase
women's representation in male-labeled jobs,
companies had to modify certain personnel
practices, such as recruitment procedures,
seniority systems, required qualifications,
and job training.

In contrast to O'Fargell and Harlan’s sur-
vey of workplace-based remedies, Linda J.
Waite and Sue E. Berryman evaluate the
effectiveness of a single program, the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA), for several employment outcomes
of black, white, and Hispanic women and
men (Chapter 16). Their statistical analyses
fail to show effects of race or Hispanic eth-
nicity but do show sex differences in pro-
gram assignment consistent with sex seg-
regation. Two especially interesting analyses
address CETA's ability to foster desegre-
gation. The first examines the link between
the sex label of participants’ pre-CETA jobs
and their CETA placements, and the second
looks at CETA's record in meeting partici-
pants’ preferences for sex-atypical assign-
ments. However, the data Waite .and Ber-
ryman use were collected prior to 1978, when
CETA reauthorization legislation made sex
equity an explicit program goal, as Wendy
Wolf notes in her commentary (Chapter 17).

i
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INTRODUCTION

Post-1978 evaluations might yield a different
picture.

CONCLUSION

In recapping the papers in this volume,
Francine D. Blau integrates se*2ral recur-
ring themes (Chapter 18). She points to the
variety of ways that federal activities may
help reduce or sustain sex segregation. Blau
reminds readers that economic parity is not
a necessary consequence of occupational de-

segregation. On the basis of the papers in -

this volume, howe °v, it seems unlikely that
we shall have to cope with that concern in
the near future. It is to be hoped that the
publication of these papers will help move
us closer toward that goal.
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Trends in Occupational Segreg;tion
by Sex and Race, 1960-1981

ANDREA H. BELLER

Interest among economists in occupa-
tional sex segregation stems from the fairly
well established relationship between the
sex differential in earnings and women'’s
concentration in a small number of occu-

pations. It also stems from a family-based

analysis of women’s roles, although this con-
nection continues to be controversial. Such
. an analysis says that because of their family
roles, women invest less in market-oriented
human capital than men do (Becker, 1981),
and this includes choosing traditionally fe-
male occupations (Polachek, 1979). Recent
empirical studies tend to refute this expla-
nation of sex differences in occupational
~choices (Beller, 1982b; Corcoran and Dun-
can, 1979; England, 1982). While untan-
gling the causes of occupational sex segre-
gation has proved an ambitious challenge,
measuring its trends is no less difficult.
This paper assesses the trends in occu-
pational segregation of the sexes during the
1970s and compares them with those of the
1660s. A number of studies have examined
changes in occupational segregation be-
tween census years: 1900 1960 (Gross, 1968),
1950-1970 (Blau and Hendricks, 1979), 1960-
1970 (Economic Report of the President,

11

1973), and 1950-1970 among professional oc-
cupations (Fuchs, 1975). Using the index of
segregation from the Duncan Index (Dun-
can and Duncan, 1955), these studies con- -
cur in the relative lack of chatige noted in
occupational segregation through 1960 and
the small decline during the 1960s. (The
decline of sex segregation in the professional
occupations during the 1960s was somewhat
greater than that for all occupations.)

With the strengthening of equal employ-
ment opportunity (EEO) legislation and the
promulgation of equal educational oppor-
tunity legislation in 1972, one might have
anticipated an accelerated decline in occu-
pational segregation during the 1970s.
Moreover, there is a general perception that
many women are becoming increasingly ori-
ented toward nontraditional family roles and
nontraditional jobs in the workplace.! Sur-
prisingly, the index of segregation remained
unchanged through 1976 o1 1977, according
to two recent works (Lloyd and Niemi, 1979;

! See, for example, Cherlin and Walters (1981) and
Mason et al. (1976).

13
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U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1978). The
segregation indexes computed by there
studies (as well as by Blau and Hendricks
and by Fuchs) are presented in Appendix
B, Table B-1. But findings from other studies
seem to conflict with these reports of no
change. Beller (1982b) showed that EEO
laws reduced occupational segregation by
1974 and that EEO laws combined with equal
educational opportunity legislation in-
creased the effects of years of college com-
pleted on women’s entry into nontraditional
uccupations between 1971 and 1977, espe-
cially among new entrants (Beller, 1982a).
7he reason these studies detected nu change
is a lack of comparability between the two
data sets they used to compute the segre-
gation indexes. In fact, I have found that the
index of segregation declined from 68.32 in
1972 to 64.65 in 1977 and 61.66 in 1981, a
rate of decline almost three times as large
as that during the 1960s.

In the next section, the trends in occu-
pational segregation from 1971 to 1981 are
documented and compared with those of the
1960s. Trends in segregation among all oc-
cupations, among professional occupations,
and among college majors are discussed. An
analysis of cohort differences in occupational
segregation during the 1970s follows. I then
compare and contrast changes in the sex
composition of detailed occupations during
the 1960s and the 1970s. Finally, race dif-
ferences in trends in occupational segrega-
tion are presented.

MEASUREMENT AND DATA

Trends in occupational segregation are
commonly measured by the index of seg-
regation (Duncan and Duncan, 1955). The
index is defined as follows:

’

S = ‘/ez my = fu
[

where m, = the percentage of the male
labor force employed in occupation i in year

4

-

t, and f, = the percentage ‘of the female '
labor force employed in occupation § in year
t. The index may take on a value between
0 and 100, where zero represents perfect
integration and 100 represents complete
segregation. The number tells the propor-
tion of women (or men) that would have to
be redistributed among occupations for the

" occupational distribution to reach complete

equality between the sexes.

The index of segregation has two com-
ponents, labeled the mix effect and the com-
position effect by Blau and Hendricks (1979).
The value of the index depends on both the
rélative size of various nccupations and the
sex composition within occupations.? Changes
in the index thus asrive from two sources:
changes in the occupational distribution and
changes in the entry of the sexes into various
occupations. (It also depends on the inter-
action of the two.) These changes may be in
reinforcing or opposing directions. Signs of
progress within occupations, for example,
could be masked by unusual growth in oc-
cupations that are predominantly single sex.
A standardization procedure can be used to
determine the influence of each of these two
effects. For example, to determine the ef-
fect of changes in the sex composition within
occupations on the changes in the segre-
~ation index from year t — 1 to year ¢, the
index of segregation for year ¢ can be com-
puted standardizing the size of occupations
to year t — 1. Thus; the employment stand-
ardized index of segregation holds constant
the distribution of employment across oc-
cupations (occupational mix) and enables one

" The value of the index may also depend on the
degree of aggregation of the occupations. Typically, the
greater the degree of aggregation, i.e.. the Tewer the
cccupations, the lower the level of measured segre-
gation. For this reason, in comparing indexes over time,
one should use the same number of occupations at the
same degree of aggregation. This methodological issue
is discussed in England (1981).



-

TRENDS IN OCCUPATIONAL SEGREGATION BY SEX AND RACE 13

to observe the effects of changes in the sex
composition within occupations alone.?

Similarly, to observe the effects of changes
in the occupational structure alone, the pro-
portion standardized index of segregation can
be computed holding constant the sex com-
position at year ¢ - 1 and using the em-
ployment distribution of year ¢. (Standard-
izing by the size of occupations in year ¢ —
1 arbitrarily assigns the interaction term in
one direction. Standardizing by the size of
occupations i:. year ¢t would assign the in-
teracticn tgfm in the other direction.) These
standardization procedures can also be ap-
plied to a given year to determine how the
index of subgroup j differs from that of the
populatior: as a whole. This allows us to de-
compose the index of the subgroup into the
effects of occupational mix and sex compo-
sition. For example, by standardizing the
segregation index of the youngest cohcrt to
the occupational mix of the whole labor force,
it can be seen how the sex composition within
occupations for the youngest cohort differs
from that .{ the rest of the labor force.

To assess trends in occupational segre-
gation during the 1970s, I used data from
the Current Population Survey (CPS) con-
ducted monthly by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census. Data for the years 1971-1974 and
1977 used for the detailed analyses pre-
sented in this paper come from the March
Annual Demographic Files (ADF) of the CPS.
The ADF data are supplemented here with
more recent data from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics’ (BL.S) annual averages (AA), tab-

3 The employment standardized index of segregation
is defined as follows:

Sk = llzz mg "f:|-
where m# = (MJT,) (T, ) 100/ (MJT,) (T-1).
S8 = (FJT) (T,-) (100)Y, (FJT,) (Ty- ). F, = the

i
number of females in occupation { in year t. M,, = the
number of males in occupation { in year t, and T, =
F, + M, = total employment in occupation { in year
t.

ulated by the BLS from the monthly CPS.4
More detail on these sources and on issues
of comparability and the choice of occupa-
tions included in the sample are discussed
in Appendix A. As discussed there, the CPS
occupational data.collected during the 1970s
are not comparable to the 1970 census data
even though the same occupation codes are
used, because the Census Bureau changed
its method of assigning individuals to oc-
cupations in December 1971. Hence, sta-
tistics based on these two sources should not
be compared. Although their reliability dif-
fers (see Appendix A), I make some com-
parisons between the two different sources
of CPS deta in order to include 1981 data
in the analysis. The 1960 and 1970 census
occupational data are used to show trends
during the 1960s; these data were made
comparable by the Census Eureau’s recod-
ing of the 1960 data according to the 1970
occupation codes (U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
sus, 1972).

TRENDS IN OCCUPATIONAL
SEGREGATION., 1960-1981

Occupational segregation of the sexes de-
clined continuously during the 1970s at a

* Pata on occupations for 1971-1974 and 1977 come
from the 1972-1975 and 1978 Annual Demographic Files,
which are available on public-use computer tapes. These
files contain considerable demographic detail, making
it possible to cross-classify occupation by such char-
acteristics as labor market experience, which is done
later in this paper. These were the only years for which
I had these data at the time of this writing. To incor-
porate more recent data than 1977, I obtained from
the BLS unpublished tabulations of annual averages
(AA) for 1981; to astertain comparability between the
AA and the ADF data, I also obtained these tabulations
for 1977 and for 1972, the earliest year for which th~y
are available. (The cooperation of Elizabeth Waldman
and Jack Bregger of the BLS, who made these data
available expeditiously, is gratefully acknowledged.)
These data are not cross-classified by demographic
characteristics. Thus, while overall trends can be as-
sessed through 1981, cohort trends can be assessed
only through 1977.

Q1
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rate that exceeded the decline during the
1960s. The index of segregation declined from
68.32 in 1972 to 61.86 in 1981, according to
the BL.S AA data. According to the ADF, it
declined from 68.14 in 1971 to 64.15 in 1977,
and the decline occurred ccntinuously over
the intervening years. These indexes, which
are computed over a common group of 262
three-digit census occupations, appear in
Table 2-1, lines 2 and 3. For comparison
purposes, indexes of segregation for 1960
and 1970 computed from the decennial cen-
sus over the same 262 occupations are in-
cluded. According to Census Bureau data,
the index declined from 68.69 in 1960 to
65.90 in 1970.

As pointed out earlier, the index lavels
are not comparable across data sets, but

trends in one data set should be comparable
to trends in the other as long as compara-
bility has been established within each data
set. Between 1972 and 1981 the index of
segregation declined at an average annual
rate nearly three times as high as during the
1960s, i.e., —0.74 compared with —0.28.
These figures appear in the bottom part of
Table 2-1. The annual rate of decline in the
segregation index appears tc have acceler-
ated slightly in the mid-1970s and to have
remained steady through 1981.

To decompose the change in tne segre-
yation index during the 1970s, I have stand-
ardized it to the employment mix at the
beginning of the decade. As mentioned
above, we want to make comparisons only
within a data set, so we standardize the Cen-

a

TABLE 2-1 Segregation Indexes, 1960-1981, All Occupations

Census CPS
1960 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1977 1981
Index Level
Unstandardized
Census 68.69 65.90 —_ — —_ — —_ —_
Annual Demographic
File (ADF) —_ —_ 68.14 67.36 67.09 66.39 64.15 —_
Annual Averages (AA) — — — 68.32 — — 64.65 61.66
Employment Standardized
Census (1970) 68.06 65.90 — — — — — —_
ADF (1972) — —_ 67.99 67.36 66.97 66.64 64.49 —
AA (1972) — — — 68.32 — — 65.18 62.88
Change in Index
) Total
Average Annual Rate of Change Change
Unstandardized 1960-1970  1971-1974  1974-1977  1977-198 1972-1981 1972-1981
Census -0.28 — — — —_ —_
ADF — -0.58 -0.75 — — —
AA — —_ _— -0.75 -0.74 - 6.66
Employment Standardized
Census (1970) -0.22 — — — — —
ADF (1972) — -0.45 -0.72 — — —
AA (1972) — — — -0.56 -0.60 -5.44

NOTE: These indexes are based on a conmon group of 262 three-digit census occupations.

SOURCE: U.S. Commerce Department, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1970, Detaited
Characteristics. Final Report PC(1)-D1, U.S. Summary (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1973), Table 221; Annual Demographic Files of Current Population Survey, 1972-1975 and 1978, computer tapes;
and Bureau of Labor Statistics, annual averages of monthly Current Population Surveys, 1972, 1977, and 1981,

unpublished tabulations.

292
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sus Bureau data to 1970 and the ADF and

AA data to 1972. Employment standardized '

indexes reveal the amount of the change in
segregation that is due to changes in sex
composition within occupations of a fixed
size, the ‘composition effects. As shown in
Table -1, the employment standardized
segregation index declined from 68.32 in 1972
to 62.88 in 1981, or by almost as much as
the unstandardized index declined. Thus,
most of the decline in the segregation index
during the 1970s was due to changes in the
sex composition within occupations, but the
employment distribution also shifted slightly
toward a less segregated work force.
Professional occupations continued dur-
ing the 1970s to be less segregated than the
work force as a whole and to experience a
somewhat larger decline in segregation. The
segregation index for 59 professional occu-
pations declined from 59.44 in 1972 to 50.55
in 1981, according to the annual averages
data. This yields an average annual rate of
decline of nearly 1 percentage point, 0.99.
Since these occupations are composed pri-
marily of individuals with a college degree,
it is instructive to examine an index of seg-
regation for earned bachelor’s degrees con-
ferred on men and women by field of study.
These data, published annually by the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics (NCES),
are based on the distribution of all degrees
granted by all accredited degree-granting
institutions in the United States during a
specific academic year.® The segregation in-
dex computed over college majors declined

3 These data are taken from National Center for Ed-
ucation Statistics, Projections of Education Statistics to
1985-89, by Martin M. Frankel and Debra E. Gerald,
April 1980. The original sources for the major portion
of these data are the annual NCES reports on Earned
Degrees Conferred. Further information came from
“. .. education and professional associations, experts
in other academic areas, and other agencies in the fed-
eral government . . ." (as cited in NCES, April 1880,
p. 49). The numbers in this report differ slightly from
the ones for the same year published in Earned Degrees
Conferred.

from 46.08 in 1969 to 35.62 in 1978. The
average annual rate of decline in this index
is 1.16 per year.® Thus, segregation by field
of study among bachelor’s degree recipients
declined rapidly during the 1970s, followed
by the professional occupations, and, finally,
the work force as a whole.

COHORT DIFFERENCES IN
OCCUPATIONAL SEGREGATION,
1971-1977

Was the decline in occupational segre-
gation by sex during the 1970s distributed
throughout the labor force or concentrated
in groups most able to take advantage of
improved access to nontraditional jobs and
opportunities for advancement? Beller (1982a)
found the effect of equal employment op-
portunity legislation between 1371 and 1977
to be largest among college-educated new

and recent entrants into the labor market.

That is, compared to 1971, the chances of
women with 1-10 years of potential labor
market experience (new entrants) in 1977 cr
with 7-16 years (recent entrants) finding em-
ployment in a nontraditional occupation in-
creased more than for older cohoits in 1977.
Recent entrants in 1977, who were new en-
trants in 1971, found increased opportuni-
ties to move into nontraditional occupations
as they aged over this period.

To examine changes in occupational seg-
regation by cohort, I stratified the labor force
by potential work experience, defined as
Age — Education — 6, as in this previous
study. Using the ADF data for 1971 and
1977, 1 stratified women and men into groups
with the following years of experience (EX-
PER): 1-10, 7-16, and 11-40+. I believe
that new and recent labor market entrants
are best able to benefit from improved op-
portunities, and I hypothesize that young

6 The index of segregation did not decline for post-
graduate degrees. however, it is at a lower level than
for bachelor's degrees (Beller and Han, in press).
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cohorts will show greater changes than older
cohorts. If access to nontraditional occupa-
tions increases, new entrants will have more
opportunities to enter the occupational
structure at preferred points than older co-
horts with the same education. Since ad-
justments in education can only occur with
some lag, new entrants also have the great-
est opportunities to acquire more education
and to alter their field of study in response
to perceptions of improved opportunities in
the labor market. In general, the educa-
tional attainment of younger cohorts of
women is higher than of older cohorts, and
women are increasingly likely to obtain ad-
ditional degrees at all degree levels (Beller
and Han, 1984). Recent entrants in the early
stages of their careers can take advantage of
new opportunities for advancement.” Thus,
I compared new entrants into the labor mar-
ket (EXPER = 1-10) with the rest of the
labor force (EXPER = 11-40+), new en-
trants in 1971 with new entrants in 1977,
and new entrants in 1971 (EXPER = 1-10)
with themselves 6 years later in 1977 (EX-
PER = 7-16). We can see how segregated
the youngest cohort is compared with the
rest of the labor force, how segregated the
enterng cohort is at the beginning com-
pared with the mid-1970s, and how much
change in occupational segregation the 1971
entering cohort experienced as it aged.
The segregation indexes for these expe-
rience cohorts appear in Table 2-2. The
youngest cohort is less segregated than the
remainder of the labor force in both 1971
and 1977, and segregation declined for all

7 While these arguments and data strongly suggest
that the results should be stronger for yoyung cohorts,
a potential bias in our results exists in that the sex
difference in actual experience probably widens with
potential experience. Thus, stronger results for younger
cohorts might be related to the actual versus potential
experience issue. In the absence of comparable cohort
data prior to 1971, it wasn't possible to assess the effect
of such a potential bias.

TABLE 2-2 Segregation Indexes by
Experience Cohort

Change

Experience Cohort 1971 1977 1971-1977
"Unstandardized
1-10 67.47 62.51 -4.96
7-186 69.94 64.03 -5.91
11-40 + 69.36 66.31 -3.05
Standardized to Employment

of Whole Labor Force
1-10 67.44 61.96 -5.48
7-16 69.07 64.89 -4.18
11-40 + 69.13 66.65 -2.48
Standardized to Proportions

of Whole Labor Force
1-10 67.78 64.35 -3.43
7-16 68.54 63.93 -4.61
11-40 + 67.84 63.69 -4.15

NOTE: The indexes are computed on the basis of
258 occupations. Occupations with no employment in
any experience cohort were dropped from all groups.

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Annual De-
mographic Files, computer tapes.

groups over this period. The differential be-
tween the youngest cohort and the rest of
the labor force widened over time, how-
ever, as segregation decreased more rapidly
in the youngest cohort as hypothesized. The
segregation index for this group (EXPER =
1-10) declined from 67.47 in 1971 to 62.51
in 1977, or by 0.83 percentage points per
year, while the index for the remainder of
the labor force (EXPER = 11-40+) de-
clined from 69.36 to 66.31, or by 0.51 points
per year. During this period the decline is
greatest not for the youngest cohort but for
the group with 7-16 years of potential work
experience. For this group (EXPER = 7-
16) the segregation index declined from 69.94
in 1971 to 64.03 in 1977, or by 0.99 points
per year. If we follow the entering cohort
in 1971 for 6 years to 1977 (EXPER = 7-
16), we find that the segregation index de-
clined within this cohort by 3.44 percentage
points from 67.47 to 64.03, or by 0.57 points
per year. The entering cohort in 1971 be-
came less segregated as it aged through 1977
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when the entering cohort is less segregated
than in 1971. This implies that each entering
cohort is less segregated than in the past
and experiences a greater decline in seg-
regation as it ages.

To decompose these cohort changes in’

occupational segregation, I standardized each
subgroup to the whole labor force in each
year. To determine how segregated this group
would be if it had the same occupational mix
as the labor force as a whole but maintained
its owIfsex composition within occupations,
I standardized the segregation index to the

©occupational mix of the whole (employment

standardized). To determine how segre-
gated this group would be if it Had the same
sex composition within occupations®s the
whole but its own occupational mix, I stand-
ardized to the sex composition within oc-
cupations of the whole (proportion stand-
ardized).

As it turns out, the occupational mix is
quite similar across cohorts; the employ-
ment standardized indexes are nearly iden-
tical to the unstandardized indexes. What
this implies is that, while the occupational
distribution does not differ between older
and younger generations as a whole, the sex
composition within occupations differs sub-

stantially*between recent and older cohorts.

Thus, for example, while approximately the
same proportion of the youngest and the
older cohorts are accountants, a higher pro-
portion of youthful than of older accountants
are women. The proportion standardized in-
dexes for 1977 show th.t the youngest co-
hort (EXPER = 1-10) would be much more
segregated if it had the same sex composi-
tion within occupations as the labor force as
a whole (64.35 compared to the actual 62.51);
symmetrically, the remainder of the labor

force would be less segregated if it had the .

sex composition of the whole (63.69 com-
pared to the actual 66.31). Although as a
group new entrants have the same occu-
pational distribution as everyone else, new
female entrants (as well as new male en-

trants) are in different occupations than their
older counterparts.

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF CHANGE IN
THE OVERALL INDEX, 1972-1981

The specific detailed occupations contrib-
uting the largest amounts to the decline in
the index of segregation between 1972 and
1981 based on the AA data are the following;
accountants; elementary school teachers;
hank officers and tinancial managers; sales
clerks, retail trade; secretaries, not else-
whe‘ classified (n.e.c.); telephone opera-
tors; typists; sewers and stitchers; delivery
and route workers; janitors and sextons;
cooks, except private household; child care
werkers, private household; and maids and
servants, private household.

Any difference in contribution can be due
to either a change in the size of a segregated
occupation or a change in the sex compo-
sition within an occupation. Two of the tra-
ditionally female occupations, private
household maids and servants and sewers
and stitchers, showed a large decrease in
size over the period. Each of these declines
took over 1 percentage point off of the seg-
regation index in 1981. Other traditionally
female occupations that decreased in’size
are telephone operators and private house-
hold child care workers. One traditionally
male occupation, delivery and route work-
ers, also decreased in size over the period.
Although the numbers of secretaries, n.e.c.,
and elementary school teachers increased
between 1972 and 1981, the proportion of
the female labor force that crowded into these
traditionally female occupations declined
from 9.2 to 8.7 percent and from 3.6 to 2.8

* percent, respectively. A smaller proportion

of the female labor force crowded into the
constant-sized female occupations of retail
sales clerk and typist in 1981 than in 1972,
4.2 percent as opposed to 5.4 percent, and
2.4 percent as opposed to 3.3 percent, re-
spectively. But the female share ig, these
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occupations did not decline. Women also
entered three rapidly growing traditionally
male occupations: accountants, bank officers
and financial managers, and janitors and sex-
tons. The female share in these occupations
increased from 21.7 to 38.5 percent among
accountants, from 18.7 to 37.4 among bank
officers, and from 10.5 to 19.0 among jani-
tors. Cooks is a rapidly growing occupation
that men are entering in greater numbers
than previously; the percentage of females
in this occupation declined from 62.4 to 52.3
percent over this period.

The scgregation index declined despite
the fact that some occupations contributed
more to segregation in 1981 than in 1972
The occupations that contributed more to
the index are primarily rapidly growing fe-
male occupations. The largest increases came
from registered nurses; office managers,
n.e.c.: bank tellers; computer and periph-
eral equipment operators; and miscella-
neous clerical workers. Nurses and bank
tellers are both rapidly growing predomi-
nantly female occupations. The field of mis-
cellaneous clerical workers is both growing
and becoming increasingly female as are the
fields of office managers and computer znd
peripheral equipment operators.

Changes in segregation during the 1970s
may be summarized as follows. While women
continued to enter somé of the traditionally
female occupatiors in large numbers, such
as registered nurses, they decreased their
rate of entry into others, such as secretaries.
While many nontraditional occupations be-
came slightly less male dominated. large de-
clines in segregation occurred in only a few,
e.g., accountants. Also contributing to a de-

cline in segregation were the dramatic de-,

clines in the size of the traditionally female
occupations of sewers and stitchers and tele-
phone operators, presumably the first due
t#%a declining industry and the second to
rapid mechanization, eliminating the need
for as many telephone operatots. These
changes suggest that women are working in
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many different nontraditional places in the

labor force, changes which bear a closer look.

CHANGES IN THE SEX COMPOSITION
OF OCCUPATIONS, 1960-1977

This section examines changes in the sex
composition of size-standardized occupa-
tions, assuming that all are of equal size. It
also summarizes material presented in greater
detail in Beller (1981). Occupations are cat-
egorized according to their sex label and

broad occupational group. Changes in the

sex composition of detailed occupations dur-
ing the 1960s are contrasted with changes
between 1971 and 1977. These analyses are
based on data for 262 occupations from the
decennial censuses and the ADF and focus
exclusively on changes in the sex composi-
tion within occupations, a variable amenable
to alteration through public policy.

Each detailed occupation is assigned a sex
label defined by deviations in its sex com-
position of * .05 from that of the labor force
as a whole. According to this definition, oc-
cupations are categorized as male if in 1960
the percentage of males equaled or ex-
ceeded .722: in 1970, .669; in 1971, .668;
and in 1977, .640, Table 2-3 shows the num-
ber and percentage of occupations that are
male, female, and integrated in each year.”
Although a majority of occupations continue
to be male dominated, the percentage de-
clined during the 1970s, though it had in-
creased during the 1960s; a number of oc-
cupations changed from male to integraied,
while the percentage that was female re-
mained unchanged.

A comparison of changes in women’s share

of employment by occupation from 1971 to,

% Although the choice of the value + .05 js somewhat
arbitrary, it has little effect on substantive conclusions
in this paper. It simply affects how wide a segment of
the occupational distribution we chodse to call inte-
grated.

Y
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TABLE 2-3 Sex Label of Detailed Occupations
' Census CPS

Sex Label® 1960 1970 1971 1977

Male 159 165 157 140

Integrated 17 19 15 32

Female 86 78 . 90 90

Total 262 262 262 262

Percentage

Male 60.7 63.0 59.9 . 53.4
“ Integrated 6.5 7.3 ‘ 5.7 12.2

Female 32.8 29.8 3.4 34.4

Total - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

2 Defined relative to the sex composition of the labor force in the year given. :

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Fingl Report PC(2)-7A. Subject Reports.
Occupational Characteristics, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963), Table 1; U.S. Bureau
of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1970. Final Report PC(2)-7A. Subject Reports. Occupational Charac-
teristics, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), Table 1; 1972 and 1978 Current Population

Survey, Annual Demographic Files, computer tapes.

1977 with those from 1960 to 1970 reveals
the following Women's share of employ-

~  ment increased absolutely in a majority of

occupations in both periods: in 77 percent
of occupations between 1960 and 1970 and
in 71 percent between 1971 and 1977. But
women's share of employment relative to
their share of the labor force increased in
many ‘more occupations during the 1970s
than during the 1960s: in 45 percent of oc:
cupations between 1971 and 1977 as com-
pared to 26 percent between 1960 and 1970.
Women's relative share in male occupations
also increased much more widely during the
1970s: in 46 percent of male occupations
compared to 25 percent during the 1960s.
These changes were most pronounced among
the white-collar occupations, especially
professional and managerial, and little or no
change occurred among the blue-collar oc-
cupations. Women's share continued to grow
hoth abzolutely and relatively in the already
predominantly female clerical occupations.

I have also examiined the magnitude of
change in the sex composition of the average
occupation. Between 1960 and 1970 the av-
erage occupation became 2.8 percent rela-
tively more male, while between 1971 and

1977 it became 0.6 percent relatively less
male. Thus, while women had become more
occupationally concentrated during the 1960s,
they began entering nontraditional occu-
pations at a greater rate than the labor force
as a whole during the 1970s. Male occupa-
tions also became relatively more male on
average during the 1960s in every broad oc-
cupational category with the exception of
clerica! In the 1970s, with the exception of
crafts and operatives, in every broad occu-
pational category m%‘_ occupations became
relatively less male. For example, the av-
erage male managerial occupation, which
became 2.5 percent more male during the
1960s, became 4.9 percent less male be-
tween 1971 and 1977.

In summary, the contrast in changes in the
sex composition of occupations between the
1960s and 1970s shows that a new patten of
female entry has emerged. Rather than con-
tinue to crowd into a limited subset of occu-
pations, v ymen are entering a wide vanety
of nontraditional occupations. These changes
are most promiinent at the white-collar level,
especially among professional and managerial
occupations.. But little such change appeared
for the blue-collar occupations.
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T LE 2-4 Sex Segregation Indexes for All Occupations and Professional Occupations

by Race
All Occupations Professional Qccupations
¢ 1972 1877 1981 1972 1977 1981
) Index Level
3 Unstandardized :
: White 68.39 64.96 62.08 60.05 4.68 50.75
Nonwhite €8.00 63.29 59.39 ; 51.58 49.95 48.88
Employment Standardized to 1972
. White 6839 6535 63.07 60.05 55.20 50.89
Nonwhite 68.00 65.43 63.52 51.58 48.58 50.59
Change in Index, 1972-1981
ot Unstandardized Annual Average  Total Annual Average Total
White -0.70 -6.31 -1.03 -9.30
Nonwhite -0.96 —-8.61 -0.30 ' -2.70
Employment Standardized to 1972 _
White -0.59 -5.32 -1.02 -9.16
Nonwhite -10.50 -4.48 -0.11 -0.99

NOTE: These indexes are based on a common granp of 262 three- digit census occupatinas of which 59 are
professional occupations.

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, annual aversges of monthly Current Population Survey, 1972, 1977,
and 1981, unpublished tabulatiims, <

TRENDS IN THE SEX SEGREGATION OF *
OCCUPATIONS BY RACE, 1972-1981

Occupational segregation by sex declined
continuously for both whites and nonwhites
between 1972 and 1981. While the index of
segregation was approximately the same for
both races in 1972—68.39 for whites ana
68.00 for nonwhites—it declined relatively
faster for nonwhites during the 1970s. For
whites it declined to 62.08 in 1981, while
for nonwhites it declined to 59.39. These
indexes appear in Table 2-4. The figures in
the bottom part of this table show the av-
erage annual rate of decline in the index of
segregation between 1972 and 1981, 0.96
for nonwhites compared to 0.70 for whites.?

To identify the portion of the overall change
attributable to changes in the sex compo-

% Although in this sample many occupations contain
only a few nonwhites, the level of the segregation in-
dexes changes very little when occupations with fewer
than 10 nonwhites are excluded from the computations.
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<ition within occupations, the indexes were
standardized to the occupational distribu-
tion of employment in the initial year, 1972,
By c.ntrast to the unstandardized indexes,
the standardized indexes, shown in Table
2-1, declined slightly more for whites than
for nonwhites, from 68.39 to 63.07 for whites
and from 68.00 to 63.52 for nunwhites. Thus,
the greater decline for nonwhites than whites
in the unstandardized index can be attrib-
uted to shifts in the nonwhite occupational
distribution from heavily single-sex occu-
pations toward less segregated ones. As a
matter of fact, nearly one-half of the decline
in sex segregation among nonwhites was due
to such changes in their occupational dis-
tribution ( — 4.13) toward less segregated oc-
cupations as compared with changes in their
sex composition within size-standardized
occupations (— 4.48). I conclude that changes
in the sex composition within occupations
was about the same for both races over the
decade, but the occupational distribution of
nonwhites also shifted toward less sex seg-
regation.
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The picture for professional occupations
contrasts dramatically. On the one hand,
while the levels of the segregation indexes
are 1ower for both races for professional than
for all occupations_in 1972, these indexes
are 1 wuch lower for nonwhites. As shown in
the second panel of Table 2-4, the 1972 seg-
regation index was 60.05 for white profes-
sionals and 51.58 for nonwhite professionals
in contrast to 68,39 and 68.00, respectively,
for all occupations. On the other hand, non-
whites experienced little decline in sex seg-
regation among professional occupations
during the 1970s, while whites experienced
larger declines than among all occupations.
By the end of the decade, white profession-

als had become slightly less sex segregated.

than nonwhite professionals had been at the
beginning of the decade—an index value of
50.75 compared to 51.58—whilé nonwhites
had become somewhat less segregated—an
index value of 48.88. The annual average
rate of decline in the segregation indexes for
professional occupations over the decade was
1.03 for whites and 0.30 for nonwhites, in
contrast to 0.70 and 0.96, respectively, for
all occupations. According to the employ-
ment standardized indexes, this entire de-
cline for whites resulted from changes in
their sex composition within occupations
(1.02), while for nonwhites most of this de-
cline came from shifts in thejr occupational
distribution toward less (nonwhite) sex-seg-
regated’ professional occupations (0.11).
The question naturally arises as to what
proportion of each racial group constitutes
the professional occupations. In 1972, 14
percent of white men and 15 percent of white
women were in professional occupations,
while only 8 percent of nonwhite men and
11 percent of nonwhite women were. By
1981 the proportions had risen for all groups,
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rates of professional employment of 90 per-
cent for nonwhite women,_ 69 percent for
nonwhite men, 54 percent for white women,
and 26 percent for white men. Neverthe-
less, profession.! occupations still com-
prised a smaller proportion of nonwhite than
white employment in 1981.
If sex segregation declined as much for
nonwhites as for whites over all occupations
ut not among professional occupations, then
ost change among nonwhites must have
occurred at other levels of the occupational
distribution.

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF CHANGE IN
THE OVERALL INDEX BY RACE

The occupations contributing the most to
decreasing the segregation index among
nonwhites between 1972 and 1981 differ
considerably from the ones for whites, al-
though some similarities exist. The occu-
pations that contributed the most to de-
clines in the index of sex segregation among

" nonwhites only are primarily laborer and

with the largest increase occurring for non- '

white women to 15 percent, the next largest
increase for nonwhite men to 11 percent,
and identical increases for-whites of both
sexes to 16 percent for men and 17 percent
for women. These percentages reflect growth

service worker occupations. Frequently, they
are typically male occupations that declined
in size over this period and in whichnon-
whites are represented disproportionately.
The larger decline for nonwhites than for
whites in the index of segregation over all

“occupations can be traced to this source.

The specific detailed occupations taking over
one-half a percentage point off the segre-
gation index for nonwhites only between 1972
and 1981 are the following: storekeepers and
stock clerks; clothing ironers and pressers;
construction laborers, except carpenters’
helpers; freight and material handlers; gar-
deners and groundskeepers, ¥xcept farm;
miscellaneous laborers; unspecified labor-
ers; farm laborers, wage workers; chamber-
maids and maids, except private household;
cleaners and charwomen; nursing aids, or-
derlies, and attendants; and practical nurses.
Among these, nearly al laborer occupations
declined in size, while nearly all service
worker occupations increased in size. Non-
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white women increased their share of store-
keeper jobs from 20 to 41 percent between
1972 and 1981, :

The segregation index declined for both
races because of the dramatic decline in the
size of the private household maids and
servants occupation, but the decline was
much greater for nonwhites. The decline in
the number of nonwhite females in this oc-
cupation took an exceptional 8.04 percent-
age points off the segregation index for non-
whites.

The sperific detailed occupations contrib- -

uting the largest amounts to the decline in
the index of segregation among whites be-
tween 1972 and 1981 are mostly the same

as for the whole population presented ear- .

lier. Nevertheless, some occupations con-
tributed to the decline in the index for whites
only: bookkeepers, garage workers and gas
station attendants, waiters-and waitresses,
and hairdressers and cosmetologists. Al-
though the number of whites employed as
bookkeepers increased between 1972 and

1981, the proportion of the white female -

labor force that crowded into this tradition-
ally female occupation declined from 5.2 to
4.6 percent. While men entered the two
expanding traditionally female occupa-
tions—waiters and waitresses, and hair-
dressers and cosmetologists—at an increas-
ing rate over this period, the male share of
white employment increased from 7.2 per-
cent to 9.2 percent in the former and from
9.2 to 11.1 percent in the latter. The tra-
ditionally male oecupation of garage workers
and gas station attendants showed a decline
in size over the period.

Comparable declines: in segregation for
whites and nonwhites occurred for the fol-
lowing occupations: the clerical occupation,
telephone operators; the operative occupa-
tion. sewers and stitchers; the laborer oc-
cupation, delivery and rout. workers; and
the three service worker occupations, jani-
tors and sextons, cooks (except private
household), and child care workers (private
household). By contrast, sex segregation

among whites also declined among the fol-
lowing white-collar occupations: account-
ants; elementary school teachers; bank of-
ficers and financial managers; sales clerks,
retail trade; bookkeepers; secretaries, n.e.c.;
and typists. Two of these occupations—
bookkeepers and secretaries, n.e.c.—ac-
tually became more segregated among non-
whites because women but not men entered
these fields.

The occupations that contributed more in
1981 than in 1972 to the segregation index
for whites are identical to those for the pop-
ulation as a whole reported earlier. Occu-
pations that became more segregated among
nonwhites only include bookkeepers; sec-
retaries, n.e.c.; investigators and esti-
mators, n.e.c.; statistical clerks; electricians;
and assemblers. These wefe all sex-segre-
gated occupations in which the numbers of
nonwhites employed grew. The typically fe-
male occupations among them also became
increasingly female: While the number of
electricians grew rapidly, the female share
of nonwhite employment increased from 0
in 1972 to 3.9 percent in 1981. Contributing
toward increasing the segregation index by
comparable amounts for both ra~~s are reg-
istered nurses, bank tellers, computer and
peripheral equipment operators, and mis-
cellaneous clerical workers.

In summary, much of the decline in oc-
cupational segregation by sex during the
1970s occurred for both races; however, ma-
jor differences exist. The major exodus of
nonwhite females from the occupation of
private houschold n:aids and servants and
the decline in size o a number of laborer
occupations in which nonwhite males dom-
inated shifted the nomnwhijte occupational
distribution toward a greater reduction in
occupational sex segregation during the 1970s
than for whites. On the cther hand, white
women reduced their rate of entry into a
number of traditionally female white-collar
occupations that nonwhite women contin-
ued to enter. and white wemen increased
their entry into a number of traditionally
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male white-collar occupations more than
nonwhite women did.

CONCLUSION

Occupational segregation of the sexes di-™

minished significantly during the 1970s, as
measured by the index of segregation. Most
of the decline was due to changes in the sex
composition of traditionally male occupa-
tions, particularly at the professional and
managerial levels. Declines in segregation
among new and recent job market entrants
were greater than for the rest of the labor
force. While nonwhites experienced a greater
decline in occupational sex segregation than
whites over the decade, about the same
amount was due to changes in the sex com-
position of traditionally male occupations.
The marked declines in sex segregation in
professional occupations apparent among
whites did not hold for nonwhites, but non-
white professionals were much less segre-
gated than white professionals at the start
of the decade. Continued declines in oc-
cupational segregation by sex depend on the
apparent momentum for change continuing
into the next decade.
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APPENDIX A

Data Sofirces

To assess trends in occupational segre-
gation for intercensual years, a data set other

.
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than the decennial census must be selected.
The monthly Current Population Survey
(CPS) collects detailed three-digit census
occupation data from a random cluster sam-
ple of (initially around 50,000) around 60,000
households (1/1500) designed to represent
the civilian noninstitutional population of the |
United States. Two sources provide detailed
occupational data from this survey. The first
is the Bureau of the Census’s March Annual
Demographic Files (ADF), available on
public-use tapes since 1968. The gnestion
on “longest job held last year” should pro-
vide reasonably reliable estimates of the
previous year’s occupat‘onal distribution. The
second is the monthly statistics compiled by
the Census Bureau for the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) from which the latter com-
pute, and since 1974 publish in Employment
and Earnings, the annual averages (AA). AA
data were used in the two studies referred
to in the text (Lloyd and Niemi and U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights), which com-
puted segregation indexes for more recent
data than the 1970 census. Unpublished tab-
ulations of AA, which include data for smaller

. occupations than the published data (50,000

incumbents), are available directly from the

" BLS for 1972 on.

In comparing the CPS with the decennial
census, the primary disadvantage of the CPS
is its smaller sample size. The AA data are
somewhat more reliable on these grounds
than the AD;{E\ta. For total labor force data
other than agricultural employment and un-
employment, the sampling error of the an-
nual averages is 0.67 times the sampling er-

-ror of the monthly data (Employment and

Earnings, May 1982, Table ]). To improve

* reliability, the smallest occupations should

be excluded. For purposes of this paper, all
tabulations excluded occupations with fewer
than 25 survey respondents in either the
1975 or.the 1978 ADF data set (representing
occupations with fewer than approximately
40,000 incumbents). Out of the 441 detailed
three-digit 1970 census occupations, this left
267 in 1974 and 280 in 1977, 262 of which
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are common to both years. All tabulations
in this paper include only those 262 occu-
pations, or fewer where noted,

Comparability of Data y

In attempting to assess “rends in occu-
pational data over time, two comparability
problems arise, depending on the period of
interest. The first is changes in the Census
Bureau's occupation codes with each decen-
nial census. A variety of techniques for deal-
ing with this problem are discussed in Eng-
land (1981). The 1960 census data were
recoded according to the 1970 census codes
by John A. Priebe (U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
sus, 1972). These data are published in 1J.S.
Bureau of the Census (1973, Table 221); the
1960 and 1970 census data in this paper, as
well as in Blau and Hendricks (1979), come
from this source. The 1980 census used a
substantially revised set of occupation codes,
and thus its occupation data will not be com-
parable to earlier census occupation data un-
less the Census Bureau double codes them
with the 1970 and 1980 occupation codes.

Another comparability problem arose in
that the segregation indexes computed us-
ing the CPS data were inconsistent with the
one computed using the 1970 census data
despite the fact that both used 1970 census
codes. In an attempt to find out why, the
following information was discovered. In

APPENDIX B

December 1971 d question eliciting infor-
mation on major activities or duties was added
to.the monthly CPS in order to determine
more precisely the occupational classifica-
tion of individuals. According to the BLS
(Employment and Earnings, January 1979,
p. 207), “this change resulted in several dra-
matic occupational shifts, particularly from
managers and administrators to other groups.
Thus, meaningful comparisons of occupa-
tional levels cannot always be made for 1972
and subsequent years with earlier periods.”
For this reason, the 1970 census data are
not comparable with the CPS data after 1971.
The two studies that found no change in
segregation in the 1970s relied on such a
comparison. The earliest comparable data
would be from the 1972 ADF on the longest
job held last year, 1971. For these reasons,
presented here are census data for 1960 and
1970 comparisons; data from the ADF for
1971-1974 and 1977, the years for which we
have the data tapes; and the unpublished
annual averages data for 1972, 1977, and
1981 for more recent data. It was found that
the computations based on the ADF and the
AA data sets are quite similar, although in-
dividual occupations can differ. To include
data as current as 1981, comparisons across
these two data sources were sometimes made,
although their reliability differs. Additional
comparability problems will arise when the
CPS converts to the new 1980 occupation
codes, beginni.ng with the 1982 data.

TABLE B-1 Indexes of Segregation From Other Studies

Census chs® Projected
1960 1970 1976 1977 1985
All Occupations .
Blau and Hendricks (1979) (N = 280) 63,33 65.77 — —_ 60.10
Lloyd and Niemi (1979) (N = 236) -— 64.5 — 64.3 —
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1978) (N = 441) — 65.8 66.1 — —
Professional Occupations
Fuchs (1975} (N = 33)
Unstandardized 66.2 59.2 — — —
Standardized to 1960 66.2 62.7 — — —

2 Computed from the BLS's AA data.
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TABLE B-2 Percentage of Occupations With Changes in Sex Label by Initial Sex Label

and Period

1960-1970 1971-1977 1971-1974 1974-1977
All 9.5 11.1 11.5 - 111
Male 3.1 10.8 8.9 7.5
Integrated 53.0 33.3 53.3 37.5
Female 12.8 7.8 8.9 9.9

SOURCE.: Same as for Table 2.3.
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A Woman’s Place Is With Other

I3

.~ Women: Sex Segregation
Within Organizations

WILLIAM T. BIELBY and

JAMES N. BARON

Sex segregation in the workplace is one
of the most visible signs of social inequality.
In almost every work setting, it is unusual
to see men and women working at the same
job. When they do, they typically perform
different tasks, -with unequal levels of re-
sponsibility and authority. Even when job
tasks are virtually identical, it is not uncom-
mon to find men and women allocated to
distinct job classifications within an orga-
nization.

Even women working full time, year round
are ‘paid less than men. While the earnings
gap is partly due to unequal access to high
wage firms and to unequal pay for compa-
rable work, a substantial portion is due to
differences in pay scales for job classifica-
tions filled by men and those filled by women
(Bridges and Berk, 1974; Halaby, 1979;
Treiman and Hartmann, 1981). Sex segre-
gation has social-psychological conse-
quences as well. For example, groups with
limited opportunities for advancement may
respond with psychological disengagément
from the firm, lowered career aspirations,
and an increasingly narrow, instrumental
orientation toward work (Kanter, 1977b).

In short, sex-segregated workplaces affect

27

us personally. Social structures that gener-
ate gender segregation are of great concern
to social scientists, and the inequities that
segregation engenders'are obviously rele-
vant to social policy. Yet sociologists know
surprisingly little about job segregation by
sex. Most of what we have learned concerns
segregation among occupations. For exam-
ple, we know that equalizing the detailed
(census 3-digit) occupational distribution for
men versus women would require moving
roughly 60 percent of women working eut-
side the home across occupational cate-
gories, and this has changed very little since
1000 (Gross, 1968; Blau and Hendricks, 1978;
Williams, 1979; England, 1981a). Wé¢ are
also learning more about how men and
women make occupational choices (Bielby,
1978; Marini, 1978, 1980). Empirical re-
search on job segregation across organiza-
tional settings, however, is quite sparse.
Accordingly, this paper examines sex seg-
regation in the workplace, utilizing data de-
scribing work arrangements in nearly 400
establishments across a wide range of in-
dustrial and institutional settings. We dis-

tinguish situations in which employers place

men and women in the same job classifi-

-0
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cation from those in which job titles seg-

regate the sexes within establishments.
Our study could be viewed as a straight-

forward job-level disaggregation of findings

" regarding occupational sex segregation. Those

studies acknowledge that considerable seg-
regation may exist even within detailed oc-
cupational categories. Our measures and
methods parallel such studies, and our find-
ings confirm their speculations about per-
vasive segregation within occupations.
However, our aim is not merely to reveal
hidden segregation among jobs within firins.
Rather, since sex segregation is accom-
plished in organizations and is affected by
technical, administrative, and social exigen-
cies of the workplace, it is important to ex-
amine how organizational structures and
processes produce sex segregation.

Our research does not consider how men’s
and women's occupational choices, labor force
participation, and human capital invest-
ments affect the sex composition of the
workplace (for contrasting interpretations,
see England, 1982, and Polachek, 1979). Nor
are we investigating the demand side in the
economist’s sense of the terin, since we have
no information on the productivities of dif-
ferent classes of workers and the wages emn-
ployers are willing to offer them (cf. Blau,
1977). Rather, the intersection of labor sup-
ply and demand enters into our analysis in-
directly, since occupational composition and
skill mix of the firm are éxamined as deter-
minants of sex segregation. However, if jobs
in most establishments are highly segre-
gated by sex— even across firms differing
dramatically in their production functions
and cost structures — then it seems unlikely
that marginal adjustments of supply and de-
mand account for distinct job assignments
of men and women (for a similar view, see
Blau and Jusenius, 1976).

WHY ARE SOME FIRMS MORE
SEGREGATED THAN OTHERS?

Diverse explanations of sex segregation
have been reviewed thoroughly by others

-4 '

-

(e.g., Blau and Jusenius, 1976; England,
1981b). Much more has been written, how-

, ever, about why employers treat men and
women differently than about the extent to
which they do so. The sparse literature ad-
dressing why some firms are more segre-
gated than others falls into three categories:
institutional accounts, explanations based on
tastes for discrimination, and human capital
market models.

Institutional accounts stress how statisti-
cal discrimination in hiring and allocating
employees places men and women in dis-
tinct career trajectories. Men tend to enter
internal labor markets in which they can
expect an orderly progression through suc-
cessively more attractive jobs, insulated from
competition outside the firm. This increases
organizational loyalty, decreases costly
worker turnover, and allows employers to
recoup investments in firm-specific training
(Doeringer and. Piore, 1971). Women are
perceived to have weaker commitments both
to specific firms and to paid employment in
general and are thus allocated to jobs with
low turnover costs and limited opportunity
for security and advancement (Bielby and
Baron, 1982). Not all firms, however, re-
quire specifically trained workers or have
internal labor markets. Therefore, if sex biases
in allocating workers to job ladders were the
only basis for segregating men and women,
one would expect less segregation in firms
lacking institutionalized employment ar-
rangements — particularly small, labor-in-
tensive, entrepreneurial firms in the so-called
economic periphery (Averitt, 1968).

This is certainly not the only mechanism
placing men and women in distinct job clas-
sifications, and perhaps a more reasonable
hypothesis is that the process of segregation
differs according to an organization’s admin-
istrative arrangements and location within
the economy. For example, small manufac-
turing, service, and retail establishments
typically rely on an unskilled secondary la-
bor market and use simple hierarchy or en-
trepreneurial despotism to control workers
(Edwards, 1979).
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These enterprises might apply one of sev-
era strategies in allocating men and women
to jobs. Highly trained line workers with
job- and firm-specific skills typically are not
employed in such establishments, nor are
highly rationalized personnel and job clas-
sification procedures utilized. Thus, these
firms might provide precisely the work con-
texts in which men and women who lack
credentials for more desirable employment
work together within broadly defined job
categories. Furthermore, if employers must
sacrifice profits in order to discriminate, they
must be able to afford the costs of their pol-

icies. Marginal firms with weak competitive

positions can least afford these costs and have
an economic incentive to ignore sex in hiring
and allocating workers (Arrow, 1973).

In the absence, however, of institution-
alized procedures for hiring and allocating
workers, male employers, in the econoemic
periphery may have moré discretion to im.
plement tastes for discrimination, which can
reflect their own preferences or those of their
employees or even their clients. In the most
extreme case, patriarchal control strategies
would exclude women from the workplace
entirely. Such arrangements should be most
prevalent in organizational niches that are
protected from competitive pressures (e. g,
through satellite linkages with larger firms)
or where preferences for a segregated work
force are so widely held within an industry
or area that they have the force of customary
law constraining market forces (Doeringer
and Piore, 1971:22-27).

If labor supply and technical requisites de-
termine the distribution of men and women
across job categories, then a firm's mix of oc-
cupations and skills should largely account for
its tendencies to segregate men from women.
According to such human capital models,
workers expecting intermittent labor force
participation (primarily women) choose to en-
ter occupations in which job skills do not atro-
phy from nonuse (Polachek, 1979). Indeed, if
jobs with the highest turnover costs are also
those in which skills atrophy most nickly,
then extreme segregation can reflect maxi-

mizing behavior by both workers and em-
ployers. That is, firms will assign men and
women to the same job titles only under spe-
cific, and rare, circumstances: (a) when there
is an available labor pool composed of men
and women and (b) when employers perceive
that the costs of employing men and women
roughly are the same.,

To summarize, certain analysts argue that
gender segregation at work is caused by ad-
ministrative arrangements for hiring, allocat-
ing, and controlling employees. Others em.-
phasize the impact of tastes or prejudices, while
still others claim that sex segregation reflects
rational decisions regarding human capital in-
vestments on the part of workers and em-
ployers. Perhaps because segregation is such
a natural attribute of most work situations,
little has been written about the conditions
under which it do€s not occur.

Our empirical analysis is guided L+ sev-
eral general hypotheses. First, institutional
accounts suggest that less segregated firms
lack the administfative apparatus to differ-
entiate workers by sex and cannot afford the
costs of implementing employers’ tastes for
a segregated work force. Second, neoclass-
ical accounts, grounded in notions of tech-
nical efficiency, suggest that desegregated
organizations do not rely heavily on firm-
specific skills but employ workers in cecy-
pations that are attractive to both men and
women and for which both sexes are eligi-
ble. Cf course, each of the mechanisms sum-
marized above might operate but within
specific organizational settings. Conse-
quently, we examine the heterogeneity
among highly segregated establishments to
see if there are alternate str Bgies by which
employers achieve the saip.galt: distinct
job assignments for men aiid Women.

DATA'AND METHODS

We analyzed data on work arrangements
in hundreds of economic establishments stud-
ied in California between 1959,and 1979 by
the California Occupational Analysis Field
Center of the U.S. Eraployment Service, These
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data, used primarily in preparing the Dic-
tionary of Occupational Titles (DOT), and
procedures for collecting them are described
in U.S. Department of Labor (1972). Our unit
of analysis is the establishment, the “physical
location where business is conducted or where
services or industrial operations are per-
formed” (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976:iv).
Industrial characteristics serve as contextuul
factors, and suborganizational information about
workers and jobs has been aggregated to char-
acterize each enterprise. The na;ority of the
establishments are firms; others are branches,
regional divisions, subsidiaries, and produc-
tion sites. Sipce we focused on work sites rather
than firms, corporate headquarters of multi-
plant organizations are typically notincluded
in our data. Corporations often direct’initial
desegregation efforts at headquarter mana-

«gerial and office work (Shaeffer and Lyriton,

1979), and progress toward equal employ-
ment opportunity (EEQ) goals in these areas
will not be reflected in our results.

The Sample

No well-defined sampling frame guides
the Employment Service’s selection of en-
terprises to study, but they try to represent
the diversity of activities carried out within
any industry (Miller et al., 1980). The Cal-
ifornia Field Center tended to study those

industries that are regionally concentrated”

in the state, so our sample of establishments
includes, for example, firms engaged in ag-
riculture, aircraft manufacturing. banking,
fishing, and motion picture production but
not automobile or furniture manufacturing,
While our sample provides a reasonable
representation of the composition of estab-
lishments within industries,! the actual in-
dustries studied are not fully representative
of economic activities in California. Most
importantly, manufacturing establishments

.

P Reweaghting our observations according to pub-
lished data on the size distribution of establishients
within Caltfornia’s industries has virtually no eftect on
the distrsbution of organizational attrbrtes Th ovr sam-
ple
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are overrepresented in the sample. Major
California industries not represented in our
sample include construction trades, truck-
ing, apparel and general merchandise retail
trade (department stores), and insurance
carriers. The first two indu.tries are male
dominated and highly segregated; the latter
two employ many women and may be less
segregated. While these data do not char-
acterize a distinct population, they do re-

Alect a diversity of work arrangements across

a broad range of industrial and organiza-
tional contexts. In our view they provide
invaluable comparative evidence regarding
how administrative, technical, and environ-
mental contingencies in organizations affect
the structuring of work.

The data collected and coded for our proj-
ect include 742 observations in over 500 dis-
tinct enterprises. About one-fifth of the es-
tablishments were visited more than once
by Employment Service analysts. The most
recent analysis was used for firms with fol-
low-up data. Since some of the information
used to characterize organizatiomal attri-
butes, however, was derived from narrative
reports (described below), precedence was
given to complete observations” that -also
possessed a contemporaneous narrative re-
port, even if a more recent follow-up anal-
vsis, lacking a narrative, had occurred.

To ensure comparability, analyses re-
stricted to the firm's productive component
or some other subset of jobs or departments
were omitted, since they do not aceurately
characterize an entire work site. This re-
striction reduces the sample of establish-
ments to 415, The sex compssition of jobs
was not reported for 22 of these firms, re-
ducing the sample size for analyses reported
in this paper to 393.* Of these, about 26

4 Job composition was not enumerated by sex after
1977- 1974, apparently becanse of increasing resistance
from establishments approached by the FEmployment
Service. Unfortunately, this occurred when the Cali
fornta Fiekl Center was studying sgricultural estab.
lishments, therefore, 7 of the 22 obser-ations Ladking
information on sex compositipn are in agriculture
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percent are plants, franchises, or production
sites within some larger entity (though not
necessarily corpbrations); 10 percent are ad-
ministrative divisions, regions, or branches
of larger companies; 3 percent are subsidi-
aries (distinct firms owned by another firm);
and 61 percent are independent busi-
nesses.? Over half, 54 percent of these es-
tablishments were studied between 1968 and
1971, and 76 percent were visited by the
Employment Service between 1965 and 1973.
The 393 establishments in our sample em-
ploy nearly 47,000 men and over 14,000

women.*

The Documents

This paper uses two types of data obtained
from "the records of the California Occupa-
tional Analysis. Field Center. Staffing Sched-

3 In practice, it sometimes was difficult to determine
precisely if establishments studied by the Employment
Service were autonomous firms or productive or ad-
ministrative units within larger companies. When our
materials indicated an owner or president, we assumed
the enterprise was autonomous, owner-operated, un-
less other information indicated to the contrary When
the top position had such titles as plant superintendent,
plant manager, general manager we assumed the en-
terprise was a subdivision of a larger firm, unless back-
ground information suggested otherwise. Anomalous
cases were referred for clarification to the Employment
Service analysts who conducted the original studies.
Confidentiality restrictions precluded access to estab-
lishments' identities, preventing us from resolving such
ambiguities directly. )

4.The disproportionate share of manufacturing estab-
lishments in our sample accounts fer the underrepre-
sentation of women workers. Nevertheless. the range
of industries covered represents nearly every work con-
text in which women labor. One important exception:
The Employnient Service tends to analyze branch plants
and to overlook corporate headquarters. Therefore, vir-
tually every kind of nonmanual work performed by
women is represented in our study, but, unfortunately,
we have no instances of such work done at the head-
quarter offices of large corporations. Evidence from the
early 1970s suggests that efforts to desegregate non-
manual work oceurred first in such contexts (Shaefler
and Lyaton, 1979).

ules supply, in essence, a complete organi-
zational diviston of labor for the plant or firm
in which job titles are analyzed. Face Sheets
provide identifying information about the es-
tablishment and analysis. After assigning the
firm to one or more categories of *he Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC), the Employ-
ment Service classifies the enterprise by its
primary product(s) and supplies information
about any unique or noteworthy characteris-
tics of the firm, such as its jobs and processes.
Narrative reports prepared for many estab-
lishments include inforination on some or all
of the following: history and purpose of es-
tablishment; environmental conditions; op-
erations and activities (departmentation,
workflow, processes or services); personnel
policies and practices; recent job restructur-
ing; effects of automation on personnel and
operations; and optional sections dealing with
such topics as the product market and rela-
tions with government, the community, or

other firms.
e

Operationalization

Staffing schedules, face sheets, and nar-
rative reports were used to measure various
environmental, organizational, and techni-
cal attributes of establishments as well as
the composition of occupations and skills
employed in each enterprise. Operational-
izations are summarized in Table 3-1, which
also reports descriptive statistics for varia-
bles used in our analysis. Organizational scale
is measured by the natural logarithm of the
number of employees, and positional spe-
cialization is measured by the logarithm of
median job size. The latter measure is com-
puted across workers, so a median of 10 in-

“dicates that one-half of the workers are in

establishment job titles with 10 or more in-
cumbents—as opposed to half the jobs con-
taining 10 or more workers. This measure
indexes the degree to which establishments
“massify” the work force by assigning many
workers to the same job title. Consequently,
low scores correspond to high levels of spe-

39



32

WILLIAM T. BIELBY AND JAMES N BARON-

TABLE S-Wscriptive Statistics and Operationalizations of Organizational Attributes

(N = 393)

-

Standard
Mean Deviation

Variable (range)

N.  Description

Establishment Scale and Specidlization
Log establishment size (.69-8.97) 3.67 1.48

Log specialization (0-6.49) 1.12 1.03
Manufacturing Industry (0-1) 63 —

Economic Sector

Core (0-~1) A8 —

Ambiguous (0-1) 41 — -

Periphery (0-1) 21 v—

Social Organization

Log fragmentation (—1.10-1.39) .14, .28

Union or bidding arrangements 25 —
(0-1) '

Proportion women {(.00-1.00) .32 .26

Occupational and Skill Composition

Proportion production workers .56 .33
(.00-1.00)

Proportion clerical and sales .20 .23
workers (.00-1.00)

Proportion service workers .08 .21
(.00-1.00)

Proportion professional, mana- .16 .20
gerial, technical workers
(.00-1.00)

Average complexity: data 192" 109
(0-5.71)

Average complexity: people 1.27 1.11°
(0-8.00) : )

Average technical skills -0.01 1.00
(—2.19-3.08) .

skill, specificity (.00-.99) T 51 .27

Sex Segregation (12.5-100) 93.4 13.8

393 Natural log of number of employees in estab- -

lishment.

368 Natural log of median job size (see text).

383 One or more of establishment’s standard indus-
trial classification designations is in the man-
ufacturing industry.

393 See text.
393  See text. S
393. Seetext. . )

. “
360 Natural log of ratio of establishment job titles
to unique DOT titles.

393 = some or all employees unionized or covered
by formal bidding arrangements.
393  Proportion of female employees. '

" 380 Proportion of workers with DOT codes denoting

production occupations.
379  Proportion of workers with DOT codes denoting
clerical and sales occupations.

376  Proportion of workers with DOT codes denoting

service occupatmns

379  Proportion of workers with DOT codes denoting
professional, matagerial, or technical occu-
pations.

336 Mean of ratings indicating complexity of work- '

ers involvement with data.

336 Mean of ratings indicating complexity of work
ers’ involvement with people.

379 Mean of standardized ratings of -production
workers’ technical skill (see text).

173 Proportion of workers in nonentry-level jobs.

393 Index of dissimilarity computed across job titles.
100 = all male, all female, or completely seg-
regated.

cialization.’ One way to segregate workers
is to place each worker in a unique job cat-
egory; therefore, we expect greater sex seg-

regation in more specialized establish-
ments. We failed to detect any net difterences
in relationships between sex segregation

% This measure correlated — .87 with Gibbs and Pos-
ton's (1975) "M4" index of ditributive differentiation.
describing the evenness of the distribution of workers
across positions. Functional (horizontal) differentiation
of departments is reflected in our criteria for assigning
establishments to economic sectors (see below). Struc-
tural differentiation — the proliferation of work roles —

40

is alinost completely determined by organizational scale:
the correlation between the number of employees and
the number of job titles is .92 when both are measured
in a logarithmio metric. Consequently, while such dif-
ferentiation may mediate the effects of scale, it is un-
likely to affect work arrangements independently.
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across 6 industrial sectors: manufacturing,
state, services, social overhead capital, ag-
riculture, and trade. We distinguish man-
ufacturing from nonmanufacturing. how-
ever. to assess indirectly whether physical
demands of work account for patterns of sex
segregation.

We argued above that organizations con-
front different incentives to segregate de-
pending on their niche within the economy
and their size, structure, and technology.
These differences in organizational forms and
envirvonments capture distinctive locations
within the economy — what some institu-
tionalists and Marxists have called sectors
or scgments. In certain: respects, these are
the organizational equivalent of “classes™;
that is, actors prvsmned to share certain in-
terests and attributes by virtue of their com-
mon market positions. Core firms are typ-
icallv large, differentiated, use automated

technologies, produce multiple products, are -

unicnized, and are linked to larger organi-
zational entities. Their environments are
characterized s interorganizational de-
pendence within key industrial sectors, and
these establishments tend to be dominant
actors in their milieux. Iy contrast, the eco-
nomic periphery is composed of small, un-
differentiated enterprises, typically operat-
ing in highly competitive markets in
industries other than manufacturing. This
congruence of organizational form and en-
vironnent does not characterize all firms:
the 161 establishments allocatéd to the am-
biguous scctor include those in small-scale
manufacturing and many nonmanufacturing
firms in less vulnerable situations with re-
gard to their environments. The measures
and procedures underlying this sectoral
classification scheme are discussed in detail
by Baron (1882:Chapter IV).

Radica! accounts of workplace relations
suggest that three aspects of an establish-
ment’s social organization should be asso-
ciated withats level of sex segregation. Frag-
mentation is measured by the logged ratio
of job titles in the establishment to unique

6-digit DOT titles assigned by the Employ-
ment Service analyst.® It ineasures the de-
gree to which the organization differentiates
its work force administratively beyond what
might be expected from a breakdown of de-
tailed accupational functions (Braverman,
1974:70-83; Edwards, 1979). Fragmentation
is-one strategy for segregating male and fe-
male workers who perform similar job tasks;
that is, separate names are attached to men's
and women's work. Other facets of the social
organization of workplaces are measured by
a duinmy variable'that denotes the presence
of unions or’ formalized bidding arrange-
ments, covering some or all workers, and
the sex ratio, the percentage of workers who
are female. Unions and formal bidding ar-
rangements are an institutional arrange-
ment that may constrain employers’ (and nale
employees’) ability to indulge tastes for dis-
crimjnation. Sume argue, however, that
unions can exacerbate gender inequalities
(d.g., Milkman, 1980; Baron and Bielby,
1982). Finally, tokenism — a highly unbal-
anced sex ratie—can facilitate the segre-
gation of women or men into one or two
separate job titles, while a more balanced
work force may be more difficult to segre-
gate (Kanter, 1977a).

The occupatignal composition of each en-
terprise was anputed from the DOT oc-
cupational codes corresponding to each job
title.” We measured the distributions of
workers across the following broad cate-
gories: professional, managerial, and tech-

% In many firms. not every job title was mapped to
a DOT title by the Fmployment Service analyst. The
fragmentation measure was computed only for firms in
which both 90 percent of the jobs and 90 percent of
the workers were assigned a 6-digit DOT code (see
Baron. 1982: Chapter V). Six-digit DOT codes do not
correspond to uaique titles in the DOT, but more de-
tailed classification is possible only for those jobs as-
signed to occupaticnal categories according to the fourth
edition classification scheme.

7 Establishments in which less than 75 percent of the
workers could be assigned a DOT code were treated
as missing data on this outcome,
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nical; clerical and sales; service — domestic,
business, persunal —and production, in-
cluding extractive and transportation occu-
pations. Levels of informational and inter-
personal skill were measured by the mean
of ratings indicating the complexity of work-
ers’ involvements with data and people, re-
spectively.”

The measures of technical skills used de-
pended on the edition of the DOT used in
the analysis of an establishment. Production
occupations were classified as skilled, semi-
skilled, or unskilled in the second edition,
and we assigned values of 2, 1, and 0 to these
categories, respectively. Ratings of workers’
involvements with “things” began with the
third edition. Average ratings were com-
puted for each establishment's labor force
using either the measure based on second
edition DOT codes or the one based on sub-
sequent versions of the DOT. Each estab:
lishment's score was then normalized rela-

tive to all others sharing the same version

of the skill measure. That is, each entet-
prise’s level of technical complexity is meas-
ured relative to other organizations incor-
porating the same version of the DOT
ocenpational classification.? Finally, the level
of firm-specific skills was assessed indirectly
by the proportion of workers in “line” de-

* This information. when avaglable, was coded from
job analyses pertaining to each position in the firm.
Otherwise, it was obtained from 6-digit DOT oceu-
pational codes listed on staffing schedules. Third edi-
tion DOT ratings of 7 or 8 for relations with data were
recoded to 6 to conform tu the fourth edition rating
wheme, Mean ratings for each establishment were
computed only if {a) at least half the jobs and workers
m hine departmes s could be characterized on the data
and people dimensions, (b at least half of the jubs and
workers in other departments could he charactenzed;
and (¢} no more than 10 percent of the establishment
labor force was missing data on these variables. Finally,
eale values were inverted so that large values corre-
spond to high levels of involvement with dats and peo-
ple

Y The mean level of technical skills was computed
from third or fourth edition ratings (from job analyses
or DOT codest. subject to the same restrictions de-
weribed 1 footnote 7. Third edition rodes of b were
recoded to T to contorm to the fourth edition rating

A
<

partments who were not in entry-level jobs,
as indicated on the staffing schedule.'
The index of dissimilarity measures the
percentage of workers of one sex that would
have to be moved to new job classifications
in order to equalize the job distribution of
workers by sex (Duncan and Duncan, 1935).
It equals zero when the percentage distri-
butions of men and women across job cat-
egories are identical, and it equals 100 when
no men and women work in the same job.!!

The Analysis

We first describe the distribution of es-
tablishments by level of sex segregation. Then
we examine the organizational attributes that
diztnguish propensities to segregate. The
relative contribution of social, administra-
tive, and technical attributes to patterns of
segregation may suggest mechanisms that
account for those results, but we do aot ex-
pect conclusive results from cross-sectional
findings. Accordingly, these analyses are
supplemented in two ways. First, we ex-

_amine specific cases for which qualitative

information exists on the hiring and alloca-

scheme. Mean ratings were computed from second edi-
tion codes only if. (@ detailed occupational codes ex-
isted for at least 75 percent of the employees in the
entegprise and (b) at least 25 percent of the workers
were in production jobs. Preference was given to third
edition data for establishments that contained jobs an-
alyzed in terms of both second and third edition DOT
procedures.

' Warkers in nonproduction departments were ex-
cluded because the Employment Service did not al-
ways collect information denoting entry-level jobs in

_those departments. The measure was not computed for

establishments with less than 15 percent of their labor
force in production-related departments. We also elim-
inated observations in which any department had no
entry-level workers, or in which certain traditionally
entry-level occupations occurred—e.g.. janitor, re-
ceptionist-—but none was cxded as such. Given these
restrictions, a measure of skill specificity 1s avalable
for less than half of our observations.

1t We consider all-male and all-female establish-
ments to be perfectly segregated and assign a value of
100 to the index of dissimtlarity. However, ut analyses
teported below these enterprises are considered sep-
arately
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TABLE 3-2 Distribution of Establishments and Workers by Level of Segregation

(N = 393)
4) * )
3) » Cumulative (5)
(2) Percentage Percentage Median . . (8)

(1) Number of of of Establish-  (6) (N Cumulative

Segregation Establish- YEstablish-  Establish-  ment Number of Percentage Percentage

Index mnentss ments ments Size Workers of Workers of Workers
0-9 0 0.0 0.0 —_ ’ 0 0.0 0.0
10-19 ) 1 0.3 0.3 30 30 0.0 0.0
20-29 2 05 0.8 94.5 ’189 0.3 0.4
3039 4 1.0 1.8 64 457 0.7 1.1
4049 2 0.5 2.3 25.5 51 . 0.1 1.2
50-59 , 7 : 1.8 4.1 11 186 0.3 1.5
60-69 13 3.3 7.4 28 540 0.9 © 24
70-79 18 4.6 i2.0 29.5 3,746 6.1 8.5
80-89 27 6.9 18.8 57 2,281 3.7 12.2
90-96 35 8.9 27.7 72 7.260 11.9 24.2
96--99.49 52 13.2 40.9 195 26,587 43.6 67.8

100 202¢ 51.4 92.3 25 19,250 31.6 99.4

Al male 21 5.3 97.7 7 322 0.5 99.9

Al female ¢ 9 2.3 100 5 5l 0.1 100

TOTAL 393 100 - 36 60,950 100 —

¢ Subsequent tables report 201 completely segregated establishments. After completing our analyses, however,
we discovered 1 establishment for which the sole integrated job was in fact due to a coding error.

tion of women. Second, we examine the
subset of organizations for which longitu-
dinal information is available in ord<r to learn
(1) the extent to which patterns of sex seg-
regation change over time and (2) the or-
ganizational circumstances under which
gender segregation increases, decreases, or
remains constant. The concluding section
addresses implications of our findings for
policies aimed at equalizing job experiences
and attainments of men and womep.

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Table 3-2 presents a remarkable story: Most
establishments are either completely seg-
regated or nearly so. Less than one-fifth of
the establishments have segregation indices
lower than 90, and they employ less than
one-eighth of the workers in our sample,
Over one-half of the establishments are
completely segregated, and over three-
quarters of the workers are in organizations
having indices between 96 and 100. Indeed,

only 10 percent of the nearly 61,000 workers
are in establishment job titles that have both
men and women assigned to them. Even
among the 162 establishments having some
men and women in the same job titles, the
mnean segregation index is 84.1. In short,
the workplace is substantially more segre-
gated by sex than is suggested by studies
that aggregate work force composition across
establishments and into 3-digit occupational
categories. '2

One way to segregate male and female
workers is to employ either men or women
exclusively in an establishment. The 21 es-
tablishments without female workers, listed
by establishment size in Table 3-3, are al-

12 Of course, statistics on the distribution of workers
in our sample are not representative of the California
labor force, since establishments, not workers, were
sampled. Nevertheless, these results show that there
are very few work contexts in which men and women
are assigned to the same job titles, and results reported
below suggest that even the least segregated enter-
prises are seldom examples of workplace equity be-
tween the sexes.
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TABLE 3-3 Organizational Attributes of Establishments That Employ Only Males or Only Females '
' .Occupational Composition: Percentage Physical
Job ° - Dem w.ds
Products or Employ- Job Titles Median Produc- Clerical Exclude
Activities Sector®  Industry?  ees Titles  per DOT Job Size tion & Sales PTM®  Service  Women! Comments
Establishments With No Female Workers

Flight instruction P SOC 2 1 5 2.0 0 0 100 0 NA

Food products A MEG 3 3 1.0 1.0 80 20 0 0 Y

Glass prodacts A _MFG 3 2 67 1.2 100 0o 0 0 NA

Stonework A MFG 3 3 1.0 10 100 0 0 0 NA

St nework A MFG 4 4 1.0 Ly 75 0o 25 0 NA

Stonework P TRADE 4 2 1.0 2.0 100 0 0 0 NA

Sports equipment A MFG 4 3 1.0 1.0 75 0 25 0 NA

Wallpaper A MFG 4 2 0.5 2.0 50 0 50 0 N

Canning A MEFG 6 4 0.8 1.0 67 0 33 0 N

Plastics A MEG 7 3 1.0 2.3 100 0 0 0 Y Subsidiary of a large
chemical company.

Crop dusting P AG 7 6 NA 1.0 50 0 50 0 N

Pens and pencls A MEG 8 5 0.8 2.0 75 0 25 0 NA

Sports equupnient A MFG ] 3 0.5 2.7 T 0 25 0 NA

Fish hatchery A AG 10 2 1.0 4.2 100 0 0 0 Y

Dairy products A MEG 11 9 0.9 1.0 77 13 9 0 Y Branch of large dain.

Laundn P SERV 17 10 NA 2.0 NA NA NA NA N

Fertilizer A MEG 17 7 1.0 3.0 Ti 23 6 0 NA

Brick & tile A MEFG 36 14 1.1 3.0 94 3 3 ] Y Branch plant of larger
company.

Water transportation A SOC 46 7 1.0 10.0 52 0 RH] 0 NA Subsidiary of larger
COMPANY.

Golf course A STATE., 56 9 1.0 14.4 43 0 4 ™ NA City-owned.

SERV
C MEG 66 21 1.3 4.0 92 0 b 0 Y Production plant of larger

comprany.

A4




Establishments With No Male Workers

Domestic service P SERV 2 2 1.0 1.0 0 0. 50 50 — Licensed foster mother who
. employs a housekeeper.

Real estate rentals P SOC 2 p] 1.0 1.0 0 100 0 0 —_

Real estate escrow P SOC 2 2 1.0 1.0 0 25 75 0 —_

Business services P SERV 3 2 NA 12 NA NA NA NA - Female labor contractor of

. office services.

Confection A MFG 5 5 1.0 1.0 100 0 0 0 —_— Female-owned.

Hairpieces A MFG 5 4 1.0 1.0 60 20 0 20 — Female-owned.

Real estate escrow P SOC 6 4 1.0 1.5 0 50 0 50 —_ Female owner-manager.

Library P STATE, 10 5 1.7 2.3 0 20 0 80 — Library branch of veterans’
socC hospital; civil Lervice.

Business services P SERV 16 2 1.0 7.5 0 20 0 80 — Female-owned telephone -

¢ .
answering service.

L

* P = periphery; A = ambiguous; C = core.

& SOC = social overhead capital; MFG = manufacturing; AG = agriculture; SERV = service. 7
¢ PFM = professional, technical, and managerial occupations.

4 NA = information not available; Y = yes; N = no.

I
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most entirely small manufacturing opera-
tions in which most werkers are in produc-
tion jobs. Only 1 of the 9 all-female
establishments listed in Table 3-3 has more
than 10 employees, and only 2 employ women
in manufacturing. The typical all-female es-
tablishment provides services and does not
utilize the technical skills of blue-collar
workers. '3

While extreme sex segregation is perva-
sive, hiring policies that exclude one sex
entirely are utilized only by establishments
engaged in marginal economic activities on
a very small scale. Only 5 of the all-male
establishments are branches of larger com-
panies, and 4 of those cite physical demands
of work as the reason for excluding women.
It seems that autonomous employers oper-
ating small firms need no explicit rationale
for excluding female workers; they can uni-
laterally exercise their preferences for an all-
male work force.

The strong association between organi-
zational scale and segregation is docu-
mented in the first line of Table 3-4. The
table reports mean levels of various orga-
nizational attributes across 6 categories of
sex segregation: moderate (A < 75); high (75
< A = 90); very high (90 < A < 100); com-
plete segregation (A = 100); exclusive em-
ployment of males; and exclusive employ-
ment of females. Excluding the 9
establishments employing only women, col-
umn 7 reports the proportion of variance in
each organizational attribute occurring across
categories of segregation.!* Establishments
that exclude men or women are the smallest
on average, followed by those that are com-

13 There are 13 establishments with just 1 male worker,
and these are quite similar to those listed in Table 3-
3. The largest has 22 employees and 9 have 5 workers
or less. The 60 firms with just 1 female employee are
concentrated in small-scale manufacturing and social
overhead capital industries. Only | has more than 30
employees.

Y Total exclusion of males is not only rare but also

46

pletely segregated. Moderately segregated
enterprises are larger still, followed by highly
and almost perfectly segregated ones (antil-
ogs of the means are 4, 9, 27, 30, 67, and
159 employees, respectively). Among the
384 establishments employing men, 30 per-
cent of the variance in log size occurs across
the 5 segregation categories. -

This strong association between organi-
zational scale and segregation persists in
multivariate analyses (see below) and seems
to involve the changing mix of employer dis-
cretion versus the impersonal rule of bur-
eacratic procedures as organizations grow.
For example, employers operating on a very
small scale may exercise tastes for discrim-
ination by excluding women altogether.
However, as tasks become increasingly dif- -
ferentiated and-specialized clerical roles are
introduced, inexpensive female labor can be
utilized in segregated job classifications.
However, not all small establishments dif-
ferentiate job tasks to the same degree, and
some allocate both men and women to
broadly defined job classifications. Contin-
ued expansion leads to the implementation
of rationalized, bureaucratic personnel pro-
cedures in nea:ly all firms. Mechanisms seg-
regating the sexes become institutionalized,
and in large establishments men and women
are almost always assigned to separate job
families. '

Other organizational attributes listed in
Table 3-4 are moderately associated with
segregation levels. Means for each variable
listed in Table 34 differ monotonically across
categories of moderate, high, and very high
segregation. Indeed, the characteristics most
strongly associated with segregation — core
sectoral location, specialization, and frag-
mentation — are also highly correlated with

seems to reflect processes qualitatively different from
those that exclude or segregate wornen. Accordingly.
we exclude the 9 all female establishments from the
multivariate analyses reported below and trom the var-
iance explained computations reported in Table 3-4.
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TABLE 3-4 Means of Organizational Attributes by Level of Sex Segregation
Level of Sex Segregation (A)

o @ ®) Vo ® ©® o
: All All Columns
A7 TB<A=H 90<A<I00 A=100 Male Female (1)-(5)
Variable (N = 42) (N = 40) (N = 80) (N=201) (N=21)(N=9) (N=384)
Log size ' 3.40 4.20 5.07 3.31 2.17 1.47 .30
Log specialization 1.34 1.40 1.72 .87 74 39 12
(1.52¢  (1.12) (.93) (1.14) (1.64) (.03)
Manufacturing industry .45 .68 76 .62 .67 .22 .03
(.46) (.66) (71 (.63) (71 (-02)
Core sector A7 .50 .78 .29 . .05 .00 21
(-23) (.40) (.49) (.37 (.&5) . (.02)
Ambiguous sector .52 .42 21 .45 Al 22 ,06
(.50) (.47) (.33) (.41 (."8) (.01}
Periphery sector 31 08" .01 .26 .24 .88 .08
(2D (.13) .18 . L2y (.05) (.02)
Log fragmentation .09 21 a3 - .10 ~-.14 .06 .16
(.12) (.16} (.20) . (.13) (.00) (.02)
Union/bidding .05 .30 .46 22 : 14 .00 .08
arrangements (.09) (.23) (.28) (.28) (.35) : (.02)
Proportion woren 44 L 42 .34 .28 .00 1.00 —
. Proportion production 44 .55 .61 .56 .74 .20 .04
workers *(.45) (.54) (.56) (.56) (.80) (.04)
* Proportion clerical & sales .28 .20 17 .20 .02 .39 .05
workers (.27 (.21) (.21 (.19) (~.02) (.06}
Proportion service workers .06 .08 .09 .07 .03 .33 .00
(.07) (.08) (.09) (.08) {.03) (.00}
Proportion PTM< workers .22 17 .11 .16 .21 33 .03
.21 (.18) (.14) (.16) (.19 ¢.0l1)
Average complexity: data 2.24 1.88 1.73 1.95 1.66 2.36 .02
(2.23) (1.89) (1.77) (1.94) (1.62) (.02)
Average complexity: people 1.64 1.05 91 1.36 1.41 1.50 .04
(1.58) (1.14) (1.17) (1.28) {1.15) (.07
Average technical skills -.37 -.04 12 .02 .30 -.96 .02
{(-.34) (-.09 (.02} " (.05) (.48) (.04)
Skill specificity .43 .48 .52 .50 53 31 .01
‘ (.57) (.52) (.48) (.50) (.47 (.00)

@ Entries in parentheses for columns (})-(5) are means adjusted for linear association with size.

b Entries in parentheses in right-most column are the increments to explained variance due to segregation
categories, net of size.

¢ Professional, technical, and managerial.

log size, suggesting that the pattern of means
in the table may simply reflect concomitants

of organizational scale. Therefore, we also 15 §pecifically, each attribute was regressed on log
control for each attribute's linear relation- size and binary variables representing segregation level,
ship with log size (coefficients in parenthe- and adjusted means were computed at the average value
ses). 13 of log size. The value reported in parentheses below

the zero-order eta-squared for euch attribute “y” is the

* While controlling for size weakens most increase in explained variance when variables denoting

relationships in Table 3-4, the general pat- segregation group are added to the regression of y on
tern of coefficients across categories of seg- log size.
>

ERIC - 47
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regation is unchanged in many instances.
Net of size, segregation is most strongly as-
sociated with the level of interpersonal skills
and the proportion of clerical and -sales
workers in the enterprise. The former var-
iable seems to differentiate moderately in-
tegrated establishments engaged in per-
sonal services from all others, and the latter
differentiates all-male establishments, with
virtually no clerical component, from those
with a significant fraction of the work force
engaged in clerical duties.

In sum, work settings in our sample ap-
proach complete gender segregation, and
descriptive statistics suggest two mecha-
nisms that 'may contribute to patterns of seg-
regation: one reflecting the impact: of ad-
ministrative structures and personnel
procedures that vary with organizational scale
and the other pertaining to the occupational
composition and skill level of establishments
that rely primarilv on nonmanual tasks typ-
ically done by women. The analyses re-
ported below examine those mechanisms in
greater detail.

Multicariate Analyses

Standardized coeflicients=for discriminant
analvses reported in Table 3-5 indicate the
organizational attributes that best differen-
tiate establishments according to levels of
sex segregation. The first function defines
the Yinear composite of organizational attri-
butes that diflers most among segregation
categories, relative to variation within cat-
egories. The second function extracts an ad-
ditional dimension differentiating among
segregation categories and is uncorrelated
with the first function. The standardized
weights index the relative importance of each
attribute in distinguishing among categories
of segregation, and the group means locate
the segregation categories along each com-
posite dimension.'® The analyses reported

' Diseriminant analysis rests on distributional as-
sumptions of within-group multmormality that are clearly

in the first two columns include the 21 all-
male establishments; accordingly, the vari-
able measuring organizational sex ratios
(proportion women) is excluded from that
discriminant analysis, The other results are
based on the 363 establishments that em-
ploy both men and women. Standardized
weights are computed by scaling both the
linear composite function and the organi-
zational attributes to unit variances. Coe.-
ficients were computed from a canonical
correlation analysis applied to a pairwise-
deletion correlation matrix-with binary var-
iables denoting group membership. Cate-
gory means on the discriminant function are
metric coefficients for those binary varia-
bles.

Organizational scale clearly dominates the
results. Log size has a standardized loading
of .79 on the first function and, is correlated
.89 with the linear composite, Consequently,
the group means convey the same message
as Table 3-4: Scale accounts for most of the
association between organizational attributes
and segregation.

The second discriminant function differ-
entiates the 42 mmferately integrated en-
terprises and the 21 all-male ones from other
establishments, the overwhelming majority
of which have segregation indices between
90 and 100. The function apparently reflects
the impact of institutionalized personnel
procedures and occupational composition.
Formal bidding procedures for job advance-
ment, combined with a work force occu-
pying specialized, nonentry jobs, appar-
ently inhibit the assignment of men and
women to the same job classification, in some
cases acilitating the exclusion of women
emplivees altogether. This can occur when
men and women are assigned to separate

not met in our data. We are, however, not making
inferences to a larger population, so significance tests
are not appropriate for our analvses. We are reporting
descriptive statistics about group differences, scaling
levels of segregation to maximize the correlation with
a linear combination of organizational attributes.
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TABLE 3-5 Discriminant Analyses Relating Level of Sex Segregation to Organizational

Attributes
Including Establishments With Excluding Establishments With
Only Male Workers Only Male Workers
(N = 384) (N = 383)
Standardized Weights . Standardized Weights
1st 2nd Ist 2nd
~ Variablc Function Function Function Function
Log size . .79 S .02 14 - .20
:(.89)° (=.01) ’ (.87 (-.02)
Log specialization -.33 .36 -.22 - .68
(.48) (=.23) (-52) (—.37)
Core sector 37 -.08 . 33 -.06
(.72) v (.32) (.72) (.26)
Ambiguous sector .07 -.23 .07 -.20
(—.40) (—.09) (—.34) {—.20)
Log fragmentation 24 -.15 21 .00
(-.66) (—.04) (.59) (.09)
Union/bidding arrangements .00 .53 .14 .32
. (.40) (.45) (.42) (.37
Proportion women - — .35 -.55
(.14) (~—.87)
Proportion production workers 27 .21 -.14 -.06
(.02) (.59) ) (-16) (.34)
Proportion clerical and sales 15 -.36 .16 -~.20
workers T(.08) (—.65) (~.12) (—.30)
Proportion PTM* workers -.09 ~.01 .05 -.34
(-.21) (—~.24) (-.18) . (=31
Average complexity: data -.11 -.49 -.27 -.27
(-.09) (—.39) (—.18) (—.23)
Average complexity: people -.07 .25 —-.05 21
(—.29) (—.30} (~.34) (—.20)
Average technical skills .05 .03 12 -.03
(-03) (47 (.11) (.35)
Skill specificity .06 - .49 .08 .23
(-.04) (.35) (-08) (-28)
Segregation Group Means on Discriminant Function
Moderate (N = 42) 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00
High (N = 40) 1.43 2.23 1.36 1.36
Very hija {N = 80) 2.19 2.98 2.37 2.7
Complete (N = 201) 0.19 2.64 -0.01 2.98
All male (N = 21) -1.76 4.52 — —
Canonical correlation 610 .309 .584 345

@ Correlations between composite function and organizational attributes appear in parentheses.
b Professional, technical, and managerial.
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entry classifications and department-spe-
cific seniority systems keep women from
transferring into male career lines (Shaeffer
and Lynton, 1979). Net of these tendencies,
similar consequences occur when the cler-
ical and sales component is small and few
workers have complex informational tasks. !

In other words, establishments in which
most workers perform nonmanual tasks tend
to have the occupational composition, task
requirements, nonunion environment, and

" unspecialized job structures that facilitate a

modicum of parity in work arrangements by
sex. Indeed, 9 of the 16 least segregated
firms have no workers in production occu-
pations and 2 others have less than 10 per-
cent in such roles (see Table 3-6). In con-
trast, most all-male establishments are
engaged in manufacturing activities and em-
ploy most of their workers in production
roles (see Table 3-3). Note that economic
sector dominates neither discriminant func-
tion. Thus, organizational arrangements as-
sociated with sectoral location — not sector
per se — affect sex segregation.

* While the discriminant analyses seem to
support institutionalist accounts of sex seg-
regation, a more parsimonious explanation
may account for the results on the second
function: It is easier to segregate women
when they are a minority of the work force,
regardless of administrative arrangements.
Relative group size is often a crucial basis

1* Since the 4 variables charactenizing occupational
composition snm to 100 percent, coefficients depend

on which of the 4 is omitted. When the proportion of

workers in production occupations is omitted, the coef-
ficients are —.49, —.13, and —.14 for clerical and
sales; service; and professional, technical, and mana-
gerial, respectively. Of course. zero-order correlations
between the discriminant function and the measures
of cecupational composition are not affected by alter-
native choices for the omitted variable. Percent service
correlates — .01 with the second discriminant function.
The second function correlates most highly with the
percentage of clerical and sales workers ( — .65) and the
proportion of production workers (.59).

of solidarity and power (Simmel, [1923] 1950;
Kanter, 1977a), but our analyses provide only
partial support for the relative numbers hy-
pothesis. Since sex composition’ defined
membership in 1 of the 5 segregation groups
(all-male), it was inappropriate to include
that item in the discriminant analysis.
Nevertheless, the second discriminant func-
tion should be highly correlated with pro-
portion women if the measures loading highly
on it are simply proxiés for organizational
sex ratios. The correlation, however, ranges
from —.27 and —.32 depending on how
missing values are treated, about half the
size of the correlations between the second
function and occupational composition.
Therefore, it appears that technical and ad-
ministrative concomitants of production work |
are more important than relative numbers
in differentiating levels of segregation.

On the other hand, sex ratios do figure
more prominently in the discriminant anal-
ysis restricted to the 363 éstablishments that
employ men and women, According to Table
3-5, the first dimension remains dominated
by organizational scale, but specialization and
sex ratios clearly define the secoird factor:
Segregation increases monotonically as or-
ganizations become more specialized and less
dependent on female personnel. Unfortu-
uately, the 2 discriminant analyses are not
directly comparable, since the latter differ-
entiates among segregation levels condi-
tional upon a mixed work force, while the
distinction between all-male establishments

.and others is prominent in the former anal-
ysis,

In short, there apparently is some strength
in relative numbers, but that strength can
be offset by countervailing organizational ar-
ran_ements. Union contracts and formal
bidding procedures, positional specializa-
tion of the work force, reliance on firm-spe-
cific skills, and manual job tasks facilitate
employer strategies that either keep women
out of the establishment completely or con-
fine them in segregated job classifications.
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Deviant Cases: Moderately Desegregated

Establishments

The foregoing analyses discriminate very
segregated organizations from segregated
ones, but we must not lose sight of the fact
that there is very little variance to explain.
Less than one-eighth of the establishments
in our study are even moderately integrated
(using a generous definition of moderation),
and the remaining, highly segregated or-
ganizations display virtually every possible
configuration of organizational form and en-
vironment. The completely segregated es-
tablishments include huge bureaucracies that
dominate their industrial environments, as
well as small entrepreneurial firms at the
economic margins. These enterprises are
public and private, in manufacturing and
nonmanufacturing; some employ women al-
most exclusively, while women have only a
token presence in others. Indeed, an un-
segregated work force is so rare that it is
worthwhile examining commonalities among
the few aberrant enterprises that do assign
men and women to the same job classifi-
cations.

The top panel of Table 3-6 lists organi-
zational attributes of the 16 establishments
with indices of dissimilarity less than 60.
Examining them on a case by case basis re-
vealed some regularities not detected in the
statistical analyses. First, we discovered that
small enterprises with just one mixed job
classification typically have indices substan-
tially less than 100. That is, small establish-
ments that employ men and women can ap-
pear moderately desegregated, hut that
desegregation can be nominal. The most ex-
tremie instances in Table 3-6 are the retail
bookstore and pet store, each employing just
one woman—a sales clerk: Their indices are
37.5 and 50, respectively. Accordingly, sex
segregation appears bimodally distributed
among small firms. Of the 234 establish-
ments with fewer than 50 employees, 173
are completely segregated. But the median

segregation index among the other 61 is 75.
Ten of the 16 establishments in Table 3-6
have relatively low segregation indices sim-
ply by virtue of having one job title in which
a few men and women are employed.

Two real estate firms listed in Table 3-6
have men and women in integrated job titles
but segregate them locationally. The third
least segregated enterprise in our sample is
a real estate management firm whose 23 male
and 126 female apartment managers work
and live in 149 different buildings, while the
managers and officers of the escrow service
are dispersed across field offices throughout
a large metropolitan area. In both instances,
men and women have the same rank and
may have similar responsibilities, but within
each of the individual workplaces there is
perfect or near-perfect segregation.

Another source of integrated job classifi-
cations is the sex-linked practices in dealing
with clients, accounting for low segre “‘tion
indices in 4 other establishiuents. In 2 res-
idential children’s camps and an institution
providing educational therapy, male coun-
selors supervise boys and female unselors
supe.vise girls. Another example is a lan-
guage school, the second least segregated
establishment in our sample, in which “it is
deemed necessary that [students] be taught
by both men and women as they are likely
to need tc communicate with each sex when
using their language” (Narrative report 1712,
1970). Gender role ideologies have histori-
cally played an important part in creating
and sustaining inequities against women in
the teaching professions (Tyack and Strober,
1981). These educational establishments show
that cultural definitions of mea’s and wom-
en's work — and responsibilities for social-
izing the next generation — can demarcate

- responsibilities by sex even within detailed

organizational pos.tions.

Integrated work forces are utilized in sev-
eral establishments under circumstances that
corroborate neoclassical accounts of sex seg-
regation (Polachek, 1979). Real estate sales

9 |
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TABLE 3-6 Occupational Attributes of the Least Segregated and Largest Establishments

Entry  Products or Total Female Ségregnuon Job
No. Activities Sector®  Industry? Employees Employees  ndex Titles
Sixteen Least-Segregated Establishments ’
l Citrus P Agriculture 30 14 12.5 3
2 Language schools A soc 20 8 23.2 6
Ky
3 Real estate management A SOC 169 137 28.1 9
4 Real estate - P SOC 23 8 33.3 5
5 Real estate escrow A soC 105 95 3.3 12
6 Real estate A SOC 320 128 37.0 63
7 Retai! books P Trade 9 1 315 4
8 Children's camps P Services 10 5 40.0 5
9 Tomatoes P Agriculture 41 23 42.3 6
10 Real estate ‘P .S0C '] 7 50.0 2
1 Retail pets P Trade 3 1 50.0 2
12 Scientific instruments A Manufacturing 8 2 50.0 5
13 Educational therapy A SOC 98 57 53.6 a5
14 Plumbing supplies A Manufacturing 11 2 55.6 7
15 Garments A Manufacturing 14 7 57.1 8
16 Children’s camps A Services 43 17 57.7 4
Eleven Largest Establishments
17 Mining and quarrying C Manufacturing 825 18 ¢ 99.5 204
18 Bakery products C Manufacturing 886 268 96.3 60
19 Printing and publishing C Manufacturing 985 236 100.0 148
20 Sugar refining C Manufacturing 1277 82 99.0 337
21 Thoroughbred racing C Services 1464 49 96.1 83
22 Ordnance C Manufacturing 1727 967 99.2 129
23 Banking C sOC 2340 1384 79.2 346
24 Thoroughbred racing C Services 2845 59 99.5 83
25 Airline C SOC 2887 661 90.0 252
26 Telephone C SOC 6874 369 99.2 78
27 Naval shipyards C State, 7825 334 100.0 615
Manufacturing

1 = periphery; A = ambiguous; C = core.

b 50C = social overhead capital.

is a vocation for which reentry costs to em-
ployees and turnover costs to employers are
minimal. Consequently, one would expect
an abundant supply of and demand for qual-
ified female workers for these positions. At
the same time, real estate sales can be suf-
ficiently lucrative—especially in Califor-
nia—to at‘ract males as well. Further, be-
cause salespersons work primarily outside
the office, there should be fewer costs as-
sociated with employee tastes for discrimi-

9] |

nation. If market forces, however, account
for the disproportionate share of real estate
firms among the moderately integrated es-
tablishments, they cannot account for 4 of
the other 5 real estate enterprises that com-
pletely segregate men and women in other- -
wise similar market and organizational cir-
cumstances.

Similarly, it is not surprising to find in-
tegrated work forces engaged in harvesting
of fruits and vegetables. There is an ample
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TABLE 3-6 (Contiru=d)

Occupational Composition: Percentage in

Entry  Job Titles Median Clerical
No. per DOT  Job Size Production  Sales PTM® Service = Comments
Sixteen Least-Segregated Establi:hments
1 1.0 13.5 100 0 0 0 Picker—1iM, 14F.
2 0.9 . 6.2 0 8 92 0 Language teachers —6M, 6F; department head—3M,
2F.

3 1.1 67.9 0 7 93 0 Apt, manager—23M, 126F.

4 0.5 6.8 0 76 24 0 Salesmen—13M, 4F.

5 1.8 25.5 0 22 78 0 Escrow manager-—aM, 24F; escrow officer—3M, 32F.
6 1.4 59.1 8 82 10 1 Salesman— 130M, 80F.

7 1.0 2.2 0 78 20 0 Sales clerk—5M, 1F. R .

8 1.0 18 0 0 70 30 Counselor—3M, 3F.

9 1.0 114 100 9 9 0 Worker—11M, 12F,

10 10 4.1 0 94 5 0 Salesman— IM, 7F.

11 1.0 1.2 0 67 0 33 Salesperson— 1M, 1F.

12 10 10 62 12 25 0 Instrument maker—3M, IF.

13 1.3 2.0 0 17 80 3 Psychologist—3M, 2F; therapist— 13M, 25F; camp
counselor—4M, 3F.

14 0.8 1.0 T 25 18 0 Assembler—4M, L\F.

15 1.3 2.0 86 0 14 C Four women in 3 integrated production jobs.

16 1.4 . 2.0 9 5 70 16 Counselor—11M, 11F.

Eleven Largest Establishments
17 - 1.9 8.0 79 ° 6 14 1 No women placed in production jobs due to nature of
. work, :

18 L4 612 35 54 a8

19 1.4 18.0 79 13 3 Women mostly in clerical and bindery classifications.

20 2.4 NA 75 10 1l 4 Eleven womeu in 3 integrated quality control classifica-
tions; none in production.

21 1.3 1115 15 60 7 18 Women mostly in clerical classifications.

22 1.4 102.6 84 6 8 2 See text.

23 3.2 15.0 0 68 30 2 Company policy to place women in other than routine
clerical positions. Several integrated officer and man-
ager ;ubs.

24 13 268 3 8 33 25 34 Women mostly in clerical classifications.

25 NA 111.7 NA MNA NA NA Women employed only in clerical, stewardess, and
ticket agent classifications.

26 1.6 157.5 74 26 1 0 Women employed without restriction except in jobs re-
quiring lifting 25 pounds or more.

27 21 69.2 7 8 15 0 No women assigned to production classifications due to

vigorous requirements of various crafts.

¢ PTM = professional, technical, and managerial occupations.

supply of male and female workers who are
ill prepared for most other types of em-
ployment, and employers bear none of the
training costs (Thomas, 1980). Neverthe-
less, Thomas's study suggests that the two
agricultural establishments in our sample may
be atypical. He found that men in lettuce
harvesting are typically assigned to higher
paid piece-rate jobs, while women are con-
centrated in hourly crews. Unfortunately,
we have no evidence of the generalizability

of his or our findings, since the sex com-
position of jobs was not compiled for the
Employment Service's more recent analyses
of agricultural work.

In sum, no single dimension of desegre-
gation emerges from our analysis of “de-
viant” organizations. Instead, we found 4
qualitatively different but sometimes over-
lapping sets of circumstances that contribute
to a desegregated workforce: (1) nominal de-
segregation of a single job title in a very

03
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small firm; (2) spatial segregation across work
sites of male and female workers assigned
to the same job classification; (3) sex-linked
desegregation of jobs like camp counselor,

which employ men and women, but toward |

different ends; and (4) market desegregation
that occurs when a mixed labor pool is avail-
able to employers who perceive that train-
ing and turnover costs are (i{ientical for male
and female workers. Moderate desegrega-
tion occurs rarely in the work contexts we
have examined, and, when it does occur, it
is typically of the nominal variety.

Lurge Establishments and Bureaucratic
Seg;regation )

Almost all large establishments are highly

segregated, and most have written rules
governing the hiring and allocation of work-
ers. Consequently, if bureaucratic control
strategies segregate men from women (Ed-
wards, 1979), this should be most apparent
in the largest establishments. The bottom
panel of Tabie 3-6 lists attributes of the 11
establishments in our sample employing more
than 800 workers. Case materials provide
insight into administrative roles and pro-
cedures that support sex segregatior.

All but one of these establishments seg-
regate employees almost nerfectly by sex,
and narrative information available for 7 of
themn suggests that this total segregation is
accomplished largely through bureaucratic
rules and procedures. Possibly the most im-
portant factor, particularly in manufacturing
establishments. is the existence of legal re-
strictions on the weight that women may lift.
California law specified until 1970 that “no
female employee should be requested or
permitted to lift any object weighing 50
pounds or over,” and regulations enforced
by the state's Industrial Welfare Commis-
sion further restricted the maximum to 25
pounds. In 1970 a federal court ruled that
this law conflicted with Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act (Utility Workers' Union of Amer-
ica vs. Scuthern California Edison [69-543]).

References to these restrictions occur re-

: 54

peatedly in both narrative reports and job
analyses. For example, the Naval shipyard :
in Table 3-6 assigns no women to production

" jobs due to “vigorous requirements of var-

ious crafts” (Narrative report 3, 1965), and
the mining enterprise followed the same
policy due to the “nature of work” (Narrative
report 1800, 1971): A company providing
telephone service to a large metropolitan
ar¢a states that it was company policy to
employ women “without restriction” except
in jobs requiring lifting 25 pounds or more;- -
yet the segregation index was 99.2 (Narra-
tive report 100, 1965). '

The ordnancé plant, studied in 1970, em-
ployed 555 females as assemblers and 243
males as production workers. Each is an en-
try job, and both were mapped to the same
detailed DOT occupational category by the
Employment Service analyst.!® According
to the job analysis, these jobs differ pri-
marily in that male “workers” lift 25 to 40
pounds, but female “assemblers” lift 5 to 20
pounds.

Weight restrictions are not mentioned ex-
plicitly in the narrative for the printing es-
tablishment in Table 3-6 (one of the largest
in the western U.S. in 1968), but as in nearly
all other manufacturing plants, the only pro-
duction activities assigned to women are light
assembly tasks. Most production tasks in this
establishment are dong by skilled crafts-
men. The union contract establishes pro-
cedures for hiring and apprenticeship, and
it seems reasonable to conclude that the union
plays a substantial role in enforcing sex seg-
regation in this plant. A narrative report
prepared in 1966 for one of the two race
tracks provides evidence of that role in an-
other organizational context: Union dis-
patching policies explicitly exclude women
from the job of parimutuel clerk (Narrative
report 1536). No report was prepared for
the other track in the samne area, but pre-

18 In other words, at the occupational level, entry-
level production work has a relatively balanced sex ratio
in this ficm,
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sumably it falls under the jurisdiction of the
same union. Of course, these industries might
have been sex-segregated long before they
were unionized. That is, unions may be pér-
petuating gender-based ingqualities rather
than creating them.: .

. Lifting resteictions and union con*racts
cannot account for all sex segregation in large
establishments, because segregation is
equally pervasive in large, nonunion estab-
lishments outside manufacturing. Indeed,
in most firms — including all but 1 of the

11 in the bottom panel of Table 3-6 —+ non-

production jobs are as segregated as. pro-
duction jobs, if not more so. While this sit-
uation primarily reflects distinctions br.tween
male mauggers and female clerical workers,
it is also true that the few male clerical work-
ers and female managers in our sample of
establishments are hardly ever assigned to
job classifications with workers of the op-

. posite sex. ¢

One notable exception is the bank studied
in 1968. which employs more women than
any other establishment in our sample. The
bank claimed it had recently initiated a pro-
gram to hire and promote wortien into of-
ficer classifications (Narrative report 415,
1968). The stafting schedule supports this
claim: In 1968, women comprised 7 of 81
vice presidents, 18 of 108 assistant vice pres-
idents. 16 of 49 management trainees, and
29 of 118 operations officers. While females
were used exclusively in routine data pro-
cessing jobs like keypunch operator, 10 of
23 systems analysts were women.

In one sense the bank's efforts ure only
noteworthy when contrasted against the
uniformly high levels of segregation in other
comparable large establishments: Fully
equalizing the job distribution by sex would
still require reclassifying 80 percent of this
bank’s female employees. Most managerial
and professional positions remained exclu-
sively male, while few men were employed
in routine clerical duties. An organization’s
demography. history, technology, and labor
cupply. however, constrain the degree to
whic h its work force composition can change

in a short period of time. This is especially
true of large bureaucracies employing many
workers in nonentry jobs. As long as sen-
jority and accrued skills remain important
bases for advancement in such contexts,
workplace equity cannot happen overnight:
The existing stratification regime favoring
males essentially guarantees more work-
place .inequality in the short run, just as
reduction of childbearing to below replace-
ment levels would not immediately elimi-
nate population growth in a society. .

This particular bank’s egalitarian policies
toward women seem to have avercome bu-
reaucratic inertia because they were imple-
mented during a time of extraordinary or-

_ganizational growth and change. When

analyzed in 1968, the bank was described
as one of the “largest and fastest growing
busirtess concerns in the nation” (Narrative
report 415, 1968). Employment increased
nearly 50 percent between 1961 and 1968,

when the bank was automating its data pro-

cessing operation and establishing regional
offices and branch banks throughout south-
ern California. Growth and technological
change appear to be directly responsible for
the desegregation of several management,
administrative, and data processing job clas-
sifications in this firm. Its atypical experi-
ence demonstrates that the segregation ob-
served in other large establishments is not
inevitable.!® These jobs, however, may have

™ Other data gathered in California by the Employ-
ment Service corroborate this. They studied about 30
other establishments with more than 800 employees
not inchided in our analysis because of incomplete cov-
erage of sonte aspect of their operations. Of these, only
3 were moderately desegregated. a university campus
(A = 70 5), a unified school district (& = 76.5), and
an tsurance company (A = 77.2) Among large bu-
reaucracies, assignment of both sexes to the same job
titles occurs most often m soaal overhead capital or-
ganizations —firms in health, education, and welfare
services. transpostaton, utilities, finance. insurance,
and real estate industries. But the banking and finance
industry is not uniforily desegregated Of the 5 other
vstahlish:‘-nts in our sample engaged in such activi-
ties. 3 were completely segregated. T was nearly so (A

93 31 and 1 was moderately tegrated (s 737

|

0.

Wy o~
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TABLE 3-7 Descriptive Statistics for Longitudinal Sample (N = 75)

Time 1 . Time 2

Standard ¢’ Standard
Variable Mcan Deviation Mean ~ Deviation
Log size 4.26 1.21 4.38 121
} g specialization ' 1.37 0.99 1.48 1.03
Maunifacturing industry .79 — — -
Core sector .6] — - —
Ambiguous sector .32 — — —
Pe:iphery sector .07 L — —
Log fragmentation .18 .20 17 .19
Union/bidding arrangements 7 - 38 —_
Proportion women .29 .25 .29 .24
Proportion production workers .64 .30 .62 .29
Proportion clerical and sales workers .16 17 18 .18
Proportion service workers - .08 22 .09 .22
Proportion PTM* workers .10 12 | 11

@ Professional, technical, and managerial.

been integrated precisely because they were
new; it may take several years for the sex
label of a new line of work to become es-

tablished.

Longitudinal Analyses: The Permanence of
Sex Segregation

Seventy-five of the 393 establishments in
our sample were studied more than once.
The average interval between visits was about
5 years, with a range of 2 to 12 vears. The
size composition of the follow-up sample is
very consistent with the age and size-spe-
cific establishment mortality rates reported
by Birch (1979). While moderately large,
older enterprises were slightly more likely
to be revisited, we detected no other sys-
tematic biases in the Employment Service's
choice of establishments for follow-up anal-
yses (for details see Baron, 1982, Chapter
VI,

Descriptive statistics for the 75 establish-
ments are reported in Table 3-7.2° Estab-

2 Several estabish nents were studied more than twice
by the Fmployment Service. In those instances, we
selected the pair for which the interval between anal-
vses was closest to 5 years. Consequently, analyses for
16 of the establishments in the longitudinal analyses
do not include the one selected for the cross-sectional
sample of 393 observations.

(&) |

lishments selected for restudy were slightly
larger on average and more concentrated in
manufactyting; other differences between
descriptive statistics for these observations
and those for the entire sample reflect con-
comitants of organizational scale (cf. Tables
3-1 and 3-7). In most instances, the temporal
data describe changes between the mid-1960s
and the early 1970s — the period immedi-
ately following passage of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Most establish-
ments expanded employment between anal-
yses; the labor force was stable in just 6 cases
and was reduced in 25 establishments.

As Table 3-8 shows, neither legislation
nor organizational change effected much
change in sex segregation in the late 1960s
and early 1970s. Two-thirds of the estab-
lishments remained all-male, completely
segregated, =¥ almost fully segregated (see
the 9 cells in fhe bottom-right corner of the
table). Indeed, much of the change in Table
3-8 reflects very small differences in seg-
regation indices.

Table 3-9 lists characteristics of the 18
establishments for which the segregation in-
dex changed by at least 5 points. Only a few
attributes differed systematically between
the 11 organizations that became less seg-
regated, between the 7 that became more
segregated, and between the 57 in which
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TABLE 5-8 Segregation Levels Over Time (N = 75)
Segregation: Time 2
. Veiry . Al
Segregation: Time | Mod High Complete Male Total-
Moderate (A s 75) 1 —_ —_ —_ —_ 1
' (1%)
High (75 < A < 80) 3 2 2 —_ 9
(12%)
Very high (%0 < A < 100) 1 15 3 _ 23
(31%)
Complete (A = 100) —_— 5 29 2 40
(53%)
All male —_ — — 1 1 2
(3%)
TOTAL 5 23 A 3 75
(7%) 113%) (29%) (47%) (4%) (100%)

sex segregation remained virtually constant.
Unionized establishments and those with
formal bidding arrangements tended not to
change fromn their high levels of segregation,
nor did thos