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Abstract

Based on detailed occupation titles and makingofiseeasures that do not require pair-
wise comparisons among demographic groups, thisrpstpows that the occupational
segregation of Black women declined dramaticallyL940-1980, decreased slightly in
1980-2000, and remained stagnant in 2000-2010. myoortant contribution of this

paper is the quantification of the well-being lcs¢tleat these women derive from their
occupational sorting. The segregation reduction wdsed accompanied by well-being
improvements, especially in the 1960s and 1970gaiing the role that education has
played, this study highlights that, only from 1980ward, Black women with either

some college or university degrees had lower sagjag(as compared with their peers)
than those with lower education. Nevertheless,wb#-being loss that Black women

with university degrees derived in 2010 for beirggregated from their peers in

education was not too different from that of Blaskmen with lower education.
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1. Introduction

Most studies agree that few changes occurred imsexpational segregation in the first
half of the 20th century (Jerry Jacobs 1989). Is wathe second half of this century,
mainly in the 1970s, that segregation declined (dadBeller 1985; Suzanne Bianchi
and Nancy Rytina 1986; Asaf Levanon, Paula England, Paul Allison 2009), though
the process halted in the first decade of the Z¥sttury (Francine Blau, Peter
Brummund, and Albert Yung-Hsu Liu 2013).

The intersection of gender and race has been, lewegs explored in the literature on
occupational segregation (Randy Albelda, 1986; Méng 1992; Martin Watts 1995).

Nevertheless, enough evidence exists that thesestwi@l categories are “mutually
constructed to produce and maintain social hiegdr¢lnene Browne and Joya Misra
2003: 489), a point that is central to understagdime generating process of labor
market inequalities, as multiracial feminist thetsihave shown (Patricia Hill Collins
1999; Evelyn Nakano Glenn 1999).

In a multi-group context, the study of the occupadl segregation of a particular
gender-race group has usually involved comparidmte/een the distribution of that
group across occupations and the distribution leérogroups. Black women (the group
on which this paper focuses) are typically companéth White women, Black men,
and White men. For cross-time analyses, howeveesethcomparisons become
cumbersome and make it difficult to have a cleatuype of the situation of the target
group. Thus, for example, Robert Kaufman (2010)ntbuhat segregation between
Black and White women decreased between 1980 a@@, ¥¢hile segregation between
Black women and White men increased. In such atsito, it does not seem possible to
conclude whether Black women in 1990 were moress kegregated than they were in
1980. On the other hand, one should keep in miad ttre documented trends in the
occupational segregation between Black and Whit@evoin the second half of the®™0
century—an extraordinary reduction from 1960 to @, 9fllowed by small declines
from 1980 to 2000 (King 1992; Kaufman 2010; Bethniiand Daniel Krymkowski
2011)—was the result of changes that both Black\&@hite women experienced in the

labor market.

An alternative approach to studying occupationgregation in a multiracial society is

to quantify the extent to which the employment ritisition of Black women across
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occupations departs from the occupational struobiirdhe economy (Hazel Moir and
Joy Shelby Smith 1979; Olga Alonso-Villar and Codall Rio 2010; Olga Alonso-
Villar, Coral del Rio, and Carlos Gradin 2012). s the methodological approach
that this study follows. Black women are considetede segregated not only when
they are underrepresented in occupations dominagedhite women but also when
they are underrepresented in occupations domirateather minority women, White
men, or minority men. If we compared, for examples occupational sorting of Black
women with that of the most advantaged gender-gaoep of the economy, White
men, zero segregation could only be achieved ifsth@re of Black women in each
occupation were equal to the share of White memgiwivould involve ignoring the real
size of occupations mainly filled by women and niityomen. Similar problems would
arise by comparing Black women with either Whitenvem or other groups, because
each group would bring its own advantages/disadwgms By using occupational
structure as the benchmark, the underrepreseni@aigmepresentation of a group in an
occupation is measured in terms of the real sizeéhat occupation. Whether this
overrepresentation/underrepresentation is somethoog or bad for the group cannot
be ascertained with segregation measures but wethbsing measures, as we discuss

below.

The aim of this paper is to analyze the natiorathds in occupational segregation for
Black women for the period 1940-2010 using detad@d harmonized occupational
data (Integrated Public Use Microdata Series). IBlaomen are an interesting group
for study. On the one hand, the way gender and shege social relations—and,
therefore, labor settings—seems to have an espegepct on these women. Some
scholars argue that Black women do not fit theuraltconstruction of either “women,”
implicitly corresponding to the image of White womeor “Blacks,” generally
associated with Black men, which brings the grougarbinds than freedoms (Cecilia
Ridgeway and Tamar Kricheli-Katz 2013). Black woméda not enjoy the racial
privilege of White women or the gender advantageBlaick men (Enobong Branch
2007). On the other hand, black women represemnaodraphic group with a unique
historical experience in the US labor market. 14Q0,%hey were strongly concentrated
into a small number of occupations, mainly relatedomestic service and farm labor,
which had the lowest wages in the economy. Althoigd important to know how the

situation of this group has evolved, not many satsohave quantified the long path of



these women toward better occupations. As far akneev, this is the first time that a
study provides estimates of the occupational sedgiey of Black women over a

seventy-year period.

Our approach has several advantages. First, asamedtabove, the distribution of
Black women across occupations is compared heite tiwé occupational structure of
the economy rather than with the distribution oftisalar demographic groups, which
makes cross-time comparisons easier and providgsbal picture of the situation of
these women. For this purpose, this paper usesaesagregation measures proposed
in Alonso-Villar and Del Rio (2010), where the peofes of these tools are also
displayed. Our findings suggest that there wasamdtic decrease in the segregation of
this group up to 1980, a small reduction in the@98nd 90s, and stagnation since
2000. Consequently, the use of this approach allesvso give a clear answer to the
question we posed above: Black women were lesegatad in 1990 than they were in

1980 despite the segregation increase betweegrthip and White men.

Second, these measures can be decomposed sosakate changes in segregation due
to variations in the occupational distribution dfet group from changes in the
occupational structure of the economy. Our ressliggest that the segregation
reduction between 1940 and 2000 was mainly a comlseg of changes in the
distribution of Black women. There was a declingha representation of this group in
occupations in which they were overrepresentedaarige in occupations in which the
group had a low representation. However, betwe&d #ad 2000, the representation of
Black women also increased in some occupations Imchwthey were already
overrepresented, which contributed to halt theesgagron reduction.

Third, this paper goes a step further by assed$iagvell-being loss that the group
experiences as a consequence of its segregaonfor. being overrepresented in low-
paid occupations and underrepresented in the higlaigl. This is an important

contribution of the paper, because the literata® thaditionally focused on quantifying
how uneven the occupational distribution of a grasibut the consequences of that
unevenness in terms of well-being have been bamgbjored. For that purpose, this
paper uses indices recently developed in the titezg(Coral del Rio and Olga Alonso-
Villar 2015) and shows that the strong segregatemtuction of the 1960s and 1970s
was accompanied by important well-being improveméne., occupational upgrading),

the advancement was indeed much smaller in thesl@8d 1990s, and stopped in
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2000. This general pattern hides, however, thewifft evolution of subgroups of Black

women depending on their educational levels, aspghper explores.

2. Measuring Segregation: Methodology

The segregation of Black women is usually measbsedonsidering several pair-wise
comparisons (Black women versus White women, Bhlcknen versus Black men,
etc.) and calculating a segregation index (maiht/index of dissimilarity) for each of
these cases (Albelda 1986; King 1992; Reskin 130&jifman 2010; Mintz and
Krymkowski 2011; Gradin 2013)However, when many groups are involved, these
comparisons become cumbersome, and the situatian tafget group is difficult to

summarize.

The local segregation measures proposed by Alornikar-¥nd Del Rio (2010) facilitate
this analysis because the distribution of a targedup acrossJ occupations,

cs(q, gg) is compared with the distribution of total empimnt across these

occupations,t E(tl,tz,...,tJ), where C :ch is the total number of Black women
J
workersin the economy and = th is the total number of workers. This means that
j

Black women are segregated, so long as they argepvesented in some jobs and
underrepresented in others (whether the lattefilked by White women, White men,

Black men, or by another demographic group). Thesasures are labeled local to
distinguish them from overall or aggregate segiegameasures. In a multi-group
context, local segregation is nothing but the sgajien of a group while overall

segregation results from differences in the ocdapat sorting of all the groups into

which the whole population is being partitioneddi@idnal information is given in the

appendix).

To measure the segregation of a group, these authropose the use of the local

segregation curve$. To build this curve, firstly, occupations have lie ranked in

C.
ascending order of the rati?’— (i.e., from those in which the group has the ldwes
i

! Based on the index of dissimilarity and making a$dogit analysis William Spriggs and Ronda
Williams (1996) developed an index that allows deiaing the impact of covariates (e.g., educatiom)
segregation. Their study of the 1970s and 1980supdated for the 1990s (Valery Rawlston and William
Spriggs, 2002).



representation to those with the highest repretienja By denoting byr, Ez_tl_—' the

i<
proportion of employment represented by the firstcupations, the value of the curve
at this point is given by the share of Black womeaorking in those occupations,
S(r)) :Z% Therefore, this curve shows the underrepresentatf the group with

i<j

respect to the occupations’ size, percentile bgedie (Figure 1). For example, the
value of this curve at point 0.1 shows the propartof Black women who work in
occupations that jointly represent 10% of total Enyment and in which this group has
the lowest representation. The curve at point Bd&ws the proportion of Black women
who work in occupations that jointly represent 26#4otal employment and in which
this minority has the lowest representation, andrso

C‘i \
Zg‘

i<

—> ti
0 1 ;T
Figure 1. Example of a local segregation curSe,

If Black women were distributed across occupatiomsthe same manner as the

distribution of total employment (i.e., if the shawf Black women in each occupation,

o

t
E’ , equals the weight of that occupation in the econ ?’ or equivalently, if

o

t—‘zg), the curve would be equal to the 45° line, andsegregation would exist for
i

this group. The more distant the curve is from tims, the higher is the segregation of

Black women.

2 The local segregation curve is related to the Lomamve used in the literature on income distriuti
and also to the segregation curve (Otis DuncarBawerly Duncan, 1955).
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Figure 2. Example of local segregation curves io ywars

Therefore, when comparing the distribution of Blaetmen in two years, if the curve
in year 1 §) lies at no point below that of year &)Y and at some point above (i.e., if
the curve of year 1 dominates that of year 2), eue gay that segregation is higher in

year 2 (as in Figure 2).

Apart from these curves, Alonso-Villar and Del R@2010) propose several local
segregation indices that quantify the extent tocWwltiurveS departs from the 45° line:

LG G
Z?T ot
Gey=""l 11 bl (1)
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1 t/[(c/C : _
— Z—'[ ) J—l] ifaz0,1
®,(ct) = @=L /T : 2)
Z(C:—'In(cé/ij ifa=1
N T
D(C,t)—zzj:C =k (3)

The first measure is a variation of the classici @idex, the second represents a family
of indices related to the generalized entropy fgnahd the third measure is a variation
of the index of dissimilarity (see the appendix fiarther details). The higher the value

of these indices, the larger is the segregatioBlatk women. BothG and D take

values within the intervelo,1), while @, is unbounded®, is a family of indexes that



is parameterized by a segregation sensitivity patara. The lower the value of this
parameter, the more affected the index is by wiagipbns at the bottom end of the
curve (i.e., in those occupations where the groap the lowest representation). For
example, if parametea is equal to 0.5, and one Black women moves from an
occupation in which the group is highly represeritednother in which the group has a
very low representation, the index decreases nmme it will do if the parameter is

equal to 2

The above indices measure how much the local sagpegcurve departs from the 45°
line, although each of them quantifies that “dis&nin a different way. Thus, indeX
represents the highest vertical distance betweemruhve and the line whilé is twice
the area between the curve and the line (see Fgjure

ci
ZE A

i<y

G is twice the area” /'

; >

! i<
Figure 3. Relationship between local segregatiouec® and indiceB andG
The family of indices®, is also related to th& curve, although its graphical
interpretation is less clear. In any case, if asewdominates another, both indéxand
the family of indices®_,—and also other indices satisfying some basic ptigse—

would lead to the same conclusion: segregationigkehn for the curve that is below
(Alonso-Villar and the Rio 2010).This makes the use of these curves a robust

procedure because, when segregation curves dooss, @ powerful conclusion can be

% In the literature on income inequality, from whitttis family is derived, the values of the parameter
often used are -1, 0, 1, and 2. To measure segvagather than inequality, the values -1 and 0 ldiou
bring some problems if there were no Black womesdme occupations. This is why in our empirical
analysis we chose the values 0.5, which is clogeto, 1 and 2.

4 AlthoughD is also related to th®curve, this index is not consistent with the daamice criterion given

by these curves. A distribution of Black women cbhhve a local segregation curve dominating that of
another distribution while having an equal valu®of
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reached without using several indices. Howeveryit/es cross or if one is interested in

guantifying the extent of segregation, the usédefihdices becomes necessary.

Apart from its graphic interpretation, inddx has a very intuitive interpretation: it
represents the percentage of Black women who wbale to change occupations to
achieve zero segregation while keeping the ocooipali structure of the economy
unaltered(Olga Alonso-Villar and Coral Del Rio 2015). The mintal section will

focus on this index for its easy interpretatiormaitgh other indices will be also shown
to check whether the evolution of segregation facB women is robust against the

formulation of the index.
3. Occupational Segregation Trends of Black Women

Our data come from the IPUMS (Integrated Public WBerodata Series), which are
drawn from the US decennial census for the per@4012000 and the 2005-2007 and
2008-2010 American Community Surveys (ACS) and hmnogenized by the
Minnesota Population Center of the University oihkksota (Steven Ruggles, J. Trent
Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, MattheBdbroeder, and Matthew Sobek
2010)° This dataset offers harmonized information thatigas uniform codes to

variables.

Along this period, the census bureau reorganizeddtupational classification system
several times, but this dataset offers two considtang-term classifications: the 1950
classification, available for the entire period,daa modified version of the 1990
classification, available from 1950 onward. For feriod 1940-1980, we calculate
segregation using the codes of the 1950 classditaystem, which accounts for 269
occupations. For the period 1980-2010, we insteadtlve modified version of the 1990
classification, which accounts for 387 occupati@ssalthough 1950 is available for the
entire period, the Minnesota Population Center meuends the 1990-based
classification from 1980 onward. Consequently, &ach sub-period, we calculate
segregation using a common classification of octaps, based on either that of 1950
or 1990, which allows us to minimize the effectttbhanges in the occupations’ titles

® We use these two ACS samples rather than tha®@5-2010 to find out possible effects derived from
the recession that began in 2007.



has on segregatidhOur analysis allows us to provide estimates of dheupational
segregation of Black women during a seventy-yeangg1940-2010) using consistent
data’ Based on self-reported identity, Black women &@sé who identify themselves

as Blacks and do not have a Hispanic origin.

3.1 Segregation trends

Despite their sharing of gender roles, Black andt®Wvomen are exposed to different
cultural stereotypes and occupy different econaanid social positions (Branch 2007,
Ridgeway and Kricheli-Katz 2013). On the one haBthck women had greater
incentives to incorporate into the labor marketieathan White women did (lower
incomes, high Black male unemployment, and paidkwess socially stigmatized),
especially among married women. In fact, the pipikton rates of Black women were
higher than those of White women up to 1990 (Amyavitim 2005). On the other hand,
the educational level of Black women was traditlynl@wer than that of White women
and has not kept pace with the strong educatiaharaces of White women from 1980
onwards (Anne McDaniel, Thomas DiPrete, ClaudiatBoann, and Uri Shwed 2011).

King (1992) found that segregation between Blackl aihite women decreased
between 1960 and 1988, but not between 1940 an@ Wide segregation between
Black women and men did decrease between 1940@6@ The approach followed in
this paper allows us to give a broad picture ofatelution of the segregation of Black
women without making pair-wise comparisons. Figuteshows that the local
segregation of Black women dropped sharply from0182l 1980 (especially in the
1960s and 1970s), experienced a slight reductiamglthe next two decades and
remained unaltered from 2000 onwé&rd.

® In any case, the harmonization process involvedersé adjustments, which implies that both
classifications have some empty employment occopsitin several years. Consequently, the number of
occupations with positive employment is not exadthg same every year. The “real” number of
occupations in 1940, 1970, and 1980 are, respégtizdd3, 258, and 220, according to the 1950
classification. In the 1990-based classificatidie humbers in 1980, 1990, 2000, 2005-07, and 2008-1
are, respectively, 382, 384, 337, 333, and 333tuRately, the majority of the empty occupationséhav
low employment in the years in which they appear.

" An alternative would be to build gender/race-spedairosswalks to bridge changes in the census
occupational coding systems along the entire persddone by Blau, Brummund, and Yung-Hsu Liu
(2013) in the case of sex segregation. Howeves, fhiper has not followed that approach due to the
complexity that this would imply when crossing gendnd race.

8 The dramatic decrease in segregation between 180380 seems to have played an important role in
reducing the wage gap between Black and White woimehat period (James Cunningham and Nadja
Zalokar 1992).
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Figure 4. Local segregation of Black women accaydm indicesG, D, ®,., and @,

(1940-1980: 1950 classification; 1980-2010: 1996€lniclassification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.
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Figure 5. Local Segregation of Black women accadmindicesG, D, ®,., and @,

(classification of each year)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

Note that segregation in 1980 increases when ubmd990-based classification rather
than the 1950 classification, since it has moreupational titles (Figure 4). Despite

this, the trends in segregation are quite robuatngg changes in the classification of
occupations given that the indices provide simpatterns when we instead use the

original occupational classification of each yeBig@re 5). From now on, this paper
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focuses on the common coding schemes, as theytseleenmore appropriate for cross-

time comparisons.

As shown in Figure 4, the local segregation of Blaomen was 0.69 in 1940 and 0.32
in 2008-2010 according to inddéX (the precise figures of the indices are givenhi t
appendix). This means that while 69% of Black womesuld have had to change
occupations in 1940 to achieve zero segregatias percentage fell to 32% in the past
decade. In other words, segregation along thisopgewas reduced to a half. Note,
however, that most of this reduction occurred im 1960s and 1970sB-was equal to
0.6 and 0.38, respectively, in 1960 and 1980.

Figure 6 (left side) plots the local segregationvea from 1940 to 1980. Focusing on
the values of the curves in the first quintile ofoyment (i.e. at point 0.2), we see that
the curves took very small values and that almosthange occurred across time. In
fact, between 1940 and 1970, the curves took vabetsw 0.009 at point 0.2. This

means that 20% of jobs existed where the shardaakBvomen who worked there was
at most 0.9% (while, if there were no differencetween Black women and other
groups, one should find 20% of Black women workihgre). This percentage rose to
1.9% in 1980, although it was still very low. Figu (right side) also shows that almost
no change occurred in the first quintile betwee®0l@nd 2010. The values of the
curves at 0.2 moved from 1.6 to 2.2. On the coptraee do see remarkable changes
along time in the top end of the curves. Thus,yhlee of the 1940 curve at point 0.8
was 0.12, while that of the 1980 curve was 0.51s fieans that 88% of Black women
(100%-12%) worked in occupations that accounted2f@¥o of total employment in

19401° while this percentage decreased to 49% (100%-5m%4980 (from 1980 to

2010, the reduction was much lower). In other wpmscupations in which Black

women were highly concentrated in 1940 were ndbkck-feminized” in 1980.

In fact, in 1940, as much as 77.3% of Black womewrked in occupations that

accounted for only 10% of total employment (amdmgse occupations, three related to

® The drop in segregation between 1960 and 1980 éhmore intense witl, (see the appendix) due
to the lower representation of Black women in oetigms in which they tended to be highly
concentrated, a situation to which this index pepecial attention.

10 Note that the curve represents cumulative propustsp that to obtain the percentage of Black women
who work in occupations where the group has thédsg presence while accounting for 20% of total
employment, we have to calculate the differencevben the curve at point 1 and the curve at po#t 0.
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service in private households alone accounted 7% of Black women® and in two

of them, this minority represented between 44.8% &h7% of their workers). In 1980,
the list of occupations in which Black women haligh representation almost doubled
(including clerical and professional/technical wodnd additional non domestic service
jobs). Moreover, the percentage of Black women wiooked in the 10% of jobs with
the highest representation of the group droppek®80 to 32.7% (almost 45 points less
than in 1940), and by then, no occupation had eesemtation of Black women above

40% of workers.

08 4

06

Cumulative Black women
Cumulative Blackwomen

0.2

Cumulative employment Cumulative employment

| cereens 450 o 1040 —— 1050 1060 —— 1070 1080 | ‘ ....... 457 = . 1980 —— 1990 2000 ——05.07 08.10 ‘

Figure 6. Local segregation curves of Black wome®): (1940-1980 (1950
classification) and 1980-2010 (1990-based clasditio)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

Figure 6 also reveals that except for 1950, from01® 1990, the curves get closer and
closer to the 45° line without crossing, which afous to make use of the dominance
criterion of these curves. Therefore, we can cafelthat segregation decreased
between the corresponding years not only accorttinpe indices used in this paper,
but also according to any local segregation indet satisfies some basic properties
(Alonso-Villar and Del Rio 2010), including, for any othera. In other words, the

reductions from 1940 to 1960 and for the followidgcades until 1990 seem to be
robust against changes in the indices used. Theesuor 1950 and 1960 cross and,

therefore, we cannot make use of the dominancericnit. In other words, we can find

indices according to which segregation would haaedased in this decade. However,

1 The share of Black women who worked as farm lalsofenpaid family workers) was also remarkable
(9%).
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given that the curve of the 1960s tends to be abbteat of the 1950s for most of the

points and that when it is below the 1950s curvéer@nces between both curves are
barely existent, most indices are expected to éxaibeduction in segregation even in
this decade (as happens with the indices showngimré-4). Something similar occurs

between the curves for 1990 and 2000. From 200Q0t0, the curves are almost
undistinguishable, which suggests no further irgggn of Black women in the past

decade.

3.2 Decomposing Segregation Changes

During these seventy years, the structure of pricaluin the US experienced important
changes. In the 1940s, the country continued thestormation started in previous
decades from an industrial economy to a servicen@oy. At the same time, the
agricultural sector evolved from a labor intenssextor that employed an important
share of workers to a mechanized sector that noly ancommodates a small
proportion of workers. These changes, together witter technological changes that
affected dwellings and companies, generated newpatons and made others
disappear, substantially altering the occupatiostalicture. This section discusses
whether this transformation created the opportuidy these new occupations to

become delinked from racial and gender stereotype=gards to work.

For that purpose, we explore the role that chamyéise occupational structure of the
economy played in explaining the segregation rednchown in Section 3.1, so as to
separate it from changes in the distribution of gneup across occupations. This is
important because, for example, an employment as&rén occupations in which Black
women tend to concentrate that did not alter tharestof Black women in any
occupation, would imply a segregation reductionwigeer, this reduction would not
imply a better integration of Black women into tlabor market but only a lower

concentration in those occupations.

To do this analysis, we use counterfactual distitims which are nothing but artificial
intermediate distributions that allow us to decos®the segregation change in two
components. One component permits us to measureefteet of changes in the
distribution of the group across occupations, while other allows us to quantify the
effect of changes in the occupational structurghef economy. We focus on three

14



periods of segregation reduction: 1940-1960, 198801 and 1980-2008. To
decompose the segregation reduction we may foNwevdifferent paths. The first path
consists of initially determining the effect of &amge in the occupational structure
while keeping the distribution of the group unattiand later on finding out the effect
of a change in the distribution of the group. Teeand path involves first calculating
the effect of a change in the distribution of tmeup and later the effect of a change in
the occupational structure. The details of thidyamms are given in the appendix but the

main findings are shown here.

1940-1960 Period

Following either a path or the other, the reductiorsegregation between 1940 and
1960 was mainly due to changes in the distribubbBlack women across occupations.
In fact, employment fell in occupations in whichstigroup had a high representation—
e.g., the number ddervice workers in private householdsninished by 22%, mainly
laundresses-which would have causedeteris paribusa rise rather than a decrease in
segregation. However, segregation did not realklyease, because the share of Black
women working in private households decreased anbatly. This was not, however,
the result of a strong decline in the number ofcBlavomen working in private
households (they only decreased by 2.2%), but raitheras the result of employment
growth for this minority in other kinds of occupats, as we discuss below. On the
other hand, occupations related fasm laborers in which Black women were also
highly concentrated in 1940, faced a reductionmpleyment as well. The novelty of
these occupations (especially, that urfpaid family workernsis that Black women
strongly decreased there, which contributed tocedegregation.

On the contrary, some occupations in which Blackneon had low representation in
1940 exhibited employment grow{office machine operatorstenographers, typists
and secretariestelephone operatorsand unclassified clerical worke)s Because the
presence of Black women in these occupations expezd an even higher rise, the
combination of the two effects led to a declinesggregation. Other occupations in
which Black women increased their representatiariutie the large occupation of

unclassifiedoperativesand unclassified(not household¥ervice workerswhere 9% of

12 These three periods are chosen based on the dié&sean the intensity of the segregation reduction
shown in Figure 4.
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the employment surplus was filled by Black womema8er occupations in which
Black women also increased their representationpcise attendants, hospital and
other institution (not household)cooks laundry and dry cleaning operativeand

(professional) nurses

Although the causes of these changes are beyondctpe of this paper, our results
suggest that the shifts that took place in the egmént structure along this period
(derived from, on the one hand, reorganizing andhaeizing agriculture and, on the
other hand, the development of activities moreeadiposelated to urban societies) opened
new employment opportunities for Black women, opaities of which they took
advantage? The “Great Migration” from Southern states to Mern cities brought not
only profound demographic and cultural changeshi@ US but also shifts in the
employment patterns of Blacks (Stewart Tolnay 2083)we have shown, the range of
occupations to which Black women had access erdasgbstantially along these two
decades. However, these changes did not spreammtyfacross the country. Figure 7
reveals that in was in the Northeast, Midwest, Wfest Regions where the segregation
of Black women, who more than doubled its size leetw1940 and 1960, decreased in
this period. The reduction in the share of Blackmea in the South did not result in
better jobs for them; in 1960 this was the regidrere they had the highest segregation.
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Figure 7. Local segregation of Black women by ragindexD (1950 classification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

13 According to the estimates by McDaniel et al. (PQthe proportion of African American women in
the age range of 22-28 years old with a bachehlegree who were employed increased from 60% to
80% in this period (although this group was small).
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1960-1980 Period

The reduction in segregation between 1960 and #@8&0also mainly a consequence of
changes in the distribution of Black women, althougith some differences with
respect to the previous period. There was a rerbrlemployment reduction in some
occupations in which Black women had an importammcentration in 1960 (e.qg.,
service workers irprivate householdsbut the share of Black women decreased to a
higher extent (even further than in the period 12860), leading to an important
reduction in the representation of Black womerhigse kinds of occupations—although
still remaining among those with the highest repnéstion.Paid farm laborersalso
lose employment and, especially, Black women wakemhis led to the
underrepresentation of this minority, who had tiiadally been highly concentrated

there.

On the other hand, some clerical occupaticaisedants, physician’s and dentist’s
office bank tellers bookkeeperscashiers office machine operatorsstenographers,
typists and secretariesinclassified clerical workejsexperienced important growth. In
most of these occupations, Black women had alréachgased their representation in
the previous period, but it is now that they starbe overrepresented with respect to
their weight in the labor market. We, thereforeseve that the changes initiated in the
previous decades were more intense in this pefawdying a reduction in segregation.

In any case, the distinctive finding in this peri@dthat the representation of Black
women notably rose in many other occupations. Sofrteem were already important
in previous decadesattendants, hospital and other institutjopractical nurses;
professional nurses unclassified teacheys charwomen and cleangrs Other
occupations witnessed in this period an increashenrepresentation of this minority
(musicians and music teacheranclassified managers, officials, and proprietors
unclassified salespersons and sales clerksnclassified forepersons unclassified
laborerg.**

This distinctive finding has often been associatgth the set of regulatory actions

approved by the federal government in the “civights era” to outlaw race

% In other occupations Black women started then toumrrepresentedilfrarians; personnel and labor
relations workers social and welfare workerdechnicians, medical and dentalnclassifiedtechnical
workers unclassified operative workergnitors and sextons
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discrimination in employment and labor wunions, edion, credit, public

accommodation, etc. (King 1992; Donald Tomaskovesy and Kevin Stainback
2007; Reskin, 2012). In a recent paper, Fidan Kustu2012) also claims that
affirmative action played an important role in thevancement of black women into

management, professional, and technical occupatiorisg the 1970s.

Figure 7 seems to corroborate the push of the &dgvernment for labor equality
given that it was in this period when the segregatif Black women fell throughout the
country. In 1980 the segregation levels of the fange regions were similar (around
0.39 according to the D index), this convergendsrag from the segregation reduction

that all regions, but especially the South, expeesl.

1980-2000 Period

In this period, despite the increase in the prapordf Black women in the labor market
and the rise in the educational level of its youngembers (McDaniel et al. 2011), the
segregation reduction was much smaller than irpteeious period. The reduction was
both a consequence of:

a) A fall in the representation of Black women in opations in which they were
overrepresented. This was the caserofate household occupationahere, as
opposed to previous periods, the number of jobslpa@hanged, but the novelty
here was that Black women were replaced by Hispammen. Other
occupations with reductions in the representatiotinis minority includeddata
entry keyershealth aides, except nursinfile clerks cooks kitchen workers
miscellaneous food preparation worketsiclassified health technologists and
technicians packers and packages by handnitors; textile, apparel, and
furnishings machine operatgrsand other operatorsurfclassified machine
operators assemblers of electrical equipmengraders and sorters in

manufacturing.

b) An increase in the representation of Black womeocicupations where they had
a low representation. This was especially the adsenany managerial and
professional specialty occupationsgnagers and specialists in marketing,
advertising, and public relationsaccountants and auditarsother financial
specialistscomputer systems analysts and computer scienasigers judges,
most of which experienced a remarkable employmeawih in the period.
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Something similar happened in some sales occupatieapervisors and
proprietors of sales johsinsurance sales occupatignseal estate sales
occupations financial services sales occupatigrend advertising and related
sales jobs'® Most protective service occupatiorssipervisors of guarggolice,

detectives, and private investigatpsheriffs, bailiffs, correctional institutions
officers guards, watchmen, doorkeepeend unclassifiedprotective servicegs

also saw an increase both in total employment andheir initially low

representation of Black women, although the finif¢at is unclear because
some of these occupations ended the period withvarrepresentation of Black
women. The representation increase of this minantanother “occupation,”

military, which witnessed a reduction in total employmeras also remarkable.

However, not all changes in the period halted #gregation of Black women. This
was the case of administrative support occupatidfeny of them experienced an
increase in the overrepresentation of Black wonien,example,office supervisors
receptionistsinsurance adjusters, examiners, and investigatarsl customer service
representatives, investigators, and adjustéexcept insurance). Something similar
happened taashiers hairdressers and cosmetologis@nd bus drivers A different
pattern was observed ichief executives and public administratorahere the
representation of this minority dramatically felt. is worth mentioning that large
occupations related to nursifgy,social work, child caring, and non-postsecondary
teaching do not seem to have played a significaletin the evolution of segregation in
this period because the high overrepresentatioBlatk women in these kinds of
occupations barely changed.

As Barbara Reskin (2012: 25) points out, “Althougindreds of thousands of blacks
benefited from the regulatory actions during thel cights era, by the end of the 1970s
black progress stalled, and gains in some domaans {@st. These reversals occurred in
part because the attack on race discrimination besh too piecemeal. [...] By the
1980s complainants faced an increasingly conseesatidiciary that limited the

efficacy of discrimination laws and affirmative @ct plans.” Focusing on the case of

15 However, as noted by Katrinell Davis (2013: 71)ovdxplored the career opportunities of low-skilled
Black women who worked in department store sale®ft970 to 2000, “the organization of work within
department stores changed in ways that dried uprtpgties for African-American women to sell
products and move up in the workplace.”

% 1n 2000, Black women accounted for 25 percemuafing aides, orderlies and attendarfédthough
they are only 5.3 percent of workers in the economy
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Black women, Agustin Kwasi Fosu (1997) also claitimgt the occupational gains of
this group were episodic rather than long-term g/HKilrtulus (2012) finds that the role
played by affirmative action in their occupatioadvancement was smaller in the 1990s
than in the 1970s.

Our results are consistent with these findings. pbgh of the 1960s and 1970s—that
had made it possible for Black women to enter oatiops to which they had barely

had any access in earlier decades—Iost strengtieii990s and 2000s, which did not
allow these women to advance further on the econt¢adder. Some of the occupations
that had helped to reduce segregation in previegadkes became the highest rungs in

the ladder that most Black women could reach.

4. Assessing the Consequences of Segregation

As documented by Ariane Hegewisch, Hannah Liepmdeffrey Hayes, and Heidi

Hartmann (2010), nowadays there is still a negatation between the percentage of
women in an occupation and the level of earninghamh occupation: the weekly median
earnings in 2009 were higher for male-dominated-Jomedium-, or high-skilled

occupations than they were for female-dominatedupatons in those same classes.
Since Black women are penalized by both gender raothl issues (Branch 2007,
Ridgeway and Kricheli-Katz 2013), the situationtjaescribed may be even more

intense for this group.

In the previous section, we showed how uneven igtelltition of Black women across
occupations is. This analysis does not, howevemipeis to assess the position of this
group in the labor market, because it depends migtan whether the group has access
to any type of occupations but also on the “qualifythe occupations that the group
tends to fill or not to fill. In this section, weoca step further by measuring the well-
being loss that Black women experience for beinglearepresented in some

occupations and overrepresented in others, takitogaiccount occupational wages.

For this purpose, we use a family of indices rdggmbposed in the literature, which is
parameterized by an inequality aversion parameterO(Coral del Rio and Olga
Alonso-Villar 2015):
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LIJS(C; t,VV) = ] (4)

tw, C.
wherew; is the wage of occupatign W = Z% the weighted average Wag%% is
j

t
the share of Black women who work in occupaljipand?J is the employment share

accounted by that occupation.

These indices quantify the differential betweenwledi-being the group derives from its
distribution across occupations and the well-beheggroup would derive if it did not
have any segregation. In other words, they medberdisadvantage (advantage) that a
group derives from its occupational sorting. Thiegkexes are positive when the group
tends to fill highly paid occupations, negative whbke opposite holds, and are equal to
zero when the group has no segregation, all ocmugahave the same wage, or the
advantages of some members of the group offsetlidaelvantages of the others. In
addition, these indices increase when Black womenrerinto occupations that have
higher wages than those left behind. Ceteris parib)i the occupational advances of
those who work in bad occupations have a largegcefin these indices than the
advances of those working in good occupations;k@ral small occupational upgrading
for many Black women have a larger effect in thieskces than a large upgrading for

only a few. These two effects are more intensehitjeer the value of parameter.

To assess the consequences of segregation for Biawien in terms of well-being, we
use W, (c;t;w) for £=0.5, 1, and 2 (which are values used by Del Rid Alonso-

Villar, 2015). For 1980, 1990, 2000, 2005-07, afd& 2010, the proxy of the wage of
each occupation is determined by the average wagehpur. Because of data
limitations, for 1940, 1960, 1970, and 1980 (acouydto 1950 classification), we

instead use the average wage per week (for 196018r@, we have estimated the
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number of worked weeks using a variable codedtervwals). This makes the two series

less comparable than in the previous analysis.
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Figure 8. Well-being losses of Black women deriten their segregation¥, with

a=0.5, 1, and 2) in 1940-2010 (1940-1980: 1950 clas#ifhn; 1980-2010: 1990-
based classification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

Figure 8 reveals that the well-being indices amgagb negative, which reflects the
persistent disadvantage of Black women: the highcentration of many of them in

low-paid occupations was never offset by the gausltipn of some of them in the labor
market. Black women notably improved up until 1980t the process was much slower
between 1980 and 2000 and slightly worsened afi®f 2which is consistent with the

evolution of their earning®. The 1960s and 1970s involved access to occupatiiths

higher wages and accounted for around three gsasfethe improvement experienced
in the whole period. This improvement is more niotas with W,, which shows a
higher aversion to inequality (i.e., it pays motéemtion to the presence of Black

women in the lower-paid occupations). The stagnaitiothe segregation of the 2000s

together with the increase in occupational wagguaéty—a process that had begun in

17 Due to lack of information, we cannot calculate wmational wages for 1950. For 1980, we calculate
both wages per hour and per week and find thatbiébeing losses are less strong with the hourly
wages (perhaps due to the existence of more paetjtbs among women). This effect partially offsets
the fall in well-being that arises from using a matetailed classification of occupations in theiqukr
1980-2010.

18 Median earnings of Black women, expressed as aoptiop of that of White men, significantly
increased between 1965 and 1975, slightly increastgeen 1985 and 1995, and decreased afterwards
(Wharton 2005). Blau and Beller (1992) also docu@rearning increases, with respect to White men,
in the 1970s and 1980s.
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1980—can explain the trend change of the past @gddtlis worth mentioning that
other women did improve in the past decade. Deldrid Alonso-Villar (2015) show
that the well-being indexes increased during th@020for White and Asian women

(they decreased, however, for Hispanic women).

5. Differences in Segregation by Education

We now explore whether education plays a role ensigregation of Black women. We
consider four levels of education: less than higjosl, high school, some college, and
bachelor’'s degree. Because we want to measurexteetéo which each group departs
from their peers, each category of Black womenoismgared with the population that
has the same educational achievement rather thtantlne whole population. In other
words, Black women with college degrees are congpavih workers with college
degrees, while high school Black women are compuaiidd high school workers. This
implies that the occupations considered in theyaimabf high-skilled Black women do
not necessarily coincide with those used in thdyarsof the low-skilled because each
analysis considers only the occupations in whiachviduals with a given educational

level work.
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Figure 9. Local segregation of Black women (ind&x by educational level (1940-
1980: 1950 classification; 1980-2010: 1990-basadsification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

19 Hourly wage inequality across occupations incredsed22 percent in 1980-2010 according to Theil
index.
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We find that Black women of any educational groufpezienced a reduction in
segregation from 1940 to 2000, while not all groupproved in the past decade (see
Figure 9). Those who have either less than a hajiod education or high school
diplomas, especially the former, increased thegresgation from 2000 to 2010. The
segregation of those with some college remainedostininaltered during the past
decade, while Black women with bachelor's degreqerenced a low reduction in

segregation.

The analysis also reveals that for each censuseeeti940 and 1970, the segregation
curves of the four education groups cross (as ample, see Figure 10, which shows
the corresponding curves for 1960). This impliest @#dong this period segregation was

not lower for the more educated.
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Figure 10. Local segregation curveS)(by educational achievements in 1960 (1950
classification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

Things started to change in 1980 because Black womith less than a high school
education constituted the group with the highegtesgation (the curve is below that of
the other groups). From 1990 to 2010, clearer pwtemerge because the higher the
educational level of Black women, the lower thergggtion they experience (except in
the case of “some college,” whose curve crosses sgears the curve of those who
have a bachelor's degree). Figure 11 shows thesmonding curves for 2008-2010. In
2008-2010, 20% of jobs filled with workers with ¢ethan a high school education had
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almost no Black women with the same education.dditeon, almost 56% of Black
women with that education were concentrated in patians that accounted for 20% of
employment (0.56 is the distance between the carymwint 0.8 and the curve at point
1). Something similar happened to those who hat bahool diplomas. The pattern
was less intense for Black women with some collegewith bachelor's degrees,
perhaps because the segregation by gender affeceslow- than high-skilled workers,

as we discuss below.

Cumulative Black women

Cumulative employment

‘ ~~~~~~~ 45° == ¢ Less HS HS ——College Bachelor ‘

Figure 11. Local segregation curveS)(by educational achievement in 2008-2010
(1990-based classification)

SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

Among occupations of a certain size in which Blacmen with less than a high school
education have a high presence, we fihdalth aides nursing aides;child care
workers; housekeepersand cashiers These occupations, which account for 42% of
Black women with less than a high school educati@mve wages below the average
wage of occupations in which workers with similadueational achievements are
employed and are also highly feminized (the femmate of these occupations ranges
from 84% to 94% in most of them and is never befa®s)?° To find these women in
occupations with wages around the average onechémok at occupations in which

they have lower representation—some kindtezchers supervisors of cleaning and

20 As mentioned above, for 2008-2010 the wage of emclipation is proxied by the average wage per
hour in the whole population.
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building servicebus drivers guards, watchmen and doorkeepeasdsecretaries At
this second stage of representation we also fimdigations with low wages, as is the
case oflaundry workersand kitchen workers where wages are below 75% of the
average occupational wage. As expected, when |goatnoccupations in which this
group has low representation (below 0.5% of workese find highly masculinized
jobs (with male rates above 95%) in which wagesaam/e the average (except in those
with a high presence of Hispanic workers, as is tlase of gardeners and

groundskeeperandfarm workers.

If we compare the characteristics of the above joitls those that Black women with

bachelor’s degrees fill, we find a few differented also similarities. Thus, as shown in
Figure 11, only 5.4% (respectively, 23.6%) of Blaskmen who have bachelor’s
degrees work in occupations that account for 208gpgctively, 50%) of highly skilled

employment, while 42.4% (respectively, 24.5%) oferth are concentrated in
occupations that represent 20% (respectively, 10P40pbs. This reveals a remarkable
segregation level for highly-educated Black womkimoaigh lower than that of the low-

skilled.

In any case, the wages of occupations in which lBlaemen with university degrees
concentrate also tend to be below the average whgecupations in which graduates
work. Thus, when focusing on the 10% of jobs inchhihese women are more highly
concentrated, the occupational wages are betwetm dhd 1.09 times the average
wage. Among occupations with the highest represientaf this group we can only
identify one occupation with a wage slightly abahe average-—+egistered nurses
Most of the remaining occupations are clearly betber average-ehild care workers
social workers nursing aides;customer service reps, investigators and adjusters;
kindergarten and earlier school teachegeneral office clerkssecretariesvocational
and educational counselgrgnsurance adjusters, examiners, and investigat@nsc
welfare service aidesAs one would expect and despite some of themgbstrongly
feminized, the feminization rate of most occupationm which college Black women

concentrate is lower than that of Black women Weis than a high school education.

2L In these occupations, these women represent bet®8&enand 12% of workers, while in the
occupations listed above, the values were betw@éhdnd 26%. The weight of these women within the
group of workers with the same educational levélis
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We also find that highly paid occupations, such chgef executives and public
administrators engineers architects actuaries health diagnosing occupationgnd
lawyers have a low presence of Black women with univgrdegrees. In none of them,
the representation of this group is above 2.6% ofkers. Taking into account that
these women are 4.4% of workers with bachelor'sreksy the group is clearly
underrepresented. Certainly, some of these ocansatire strongly masculinized (as is
the case oéngineering where the male rate is above 80%), but in otlibespresence
of White women is already relatively important, iasthe case ofctuaries several

health diagnosing occupationsspeciallyeterinarians andlawyers.
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Figure 12. Well-being losses of Black women derifi@in their segregation¥,) in

1940-2010 by educational level (1940-1980: 195Gssifecation; 1980-2010: 1990-
based classification)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

When taking into account not only the distributminBlack women across occupations
but also occupational wages, we find that the mosibf Black women with bachelor’'s

degrees has worsened since the 1970s while the gritigps improved up to the 2000s
(see Figure 12, which shows the well-being losdesach educational group derived
from their occupational sorting}.Moreover, in the last decade, the position of Blac
women was similar for the four groups. In other dgyrwhen compared with their peers
in education, highly-educated Black women seemet@ad disadvantaged as those with

lower educational credentials. This suggests thlabagh those with bachelor’s degrees

22 The wage of each occupation is the same used jpréwéous section.
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are more evenly distributed across occupations, ithinot particularly beneficial for

them if we compare them with their peers in edocati

6. Conclusions

Based on harmonized and detailed occupation (#1698 for the period 1940-1980 and
387 for 1980-2010), this paper has shown that teamational segregation of Black
women declined dramatically from 1940 to 1980 (egply in the 1960s and 1970s),
decreased slightly from 1980 to 2000, and remastagnant in the first decade of the
21st century. Thus, while 69% of Black women wolie had to switch occupations
to achieve zero segregation in 1940, this percenfielgto around 40% in 1980, 36% in
1990, and 33% in 2000, remaining almost unaltereckshen.

The deep structural changes that took placed irUB@long these seventy years seem
to have brought different labor opportunities toadd women depending on the
subperiod analyzed. Thus, whereas in some occugatltat emerged in 1940-1980,
mainly associated with the appearance of a moranudnd service-oriented society,
gender and race appear to have been more delimked Wwork than in occupations
belonging to more traditional sectors, technoldgidaanges that occurred in more
recent decades have not permitted much furthermagwvaent. Explaining why this was
so goes beyond the empirical findings of this papemwever, it does not seem too far-
fetched to relate the improvements of the 1940s EtDs to the strong demand of
labor from Northeast and Midwest cities, and theaades of the 1960s and 1970s to
institutional changes oriented to remove discrirtiomaby race and gender from schools
and work. Political pressures for enforcement ststngth from 1980 onward, and they

do not seem to have been replaced by other pushitgys.

As for the role that education has played, thiglypthhas shown that, up to 1980, the
segregation of Black women who had bachelor's degneas not lower than the
segregation of Black women with a lower educatienel. From 1990 to 2010,
however, a clear and distinctive pattern emergddcl8women with either some
college or university degrees had lower segreggasrcompared with their peers) than
did those with lower levels of education. Howevitre occupations in which high-
skilled Black women tended to work had wages sulbisiiy below the average wage of
occupations filled by their peers. Aimost a quadiethese women were concentrated in

occupations that only accounted for 10 percent igh-Bkilled workers, and these
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occupations had (average) wages that ranged bet8Brand 1.09 times the average

wage of high-skilled occupations.

Using well-being measures that allow the assesswmietiie occupational segregation
faced by Black women, this paper has revealedtltgastrong segregation reduction in
the 1960s and 1970s was accompanied by importaibeiag improvements due to

the higher presence of Black women in occupatioits (relative) wages higher than

those they had in 1940. This occupational upgradiag help to explain the increasing
earnings of this group, as compared to those oft&\mien, of the 1960s and 1970s.
From 1990 onward, however, the increasing wageuialdy across occupations and the
low improvement in segregation gave rise to sntaaces in the integration of Black
women. Moreover, when comparing them with theirrpee education, the well-being

loss of Black women with bachelor’'s degrees derifrech their segregation increased
since the 1970s, converging in the 2000s with tbB-leing losses of those with lower
education, which suggests that educational cremlenéilone do not explain the low
position of Black women in the labor market.
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Appendix

A) Differences between Local and Overall Segregation

The index of dissimilarity popularized by Duncarddduncan (1955) is a measure of
the discrepancy between the occupational distobstof two groups and, therefore, can
be thought of as an overall segregation index ihireary context. In the case of

segregation by gender, this index is:

|D=§Z

i m

F M

wheref; andm are the number of women and men, respectivelycoupationy while F
andM denote the total number of women and men in tlom@uoy, respectively. This
index has been generalized to a multigroup contekgre it is called the, index,

which becomes the index of dissimilarity when there only two groups of individuals.

The dissimilarity index has been interpreted aspleentage of women that would
have to switch occupations to ensure that they tiheesame distribution as men.
However, one should be aware that if the occupatisorting of women had to be equal
to that of men, the occupational structure of thbenemy would necessarily change,
because feminized occupations would have to shwihite masculinized occupations
would have to expand. In other words, when usimgahove interpretation, one should

keep in mind that the occupational structure daggemain constant.

Index D(c;t), which was proposed by Moir and Shelby Smith (39if@a binary

context and explored by Alonso-Villar and Del R&®10) in a multigroup context, has
a resemblance to the index of dissimilarity bugubstantially differs from it. This index
quantifies not overall or aggregate segregation thatsegregation of a group. It is
important to note that the way the segregation gfaup (i.e., local segregation) is
measured is consistent with overall segregationsores. In fact, thé, index can be

written as the weighted average of the local sedmg of each of the mutually
exclusive groups into which the economy is pamid (e.g., White women, Black
women, other minority women, White men, Black mamd other minority men)

according to indeX0 with weights equal to the population share ofgh@ups (Alonso-
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g
Villar and Del Rio 2010). In other words, = Z%D (cg,t) , WwhereC? is the number

g
of individuals of grou (e.g., Black women)T is the total number of workers? is
the distribution of groujg across occupations, ah@ the distribution of workers across
occupation$? In the case of two groups, thg index and, therefore, the index of
dissimilarity can be written as the weighted sunthef local segregation of women and
the local segregation of men, which explains whig fihdex can be considered an

overall segregation measure in a binary context.

Note that in our studyD(c;t) measures the percentage of Black women that would

have to change occupations to ensure this groepeisly distributed across occupations
while keeping the occupational structure of thenecoy unaltered, which is different

from the interpretation of the index of dissimitgrijiven above?

B) Local Segregation indexes

¢o.5 ¢1 (bz D G
c| 1940 1478| 1612| 419 | 0690 | 0824
o8| 1950| 1303| 1447| 4040| 0627| o0.784
S| 1960| 1244] 1347] 3363| 0602] 0770
#| 1970 0778| 0786| 149 | 0451| 0.623
©| 1980 | o0485| 0456| 059 | 0.383] 0.501
c| 1980 0539| 0514| 0705| 0403| 0539
o8| 1990| 0422] 0391] 0453| 0359| 0479
Q| 2000 o0381] 0344] 0373] 0331] 0450
%] 0507| 0399] 0357 0391| o0330| 0456
©] 0810| 0380] 0338] 0367] 0319] 0443

Table Al. Local segregation according to indiGe®, and®_ (a=0.5, 1, and 2)
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

23 Likewise, other local segregation indexes used his paper are consistent with other overall
segregation measures (Alonso-Villar and Del Rid,(0

24 For that to be the case, the distribution of otireups would have to be changed so as to accomeoda
these changes.
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Less than High School ¢ 5 [o}] bo D G College bos fon! bo D G

1940 1478  1.563 3.653 0.693 0.821 1940 1.380 1.361 3.521 0.651 0.777
1950 1950

1960 1.355 1.406 3.052 0.652 0.795 1960 1.018 0.933 1.878 0.524 0.665
1970 0.894 0.912 1.684 0.502 0.674 1970 0.667 0.555 0.640 0.437 0.546
1980 0.603  0.588 0.860 0.399 0.564 1980 0.413 0.364 0.367 0.359 0.465
1980 0.661  0.642 0970 0.431 0.591 1980 0.470 0.427 0.476 0.379 0.504
1990 0.568 0.525 0.660 0.401 0.545 1990 0.370 0.333 0.350 0.333 0.447
2000 0.556 0.492 0.571 0.378 0.529 2000 0.344 0.301 0.300 0.316 0.424
05-07 0.686  0.576 0.662 0.409 0.566 05-07 0.346 0.300 0.300 0.307 0.421
08-10 0.678  0.561 0.637 0.402 0.557 08-10 0.333 0.290 0.291 0.300 0.413

High School ¢ 5 ol o2} D G Bachelor's degree o5 ol o2} D G

1940 1.499 1.705 5389 0.676 0.812 1940 1.409 1.190 2.978 0.610 0.729
1950 1950

1960 1.114  1.208 3.261 0.540 0.727 1960 1.149 0.889 0.986 0.579 0.668
1970 0.683 0.634 0.941 0.428 0.581 1970 0.827 0.643 0.644 0.490 0.584
1980 0.488 0.447 0.541 0.377 0.503 1980 0.448 0.400 0.404 0.395 0.484
1980 0.556 0.516 0.658 0.403 0.545 1980 0.487 0.443 0.474 0.413 0.513
1990 0.494  0.446 0.518 0.371 0.509 1990 0.322 0.301 0.322 0.333 0.427
2000 0.477  0.422 0.474 0.355 0.493 2000 0.262 0.246 0.261 0.300 0.387
05-07 0.517 0.454 0.518 0.365 0.509 05-07 0.261 0.244 0.260 0.294 0.385
08-10 0.520 0.448 0.506 0.357 0.503 08-10 0.242 0.228 0.245 0.280 0.373

Table A2. Local segregation indices of Black wonhgneducational level (1940-1980:
1950 classification; 1980-2010: 1990-based clasifin)

SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

C) Decomposing Segregation Changes

To decompose the segregation reduction, for examglee period 1940-1960, we may
follow two different paths (i.e., we can use twdfetient intermediate stages). The first
path consists of initially determining the effe€¢taochange in the occupational structure
while keeping the distribution of the group unadttiand later on finding out the effect
of a change in the distribution of the group. le ttase of inded, for example, this
would involve calculatingD(c,,; t,,) — D(C,; to9 and D(C,;ts,) — D(Cyy tso » Wherec,,
(respectively, c,,) denotes the occupational distribution of Blacknvem in 1940
(respectively, 1960) and,, (respectively,t,,) is the occupational structure of the
economy in 1940 (respectively, 1960). Note thattthe components add up the total
change in segregationD(c,,;t,,) — D(Cyy ts)). In Table A3, we can see that
D(cC,y: t40) — D(Cyp ts9 =—0.043, D(c,,;ts,) — D(Cyy te) =0.129, and the sum of both
components is equal td(c,,t,,)— D(c,, t;) =0.086. This table also offers the
corresponding values for the remaining indicesjcesl that are broadly denoted by

(i.e.,1 denotes eithed, G, ®,,, or ®, ).

The second path involves first calculating the afi@f a change in the distribution of

the group (e.g.D(c,,t,,) — D(ce, t,) =0.08) and later the effect of a change in the

34



occupational structure (e.gD(Cy;t,0) — D(Cey ts) =0.005). This information is also

given in Table AZ> An analogous procedure can be followed for theeotheriods
(Tables A4 and A5).

1940-1960 Period

Table A3 reveals that if we only changed the octiapal structure of the economy
while keeping the distribution of Black women uead#d (first path, first row),
segregation would increase between 1940 and 1960 .g., (e

D(C,o; t,0) — D(C,g te) = —0.043, which means that the segregation of the groupnwhe

using the occupational structure of 1940 is lowemt the segregation it would have
with the occupational structure of 1960). If we ppad the occupational structure but
considered instead the distribution of the groupl®50 (second path, second row),

segregation would increase with some indices orldvoemain almost unaltered with

others (e.9.D(Cy; t,0) — D(Cyp ts) =0.005 and ®,(Cqi t,0) — P ,(Cqy tg) = —0.414).

On the contrary, if we changed the distributiontleé group, the segregation would
decrease with both the occupational structures 09401 and 1960
(e.g.,.D(c,, t,0) — D(Cgy t,) =0.08 and D(c,,; t,,) — D(Cqy te) =0.129). In other words,
the reduction in segregation that took place betwi0 and 1960 was not the result of
changes in the occupational structure of the ecgnloum to changes in the distribution
of Black women across occupations. Thus, for exampi the second path, the
decomposition of inde® shows that changes in the occupational structunddvonly
account for 6% of the segregation reduction (whiebults from dividing 0.005 by
0.086), while the remaining 94% would be the resfilthanges in the distribution of

Black women across occupations.

2 |n their study on occupational segregation by gerdehe US along 1970-2009, Blau, Brummund,
and Yung-Hsu Liu (2013) decomposed the dissimjlaritiex to separately quantify the sex composition
effect and the occupational mix effect when comparonly two groups: men and women. In that
approach the composition effect quantifies segiegatchanges originated by changes in the

representation of the group within occupations:,/tJ (the relative size of occupations remained

constant), and the occupational mix effect measho®s much segregation would have changed if only
the relative size of occupations had changed (tmeecomposition effect was already quantified). tTha
procedure has similarities with the second patip@sed here, but note that, as opposed to ours fitsi

component incorporates changes botie irand't, .
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(bO.S (bl (bZ D G

()
T
ey
o
- |(C40;t40) - I(C40;t60) -0.299 -0.513 -7.599 -0.043 -0.047
17 Jre]
s g l(Caosteo) - (Coosteo)  0.538 0783 8493 0.129 0.101
cC
+
3"7 |(C60,t40) - I(Ceo,tso) 0.037 -0.004 -0.414 0.005 0.009

Table A3. Decomposing changes in segregation betd240 and 1960
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.

1960-1980 Period

As provided in Table A4, the direct effect of skifth the occupational structure (first
path, first row) would have been negative (or zeéfrthe distribution of Black women
across occupations had not changed (e.d|(c,;t,)— D(Cetsg =0 and

D, (Copte) —P o dCept ) =—0.177). In other words, segregation would have increased

This means that the reduction in segregation tleafimd using the first path is entirely
due to changes in the distribution of Black womernss occupations since the other

factor halted that reduction.

If we first took into account the effect of changegshe distribution of Black women
(second path), the shifts in the employment stnectuwould have reduced segregation
according to all indices (e.g., D(Cy;tso) — D(Cyy tg) =0.06 and
D, (Copm o) —P o {Cqpt g3 =0.204) but this reduction would have been lower thart tha

generated by the occupational sorting of the graumpfact, the changes in the
occupational structure explain 33.8% of the redurctn segregation according to index

G, 27% according to indexdd (0.27=0.06/0.221) andp,. (0.27=0.204/0.756), and

less with the other indices.

As a consequence of all of the above, the reducticsegregation between 1960 and
1980 was also mainly a consequence of changeg idistribution of Black women.
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()
T
gg I(ceorteo) - I(Canstas)  0.756  0.891  2.756  0.221 0.269
<
(&)
_ o lcateo) - lcooitso) -0.177 -0.604 -12.522 0.000 -0.024
17 =]

I(Cooiteo) - I(Csosteo)  0.552  0.680  2.225 0.161 0.178

Second
path

I(caoiteo) - I(Csosts)  0.204  0.211 0530 0.060 0.091

Table A4. Decomposing changes in segregation betd260 and 1980
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples

1980-2000 Period

As we can see in Table A5, when using the firshpat observe that the reduction in
segregation was only due to changes in the distoibwf the group given that the

change in the occupational structure actually feste segregation
(€.9.,D(Cyp; tgp) = D(Cgg to) = —0.049).

However, the effect of changes in the distributidrBlack women while keeping the
occupational structure unchanged is negative wisamguthe structure of 1980 (e.g.,

D(Cyo; tge) — D(Cyq tg) = —0.029), something that did not happened in the previous

periods. This is so because although some chamrgkgEed segregation many others

fostered it, as we discuss in the main text of plaiger.

There was a fall in the representation of Black wann occupations in which they
were overrepresented. In addition, there was area&se in the representation of Black
women in occupations where they had a low reprasient especially many managerial
and professional specialty occupations and somnes satcupations. However, not all
changes in the period halted the segregation ofkBl@omen. This was the case of
many administrative support occupations and otieyel occupations (such as cashiers,
hairdressers, or bus drivers) that experiencedhgtemployment growth and even
stronger increases in their numbers of Black wonierause this minority notably
increased in occupations where it was highly cotmaged, the segregation increases

using the second path when keeping the occupatginaiture unaltered and changing
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the distribution of Black women (e.gD(Cy; tg,) — D(Cys tg) =—0.029), which was the

distinctive feature of this period mentioned above.

(bO.S d)l ¢2 D G

()
T

<

(S

= l(CSO;tSO) - |(C80,t00) -0.147 -0.156 -0.358 -0.049 -0.065
7 ]
£ S I(cartoo) - I(Conitor) 0.280 0.288  0.555 0116 0.142

l(CSO;tSO) - |(C00,t80) -0.123 -0.169 -0.670 -0.029 -0.056

Second
path

|(C00;t80) - |(C00,t00) 0.257 0.302 0.866 0.096 0.133

Table A5. Decomposing changes in segregation betd280 and 2000
SourcesAuthors’ calculations based on the IPUMS samples.
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