
The Intersection of Gender and Race:  A Heterodox Approach to Gender and Race Disparities

For Presentation at the Association for Heterodox Economics 16th Annual Conference

Greenwich, England

July 2014

Marlene Kim, Professor
Dept. of Economics

University of Massachusetts, Boston
100 Morrissey Blvd.
Boston, MA  02125

Voice: 617/287-6954
Fax:  617/287-6976

Marlene.Kim@umb.edu

1



The Intersection of Gender and Race:  A Heterodox Approach to Gender and Race Disparities

Gender and race pervade economic inequalities.  This paper uses the United States as a
case study to review some of these inequalities and surveys the reasons for them.  I find that
mainstream economics has not adequately explained gender, race, and especially, the intersection
of gender and race, because it assumes market mechanisms and ignores facets of power, social
behavior, and how these can change.  This article reviews heterodox economic theories as well as
those in other disciplines.  I argue that theories in disciplines outside of economics and heterodox
economic theories are better at explaining the complexities of discrimination, the intersection of
race and gender, and how these race and gender disparities have changed.

This essay strives to explain three factors we observe: (1). Women continue to work in
jobs at the lowest pay, status, and skill, and this pattern is world-wide.  (2). Women of color face
additional penalties besides race and gender.  (3). Race and gender inequalities have changed
over time.  This essay begins by examining racial and gender inequalities so that the theories
discussed can be evaluated as to which adequately explain these.  It then reviews the theories and
discusses which of these applies to the patterns we observe in the United States.

AN OVERVIEW OF RACE, GENDER AND INTERSECTIONAL DISPARITIES

In the US, although racial and gender disparities have narrowed over the past few
decades, even today, race and gender differences permeate important economic outcomes.  For
example, in the United States, racial and ethnic minorities are less likely to hold jobs.  All racial
and ethnic minorities have higher unemployment rates, with the rates for African Americans
double that of white workers (see Table 1).  When they are without work, most are unemployed
for longer periods of time: Asian Americans and African Americans have the highest long term
unemployment rates in the United States (Kim, 2012).

Even when racial minorities find jobs, they hold the worst ones--those with lower
earnings and less potential for advancement.  As Table 2A shows, African Americans and Latinos
are underrepresented in higher-paid jobs as CEOs and in higher-paid professional occupations,
including technical, scientific, and medical jobs.  They remain overrepresented in lower-paid
jobs that require physical labor, such as cleaning and maintenance, food preparation, food
service, security guards, and production jobs.  (See Table 2A).  Latinos are also overrepresented
as construction laborers and in farming occupations.  Consequently, African American and
Latino workers earn less than white workers (see Table 3).

Having higher unemployment rates and lower pay relegates their families to lower
incomes and higher poverty rates.  African Americans and Latinos have 58% and 68% the
income, respectively, of white families and triple the poverty rates (DeNavas-Walt et al, 2013;
Kim, 2013). (See Table 4).  Not surprisingly, white households hold six times the wealth of
African American and Latino families, and this disparity has increased since the Great Recession
(McKernan et al., 2013).
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Gender also affects economic outcomes.  Although women have made advances in law
and medicine, they continue to be the majority of workers in traditionally female jobs such as
nursing, librarians, teachers’ assistants, clerical, child care, and personal service workers (Table
2B; see also Christensen, in press).  They remain underrepresented as CEO’s and face a glass
ceiling in advancement into higher management (Table 2A; see also Ragins et al., 1998).
Consequently, women earn less than men and have higher poverty rates (see Tables 3 and 4).
(See Figart and Warnecke, 2013)

Like their male minority counterparts, women of color are segregated into lower-paid
production jobs (Kim, 2013).  Like these same-race men and their white female counterparts,
they are also overrepresented in lower-paid service jobs (Kim, 2013).  Relegated to the worst
jobs because of both their race and gender, they have the lowest earnings:  African American
women earn 68% of white male workers, and Latinas, 59% (see Table 3).  In comparison, white
women earn 81% of white men.

Much research has argued that the gender and race penalties women of color face are not
necessarily additive (King, 1995; Bell et al., 1993), and that any intersectional penalties of
gender and race may affect them in different ways, depending on the circumstances (Zinn and
Dill, 1996; King, 1995; Bell et al., 1993).  Indeed, African American women in the US appear to
suffer additional penalties from the combination of both their gender and race.  They suffer a
15% reduction in their earnings from their gender, 9% because of their race, and an additional
3% because of the intersection of both their gender and race, which appears to arise from the jobs
in which they work (Kim, 2007).

With higher unemployment rates and the lowest earnings, women of color have the
highest poverty rates:  41% for families headed by African American women, 43% for those
headed by Latinas, and 41% for those headed by white women.  In comparison, 7.3% of white
families are poor.  (See Table 4)

What can explain these disparities?   Because much of the difference in income, wealth,
and long-term poverty result from different job outcomes, the remainder of this paper focuses on
differentials in employment and especially earnings.  Mainstream economists attribute
inequalities by race and gender in earnings and occupational distributions to human capital, other
productivity differences, or in the case of women, preferences and different career aspirations
(Heckman, 1998; Abowd and Killingsworth, 1985; O’Neill, 1994; O’Neill and O’Neill, 2005).
African Americans and Latinos indeed have lower educational achievements, and women work
fewer hours on average than men and are more likely to take time off from work than men
(O’Neill and O’Neill, 2005; Trejo, 1997; Abowd and Killingworth, 1985).  Women may also
choose occupations that allow them to take time off from work without being penalized when
they return from caring for children (O’Neill, 1994).

Yet although these factors may account for some of the differences we observe, they do
not account for all of the disparities.  Much research indicates that after accounting for the
amount of time worked, work experience, education, and detailed productivity measures, women
still earn less than men, and racial and ethnic minorities less than white workers (Blau and Kahn,
2007; Joy, 2003; Graham and Smith, 2005; Binder et al., 2010; Kim, 2007; Leicht, 2008; Smith,
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2012).  Such research finds that women, African American and Hispanic workers receive lower
salaries or salary growth compared to white men, even with the same performance appraisals
(Castilla, 2012; Neumark, 1999), and in academia, women are underpaid even with detailed
productivity measures such as the number of books and research articles they write and research
grants they received (Blinder et al., 2010).

Other research finds that job preferences cannot account for black workers’ concentration
in low level jobs and their underrepresentation in high paid ones (Gill, 2001).  Preferences also
cannot explain the high concentration of women in traditionally female jobs; moreover, neither
can career aspirations or any proclivity towards intrinsic (helping others) rather than extrinsic
(high pay and status) rewards of jobs (Blau and Ferber, 1991; Solberg, 2004; Fortin, 2007;
England, 2005; Reskin, 1993; Jacobs, 1989).

Although women and racial and ethnic minorities indeed may choose different college
majors than men, even when attending the same university, having the same college major, and
having the same grade point average, women earn less than men, and black worker’s salaries fail
to keep up with their white male counterparts (Weinberger and Joy, 2007). Only in some studies,
when including quantitative measures of ability, do racial disparities disappear (O Neill, 1990;
Neal and Johnson, 1996); however, these studies are highly controversial.  Other studies that use
different specifications, such as including measures of age, education, or social capital, find that
racial disparities re-appear even with these quantitative measures of ability (Darity and Mason,
1998; Goldsmith et al., 1998; Blackburn, 2004).

Because of these disparities, many scholars believe that race and gender discrimination
still exists.  Correspondence and audit studies find that resumes with black and other non-Anglo
names are less likely to be invited to interviews or hired compared to those with Anglo names,
even with the same qualifications (Bertrand and Mullitainathan, 1994; Riach and Rich, 1992).
Similarly, compared to similar resumes of men, resumes with women’s names are less likely to
be interviewed for jobs in higher paid restaurants, while being more likely to be interviewed for
lower paid restaurants (Newmark, 1996).  Those with Latino accents, moreover, are less likely to
receive job offers than similar white applicants (see Bergmann, 1996).  Students with white male
names are more likely to be helped by professors than those with female or racial or ethnic
names, including Chinese, Indian, Hispanic, and African American students (Milkman et al.,
2012, 2014).

Paired testing studies involve pairs of applicants (a woman and a man or an African
American and white couple) carefully trained to interview, stating that they have similar
education, experience, traits, and work history as well as having the same interview skills as each
other.  These studies confirm that women and minorities are less likely to be offered jobs, but
when they are offered jobs, these are at lower pay levels than comparable white men (Bergmann,
1996).  Similar paired testing studies find that racial and ethnic minorities have a more difficult
time obtaining housing, mortgages, and housing insurance than whites (Munnell et al., 1996;
Squires and Chadwick, 2006; Massey and Lundy, 2001; Turner et al., 2002; Fischer and Massey,
2004).  Finally, an experiment in which musicians auditioned behind a screen for a symphony
orchestra found that the number of women accepted into the orchestra increased when one could
not discern the gender of the performer (Goldin and Rouse, 2000).
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Why?  Research indicates the prevalence of implicit biases.  These biases reveal that
compared to whites, most people are more likely to view African Americans as dangerous,
Asians as foreign, and women as liberal arts majors instead of scientists and engineers
(implicit.harvard.edu/implicit).  As the experiment with the orchestra indicates, women are less
likely to be viewed as competent musicians or workers compared to men. In summary, white
men are favored for higher paid jobs and promotions compared to women and racial and ethnic
minorities.

THEORETICAL EXPLANATIONS

Economic Theories of Discrimination

What can explain these biases and different treatment by gender, race, and ethnicity?
One neoclassical explanation for such bias is statistical discrimination (Phelps, 1972).  If there is
imperfect information, so that employers may not know how productive workers are, and if
racial minorities are less productive, on average, than non-minority workers, employers would
hire non-minorities if they are risk adverse.  Similarly, if employers believe that on average
women quit their jobs or work fewer hours than men, they will hire men instead.  Yet although
this explanation gives a motivation for discrimination, it does not explain women’s and
minorities’ failures to be promoted within firms, when firms would have complete information
about them; nor does it explain why on average women receive higher performance appraisals
than men but fail to receive increased pay from these compared to men (Smith, 2012; Castilla,
2012; Neumark, 1999).  It also fails to explain why women and racial minorities may be hired in
the lowest-paid jobs but not in others, including jobs such as child care, where information about
productivity is not easily available or measured.

Gary Becker (1973) argued that employers can simply be prejudiced (“have a taste for
discrimination”) towards racial minorities and women, and if so, would have to be compensated
for their distaste by paying lower wages to these workers.  Although this distaste would be
competed away if non-discriminatory employers hired racial minorities, it could persist if
prejudice were widespread or if employers had monopsony power.  Indeed, interviews with
employers show widespread preferences by race or gender (Moss and Tilly, 2001; Levine, 1998;
Lawler and Bae, 1998).

Becker also suggested that employees could hold such prejudice against certain
employees, so that these prejudiced workers would have to be compensated with higher pay for
their displeasure.  Rather than paying such premiums, employers could refuse to hire racial
minorities, or they could have completely segregated workplaces.  Evidence in some industries
suggests that employees do show displeasure with working with certain employees: men working
with women in the sciences, engineering or IT (Hewlett, 2008), or in jobs in the building trades
(Eisenberg,1998).  Finally, he suggested that customer discrimination could occur, with
customers not being willing to be served by black workers.  Indeed, some evidence of customer
discrimination exists (Moss and Tilly, 2001).
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Becker does not explain any reasons for these various tastes for discrimination, however, or
how they occur.  Nor does he explain why women and racial minorities are prevalent or accepted
in some jobs (secretaries, janitors, farm workers) but not in others.  Why would there be
discrimination against women or racial minorities in some jobs but not others?  And why are the
jobs that are least unattainable those with the highest pay and status?  Certainly, more needs to be
considered to answer these questions.

Marxian and Marxist-Feminists

What is missing in neoclassical theory is an understanding of power and patriarchy in
determining these outcomes.  Marxian theories integrate issues of power as a motivator for race
and sex discrimination.  Employers may want to keep racism alive so that white workers don’t
want to work with minority workers; thus workers cannot unite, organize, and reap more of the
profits from employers (Reich, 1981).  Historically, employers used strike breakers who were
different races in order to encourage division among workers (Reich, 1981; Foner,1974).  In
addition, patriarchy is still prevalent—men may want to keep the good jobs for themselves and
women dependent on them economically in order to keep and perpetuate their male privilege
(Hartmann, 1981).   Although these theories are important for incorporating issues of power and
patriarchy, they are less able to discuss women of color and the intersection of race and gender.
Economic theories, compared to those in other fields, are inadequate for addressing multiple
oppressions (Charusheela, 2013).

Feminist Theory

Multicultural and multiracial feminist scholars are the opposite in this respect.  They start
with the premise that multiple oppressions exist.  They believe that race and gender are part of
these oppressions, and these can manifest differently, depending on one’s class, country, sexual
preference, religion, and other factors, such as disability.  Thus gender and race are part of a
matrix of domination and subordination, so that women can experience gender and race
uniquely: a rich white American woman in Mexico City will experience these very differently
than a poor African woman in Sudan (Zinn and Dill, 1996; Ruwanpura, 2008).

Although these theories allow for flexibility in allowing various people by
race/gender/nationality/geography to hold relative power, and although this framework allows
for changes in time and variations of how race and gender manifest by geography and history,
the lack of a more structural analysis (one that can be predictive, for example) and the
explanations of the mechanisms by which race and gender can affect socioeconomic outcomes
can be limiting (Charusheela, 2013).  The theories discussed below attempt to contribute to our
understanding of how and why these mechanisms occur.

Sociological theories

Devaluation of work: Sociologists believe that women’s jobs can be devalued simply because
women perform the work (England, 2005; Reskin, 1993).  This can occur because jobs that
women traditionally perform are seen as natural and thus not skilled (Reskin, 1985).
Compensation practices can evolve to award higher pay to those who are the more powerful
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workers or those who are more knowledgeable about these practices, often unionized men (Kim,
2000), or these compensation processes can have male-biases imbedded in them (Reskin, 1985).
Devaluation can also be caused by externalities and free-riders, when all of the beneficiaries of
caring work are not paying for the outcome of the well-adjusted child or other persons who are
cared for, usually by women (England, 2005).  In addition, if women’s jobs are devalued, male
employees may prevent women from entering their occupations if they believe their jobs may
become at risk of similarly being devalued from having women perform their work (England,
2005).  After all, if women can do the work, it may not be as skilled as some had thought.

Although this explanation is insightful, it is only applied to gender, not to the low-paid jobs
that racial minorities hold.  The question of how gender and race intersect, and why women of
color have the lowest earnings and highest poverty rates, is left to other theories.

Socialization

Some sociologists believe that segregated workplaces result from socialization.  If employers
have gendered notions about the appropriate jobs for men and women, they can follow the norms
of employing women in traditionally female jobs and men in traditionally male jobs (England,
1985).  Socialization can also influence employees, by subtly informing them from childhood
through adulthood what jobs are appropriate for men, and which for women.  From an early age,
many girls are socialized to be caretakers and many are still encouraged to pursue typically
female jobs like nurses and teachers.  Thus women being aggressive, successful, smart, and
working many hours away from her family is not as accepted as a man acting this way.    Such
socialization can explain why some jobs are acceptable for women, while others are not
(England, 1985).

Yet although there is much agreement that socialization is indeed present, it does not explain
the racial inequalities.  In addition, many sociologists believe that socialization has little effect on
the gendered outcomes (Reskin, 1993; England, 1985).  Whereas some believe that these social
and cultural roles are historical and not necessarily purposeful, it is difficult to believe that so
many of the same attributes can be universal across cultures and countries without further
explanation: if one is less educated, why is it usually women? If one is low-paid, why usually
women?  If one does housework, why women?  Although Marxists posit that women were busy
with child rearing so that men were the ones who had the time to govern—and they excluded
women from governing, this is less likely a reason for modern day gender inequalities, when
women can hire child care help and have fewer, and in some cases, no children, to care for.

Social similarity and social reproduction

Kanter (1977) believes that in high risk, high paying jobs like upper-management, the
nature of the work is difficult to define and job performance is often difficult to assess in the
short term.  In such high-stakes, uncertain environments, workers must work closely together and
communicate clearly with each other, requiring a common language and understanding, often
facilitated by social homogeneity.  Given the competitiveness and nature of the work, discretion,
trust and personal loyalty are important qualities for workers.  Because those who are socially
similar are more easily trusted, management grooms and hires those who are similar to them.
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Thus homosocial reproduction occurs, with white men grooming and hiring others like
themselves.  With so few women and minorities, it is easy to stereotype these workers.  In
addition, women need to meet the expectations of how a woman is supposed to behave but
concomitantly the work expectations of how men behave, all of which is difficult to accomplish
(Kanter, 1977).

Psychological Theories

Social identity theory and social categorization theory also posits that people want to be
around others like them.  However, this is not necessarily because of uncertainly and trust but is
more broad-based.  There is a homophily bias: people are more comfortable with others in their
same socioeconomic/racial/gendered groups, and are biased against others they perceive as
belonging to a different group (Thomas and Chrobot-Mason, 2013).  Those in the out-groups are
seen as inferior, and attitudes and behaviors toward members of these groups can justify and
perpetuate inferior status (Dovdio and Hebl, 2013; Thomas and Chrobot-Mason, 2013).

Yet in- and out-groups change among workers and in different time periods, since social and
historical context define these. In addition, workers often bridge different in- and out-groups:  a
female executive can be in an in-group because of her class status but in an out-group because
she is a woman (Dovdio and Hebl, 2013; Thomas and Chrobot-Mason, 2013).  Asian Americans
can be admired for their success but are resented because they are still racial minorities—
belonging to an out-group (Fiske et al., 2002).  Social psychologists have found different
stereotypes and perceptions towards Asian Americans (envy and admiration) than towards
African Americans and Latinos (Fiske et al., 2002).  These different perceptions and feelings are
likely to affect behavior towards these groups and their job outcomes.

Many experiments have found that people were more cooperative, altruistic, and forgiving
towards members of their own group.  Moreover, group identity can arise not just from racial and
gender identities but also from random assignments. These random assignments generate these
same results of being more generous, forgiving and altruistic towards members of their
(randomly assigned) groups (Chen and Li, 2009; Taifel and Turner, 1986).  Moreover, simple
tasks of working to solve a problem together can increase group cohesion and identity among
otherwise random participants.

One group being in favor and others in relative disfavor is a powerful one.  How groups
become formed—and how they can be so universal—with minorities, immigrants, and women
tending to be on the bottom of the socioeconomic hierarchy--is unclear, however.

Structural explanations

Some scholars believe that the gendered social roles and hegemonic structures by race and
gender are purposeful—they perpetuate the existing gender, race, and class hegemony of power
(Miller, 1986).  Some extend social roles to caste, race, and class, in which members of the
subordinate groups are seen as inferior, substandard, or defective (in intelligence, social
behavior).  Because of these deficiencies, they are relegated to performing a limited number of
roles, usually those that the dominants dislike (often those around refuse or the body).  Thus they
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work in the worst jobs, those that are less valued and low paying, and dirty.  Because of the
perception that they are not capable, they are seen as incapable of performing better jobs (Miller,
1986).

In contrast, the dominant groups are perceived as capable, intelligent, and normal, deserving
the best jobs. Thus they work in the most valued jobs.  Any subordinates who complain are
punished, ostracized, or killed.  Similarly, dominants who sympathize with such subordinates are
likewise punished.  The dominants control the culture, knowledge, and information, through
what is taught in schools and what is aired through media, which legitimize the inequities and
hierarchy of power.  In this way, the social structure and gendered and racialized social
expectations perpetuate the hegemony and power of the dominant group and are intended to do
so.  This viewpoint is powerful in explaining much consistent gender and racial inequality across
the globe and across time (Miller, 1986; Reskin, 1988).

Some sociologists posit, therefore, that men as a group monopolize the desirable jobs that
have high wages and career ladders for themselves (Reskin,1988); racially dominant groups can
do likewise.  Sex-segregation of jobs results from men resisting integration because doing so
undermines differentiation and thus male dominance (Reskin,1988).  By the dominant group
using their power to advance and maintain their power, the gendered/racialized/classist
socioeconomic hierarchy persists. These theories explain the universal distribution of
occupations, earnings and power by race, sex, class, and caste.

But how can these change over time?

Historically, these have changed through increasing the power of the subordinates and thus
relatively diminishing those of the dominants, through legal changes mandating equality,
movements such as the women’s and Civil Rights Movement (anti-Apartheid), and revolutions.
In the US, legal changes mandating equal opportunity and affirmative action led to women and
racial minorities gaining access to educational opportunities and professional jobs that were
previously barred from them (Bergmann, 1996; Faludi,1991).  These led to a growth in the
proportion of middle class families among minorities.  With access to the opportunities of the
middle class, such families had access to educational opportunities, further entrenching their
prodigy into middle class career opportunities.  For women, opening medicine, law, and business
schools to women allowed them entry into high paid jobs (Blau and Kahn, 2007).

The key component in changing patterns of subordination/domination is accessing power.
Absent this, however, individuals often had access to privileged jobs and careers through having
relatively higher power through their class status.  In the twentieth century, women from the
upper class could more easily attain an Ivy League education and if they chose to do so, work.
Where countries allowed racial minorities to likewise become affluent, these too had relatively
more access to privileged educations and jobs through the opportunities their class brought.  In
this way studies have found that class, more than race, can matter (Conley, 1999).  The
education, social networks, and job opportunities that class provides can mitigate barriers that
gender and race may bring.  Thus although minorities and women can suffer implicit biases,
class can help overcome these (Conley, 1999).  In this framework, access to power, through
revolution, movement, organizing, and   legal mandates can change patterns by race and gender.

9



But class can also mitigate race and gender, offering more opportunities within the gender and
race structures of particular countries and in particular time periods (Conley, 1999).

CONCLUSION

Mainstream economics has not adequately explained gender, race, and especially, the
intersection of gender and race, because it relies too much on market mechanisms.  Mainstream
economics has separate theories of how gender affects earnings (less time worked and different
job preferences) and how race affects earnings (lower productivity through worse education
outcomes).  Missing from this analysis and even from neoclassical critics is how gender and race
interact for women of color.  In addition, having different explanations for different traits is
unsatisfactory; instead, having general and structural explanations for inequalities that are
common world-wide and throughout history is needed (Reskin, 2003).

Fortunately, those in other disciplines—philosophy, law, gender studies, multicultural
studies, psychology, and biology have contributed to this area.  There have been many theories of
why gender and race discrimination occurs across many fields.  This article finds that although
many of these explanations have resonance--including socialization, homosocial reproduction,
and identity theory, it is difficult to explain world-wide patterns of women and racial and ethnic
minorities always being on the bottom.  Thus structural explanations that include explanations of
domination and subordination are important in explaining how societies allocate jobs, earnings,
and wealth, and in perpetuating these inequalities.  Societies change when subordinates, through
laws, legal decisions or movements, gain power and are able to reduce their subordination and
increase their class status.
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Table 1.  Unemployment Rates in the US

Men Women

White 4.4 4.1

African American 8.9 8.5

Asian 5.6 4.4

Hispanic 5.3 6.5

Note:  Data are for those 25 years and older for April 2014.  Data are not seasonally adjusted.

Source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Table A-29.  Unemployed persons by marital status, race, Hispanic or
Latino ethnicity, age, and sex. www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat29.pdf.
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Table 2A.  Selected Occupations by Gender and Race

      Percent of Total Employed

women black Hispanic

Total 47 11.2 15.6

Management occupations 38.2 6.5 8.5
Chief executive 26.8 2.9 4.3
Computer and information systems managers 28.6 5 4.3
Personal financial officers 25.7 6.5 5.2
computer and mathematical occupations 26.1 8.3 6.3
architecture and engineering occupations 14.1 5.5 7.5
astronomers and physicists - - -
astronomers and space scientists - - -
chemists and materials scientists 39 7.3 12.3
judges, magistrates, judicial workers 35.6 7.8 6.3
dentists 30.8 4.7 7.2
physicians and surgeons 35.5 6.4 3.8
aircraft mechanics and service technicians 2.2 7.9 9

Source:  US Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Table 11.  Employed persons by detailed occupation, sex, race,
and Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.htm

Table 2B.  Selected Occupations by Gender and Race

Percentage of total employed
women black Hispanic
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social worker 80.3 21.9 13.3
preschool, kindergarten teachers 97.8 12.1 12.9
elementary, middle schools teachers 81 9.4 9.8
librarians 84.1 7.7 5.1
teacher assistants 89.2 14.5 16.6
nurses 90.1 10.5 6.5
nursing, psychiatric, home health aides 89 36.4 14.9
security guards 20.4 26.5 17.1
food prep workers 55.8 12.7 29.3
combined food prep and serving 65.3 16.4 16.1
dishwashers 20.6 15.6 37.9
janitors, building cleaners 32.6 18.4 30.3
maids and housekeeping cleaners 87.7 16.8 44.3
childcare workers 94.8 13.2 22.4
personal care aides 84.2 22.1 19.7
cashiers 71.7 18 21.3
receptionists 92.2 11 18.4
secretaries, administrative assistants 94.4 9.3 10.5
farming, fishing, forestry occupations 21.7 5.6 42.8
construction laborers 3.6 6.8 44.3
assemblers and fabricators 37 16.5 19.6
bakers 59.8 9 25.9
pressers, textile, garment, related materials 55.7 27.6 52.6
packaging, filling machine operators, tenders 51.5 19.7 37.4
driver/sales workers and truck drivers 5.2 15.3 18.9
parking lot attendants 12.9 22 37.9
industrial truck and tractor operators 6.2 20.7 30.9
cleaners of vehicles and equipment 15.4 21.2 33.1
packers and packagers, hand 49.4 18 37.7
Source:  US Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Table 11.  Employed persons by detailed occupation, sex, race,
and Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.htm
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Table 3.  Race and gender earnings disparities in the US, 2012

Percentage of earnings of women compared to

Same race/ethnicity men White men

White women 81% 81%

Black men 76%

Black women 90% 68%

Hispanic men 67%

Hispanic women 88% 59%

Source:  Author’s tabulations from Table 37, Median weekly earnings of full-time wage and salary
workers by selected characteristics, 2012.  www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat37.pdf
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Table 4.  Poverty rates of families by race and female-headed households

Poverty rate all families Female-headed families

White alone, non-Hispanic  7.3 41.2

African-American 25.7 41.2

Hispanic (can be any race) 24.6 42.8

Asian American 9.6 20.4

Note:  Except for Hispanic, races are those that are non-Hispanic and only that race.  Female-headed
households are those with no male adult present.

Source:  US Department of Commerce.  US Bureau of the Census. Income, Poverty, and Health
Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2012.  Table B-1.Poverty Status of People by Family
Relationship, Race, and Hispanic origin: 1959 to 2012.
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