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ABSTRACT

WOMEN'S OCCUPATIONS WITHIN A DUAL LABOR MARKET FRAMEWORK:

A STUDY OF SINGLE AND MARRIED WOMEN'S OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY

By

Virginia E. Powell

This study uses a dual labor market approach to examine
married versus single women's intragenerational occupational
mobility. Primary jobs are characterized by upward
mobility, while secondary jobs are characterized by no
mobility or downward mobility. It is hypothesized that
single women are more likely than married women to be
employed initially in primary occupations, and are thus
upwardly mobile. Married women, it is hypothesized, will be
employed initially in secondary occupations, and are thus
not mobile or are downwardly mobile.

Using contingency tables to analyze mobility for a
sample of 1794 women, it was found that married women were
more likely to be initially employed in a primary
occupation, and thus potentially upwardly mobile. Single
women, however, had higher rates of actual mobility over

time when compared with married women. Two conclusions



Virginia E. Powell

were drawn: a dual labor market framework can only
partially account for the experience of women in the labor
force; and, marital status is an important variable in any

consideration of occupational mobility.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In February of 1960, four black men sat down at a
Woolworth's lunch counter in North Carolina and ordered
coffee. They were refused service on account of their
color. This refusal became "the shot heard round the world"
of the Civil Rights Movement, and triggered the subsequent
black insurgency in American society. Concern with the
issue of race and racism spread to the academic world as
social scientists began to question the sources of racial
inequality. Two possible sources which came under close
scrutiny were family and work. Perhaps a pathology or
deterioration within the family would explain the position
of blacks in society, or perhaps the problem of racial
inequality was due to structural inequality, particularly in
institutions like the economy and education.

In August of 1970, tens of thousands of women marched
down Fifth Avenue in New York City, and created in their
wake the second feminist movement. With their fists and
their consciousness raised, these women sought to awaken
people to the sources of sexual inequality in American

society. And just as the Civil Rights Movement forced

1



academicians to reexamine the bases of racial inequality,
the women's movement forced academicians to investigate
commonalities in the origins of racial and gender
inequality. Consequently, social scientists explored the
family and work as key sources of gender inequality.

As a sociologist coming of age during the 1970s, I
became aware of both the strengths and limitations of the
literature being written about women. Of particular
interest to me was the place of women in the world of work.
For it seemed that during the past decade, a contradition--
which had been present in American society--came to the
center., With continued inflation, it became necessary in
many households for both husband and wife to work. Where
prior ideological definitions had restricted many women to
the world of family concerns and excluded them from the
world of competitive employment, material needs were forcing
a large percentage of them into the work force. And yet,
upon entering the world of work, women were experiencing a
very different world from that of men. Women systematically
held lower status, lower paying jobs. 1In order to explain
this phenomenon, sociologists examined occupational
structures and rates of mobility across these structures.
But the work of these scholars has ignored a fundamental and
essential question: How does marital status influence the
placement of women in occupational categories and their
subsequent mobility? Because I believe that how questions

are asked, and the way in which they are framed, and the



manner in which they elicit information is essential, I
turned my attention to this question. 1In this way, I see
myself as following in the footsteps of those who have
blazed a path into the subject of sexual inequality, and
also as taking one step back to seek an understanding of a

fundamental issue.



CHAPTER II

WOMEN IN OCCUPATIONS: WHAT PRICE MOBILITY?

Patterns of Female Employment

/
<Since World War II, the extent of women's participation

in the labor force has changed drastically. The socio-
demographic characteristics of women workers have also
shifted during this time. It is therefore important to
examine the most salient trends in female employment in
order to assess their impact on the current labor market
structure,

The single most important feature to emerge about
women's work i?tss in the 1960s and 1970s is its sheer

4 - f

volume. In 1977, 48(bercent of all women aged 16 and over

t— 27

7
were in the labor force. 1In turn, women accounted for 41.1

percent of the total labor force (United States Department
of Labor, 1954, p. A-19, 52)./)Seventy-one percent of women
who worked were full-time employees. The largest increase
in labor force participation rates between 1960 and 1977 was
among those women aged 20 to 34, while from 1950 to 1959 the
largest increase had been among women aged 45 to 64. These
figures show that, besides the fact that women are entering

the labor force in higher numbers, they are also entering at



younger ages (Howe, 1977, Appendix--Chart C and F).

Most women who work are married. In 1974, married
women accounted for 56.8 percent of all working women. Of
all married women, 46.6 percent were in the labor force.
Married women with children are more likely to work today
than ever before. 1In 1956, 20 percent of all women with
children under six years of age were working; in 1967, that
figure was 29 percent; and in 1977 the rate was 40.9
percent. In turn, 40 percent of all women with children
from 6 to 17 years of age were in the labor force in 1956;
in 1967, their participation had risen to 49 percent, and
had increased still more to 58.3 in 1977 (Vogel, n.d., pp.
6-7; Howe, 1977, Appendix--Chart E; United States Department
of Labor, 1977, pp. 52-53).

Ilene Winkler has ventured an explanation for the
increased participation of women in the labor force,
particularly those who are married with children, in the
past decade. She suggests that historically women were used
in times of war and labor shortages as a reserve army, and
moved in and out of the labor force to accommodate these
fluctuations. More recently, however, women have entered
the world of work to supplement the family income, and to
alleviate some of the burdens "because of recessions in the
1950s and inflation in the 1960s, because of rising taxes
and the squeeze caused by credit buying." Winkler points
out that in 1965, seventy-five percent of all married women

workers came from families in which their husbands were



earning less than $7000.00 annually, at a time when the
federal government was citing that sum as a modest budget
for a family of four. Approximately 30 percent of all
married men earned less than $7000.00 annually (Winkler,

n.d., pp. 2-3).

Table 1: DISTRIBUTION BY SEX IN CENSUS OCCUPATIONAL
CATEGORIES, 1977

Census Category Men Women
Description

Professional, technical,
and kindred 13.0% 13.5%

Farmers and farm managers 1.8% 0.4%

Managers, officials, and

proprietors, except farm 11.8% 6.5%
Clerical and kindred workers 6.5% 30.6%
Sales workers 5.7% 6.0%
Craftsmen, foremen, and

kindred 20.6% 2.1%
Operatives and kindred 19.7% 13.8%
Private household workers 0.1% 4.6%
Service workers 11.1% 21.2%
Farm laborers and foremen 2.3% 0.3%

Laborers, except farm and

mine 7.5% 1.1%

Source: United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics—-- March, 1977



When women do go to work, they earn substantially less
than their male counterparts. Nancy Barrett showed that in
1975, women earned 58.8 percent of what men earned. The
largest employer of women, the clerical field, paid women
only 62.2 percent of the wages paid to men in the same
field. Further, this discrepancy between women's and men's
earnings is not accounted for by differences in job
assignment (Barrett, in Smith, 1979, p. 34).

Women and men do not generally hold the same kind of
jobs. The labor market structure is decidedly split along
sex lines. In 1977, 79.1 percent of all employed women were
found in four of the eleven Census occupational categories.
Table 1 shows the distribution of women and men in these
major categories. The index of dissimilarity between these
two distributions is 39.5, which indicates that there is a
substantial difference in allocation by sex to these
categories. Women dominate in the "clerical and kindred"
and "service workers" categories. Men are more likely found
in the "craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers" category.
These two disparities account for seven-eighths of the
dissimilarity indicated by the index. As we will see later
in this chapter, this distribution may be slightly deceptive
because it does not show intra-categorical differences in
occupations by sex. For example, women and men are
represented almost equally in the "professional, technical,
and kindred workers" category. Within this category,

however, women are more likely than men to be elementary



school teachers and registered nurses, while men are more
likely to be college professors and doctors. Using such
broad categories, then, may mask job segregation by sex,
which would be more apparent if categories were more
narrowly defined.

Valerie Oppenheimer has shown that the occupations
women usually hold are those for which skill is required
prior to employment. For example, teachers and nurses must
obtain education beyond the high school level in order to
learn their trades. Secretaries, stenographers, and typists
must acquire their specific skills before seeking
employment. 1In short, the jobs that women tend to fill
offer little or no on-the-job training, instead requiring
that skills be learned before employment is granted
(Oppenheimer, 1970).

Ilene Winkler has said that this is a very profitable
way for industries and employers to handle the work women
do. A woman's work is generally not continuous throughout
her life. She may drop in and out of the labor force to get
married, to move with her husband to his new job, to bear
and raise children, or to accommodate the financial needs of
the family. This pattern has been documented by the United
States Department of Labor. 1In 1973, the median number of
years spent at a job was 2.8 years for women and 4.6 years
for men (Winkler, n.d.). Further, this discrepancy is
sometimes greater when age cohort is controlled. Table 2

illustrates the pattern by age. Since it is true that women



do not stay as long at a job, it is not in the interest of
an employer to "invest" a great deal of training in a person
whose tenure at any given job is questionable. A high rate
of turnover in some occupations would represent a high cost
to that employer. Women are therefore restricted to those
jobs which require low investment, in terms of on-the-job
training, to employers (United States Department of Labor,

1976) .

Table 2: MEDIAN YEARS ON CURRENT JOB BY AGE AND SEX, 1973

Age Women Men
Total, 16 years
and older 2.8 4.6
16-24 years 0.9 ' 0.8
25-34 years 2.2 3.2
35-44 years 3.6 6.7
45-54 years 5.9 11.5
55-64 years 8.8 14.5
65 years and over 10.9 13.9

Source: United States Department of Labor, Women's
Bureau-- 1976.

This intermittent employment pattern for women can also
explain why women are not granted jobs with seniority
rights. Since it is believed by employers that women are

not stable employees, those employers in need of relatively
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permanent employees to reduce training costs are less likely
to grant seniority rights to women than to men. They are
also overlooked more frequently for promotions because it is
believed that their continuance at a place of work is
tenuous. A woman with children is often passed over due to
her employer's assumption that she will have a high rate of
absenteeism because of her children. If a woman is single,
she is considered a bad risk in that she might get married
and have to move with her husband (Winkler, n.d.; Davies,
1974) . This ideology relegates women to certain
occupations, those with low employer investment, while
restricting them from others.

This relegation of women to certain occupations is not
due to women's lack of education. In 1974, both men and
women had the same median number of years of schooling--
12.3. Employed women and men had a median of 12.5 years of
school completed. For persons not in the labor force, women
had completed more years of school than men--12.0 years and
10.3 years, respectively. While these figures do not
control for content of education, they nonetheless point out
that women have at least as much education as men. Women do
not, therefore, bring less generalized human capital to the
job market.

Women are not only discriminated against
occupationally. The jobs they do hold are less likely to be
represented by labor organizations, and women are less

likely to become members of unions. Women constitute 41.1
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percent of the labor force, but only 27.6 percent of persons
represented by labor organizations. In turn, 15.7 percent
of all working women are represented by labor organizations,
compared to 23.8 percent of men in the labor force. Workers
represented by labor organizations earn more than those who
do not. Women's low participation rates in labor unions,
then, would contribute to an explanation of the earnings gap
between men and women (United States Department of Labor,
1979).

In summary, seven important trends have been noted in
female employment in the United States: 1) women are
becoming a larger proportion of the labor force,
particularly married women with children under the age of
17; 2) women earn substantially less than men in all major
occupational categories; 3) women and men do not work in the
same jobs; 4) women's work is concentrated in those jobs
which require little or no on-the-job training costs to
employers; 5) women spend less time working in one job than
men; 6) women and men have the same median level of
education; and, 7) women are less likely than men to be
members of labor organizations. The dual labor market
perspective is one framework which can be used to describe

the interactive operation of these trends.



The Dual Labor Market Perspective of

Economic Discrimination

Dual labor market theory was developed in the 1960s in
an attempt to explain why the Federal government's "war on
poverty" had failed. The human capital school of economics
had proposed that the poor were poor because they lacked
marketable skills with which they could sell themselves in
the labor force. The differences in income between the poor
and the middle class reflected the differences in education,
training, work experience, health, and subsequent mobility
between the two groups. These ideas in turn led to the
institution of manpower programs which attempted to
rehabilitate the working poor by providing on-the-job
training and skills. These programs failed to alleviate the
burden of poverty, and were criticized by some economists,
psychologists, and sociologists because they had failed to
see that the problem was not one of the individual worker,
but rather a problem in the American economy. The human
capital school had been treating symptoms, not causes, in
their proposed solutions (Bluestone, 1970). One of the
theoretical frameworks to emerge from these critiques was
the dual labor market theory, whose main proponents are
Peter B. Doeringer and Michael J. Piore.

In their book Internal Labor Markets and Manpower

Analysis, Doeringer and Piore define two distinct types of

12
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jobs: primary sector jobs and secondary sector jobs.
Primary sector jobs are characterized by high wages, good
working conditions and employee benefits, employment
stability, chances for advancement, equity and due process
in the administration of work rules, and a high rate of
union membership. Secondary sector jobs, by distinction,
generally have the following characteristics: 1low wages,
little or no fringe benefits, poor working conditions, high
labor turnover, little chance for advancement, arbitrary and
random administration of work rules, and little or no union
membership. Workers are generally confined to the secondary
sector by residence, inadequate skills, poor work histories,
and most importantly, discrimination (Doeringer and Piore,
1971).

The most critical distinction to be made between the
primary and secondary sector is the development in the
primary sector of internal labor markets and the lack
thereof in the secondary sector. Michael L. Wachter
defines an internal labor market as:

"...a set of structured employment
relationships within a firm, embodying a
set of rules, formal or informal, that
govern each job and their
interrelationships. These rules...cover
job content and wages, opportunities on
the promotion ladder, and grievance
procedures. A complex employment
relationship has developed primarily
because of the elaboration of tasks that
are specific to a job and hence require
specific training, often acquired on the

job. New workers are used principally to
fill entry jobs, while most higher-level
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positions are filled by promotion from

within" (Wachter, 1974, pp. 642-643).
Within the secondary sector, external labor markets exist.
An external labor market does not have structured
relationships or rules governing each job level. There are
no tall promotion ladders attached to job categories:
employment in the sector is responsive to forces of supply
and demand in the external market. There are not many
specific skills required for any job, and workers are easily
replaceable in a job (Doeringer and Piore, 1971; Wachter,
1974) .

The internal/external labor market structure overlaps
both primary and secondary job categories. That is,
internal labor markets exist in secondary sector jobs and
external labor markets exist in primary sector jobs. But
the point is that, in most cases, primary jobs are part of
an internal structure because they require skill
specificity, and thus the employer benefits from low job
turnover. Secondary jobs have external structures because
their need for skills and thus job continuity are minimal.

Corresponding to the primary/secondary distinction in
job categories is a distinction between primary and
secondary industries. Robert T. Averitt makes this

distinction in his book The Dynamics of American Industry

Structure. According to Averitt, primary sector industries
or firms are characterized by: 1) a large economic size, as

measured by number of employees, total assets, and yearly
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sales; 2) geographic dispersion, both nationally and
internationally; 3) product diversification; 4) managerial
decentralization; and, 5) concentrated markets. By
contrast, secondary sector industries or firms have the
following characteristics: 1) a small economic size, with
limited growth potential; 2) little or no geographic
dispersion, either nationally or internationally; 3)
production of only a small line of related products; 4)
centralized management, often around one or two individuals;
and, 5) unconcentrated markets (Averitt, 1968).

Averitt suggests that the life span of each industry is
determined by these characteristics. Primary sector
industries are economically stable, and so can plan for
growth over a long period of time. Their high profits allow
them to hire workers, and offer them higher wages and good
benefits, while also promising some opportunity for
movement. Secondary sector industries, however, are not
stable economically, and so offer very little to potential
employees in terms of wages, benefits, and mobility
(Averitt, 1968). Therefore, both industries and occupations
can be distinguished as either primary or secondary in
nature,

Doeringer and Piore cite three distinct factors that
contribute to the emergence and maintenance of internal
labor markets. Primarily, the need for specific skills in
any given occupation increases training costs for the

employer. It is thus in the economic interest of the
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employer to discourage job turnover when s/he "invests" in a
worker and provides job specific skill training. The
employer will attempt to minimize turnover by providing long
term benefit promises to the worker in the form of seniority
and promotion rights, higher wages if one advances from one
job to another within the firm, and other highly desirable
fringe benefits. Secondly, on-the-job training provides the
worker with skills actually utilized in a particular job
that cannot be learned by the employee in school. Piore and
Doeringer explain that this second factor is difficult to
define because the worker learns many skills just by
observing someone else performing them, seemingly by a
process of "osmosis." The importance of this osmosis is
that those skills learned by observation may later earn the
worker a promotion because s/he is the natural choice to
fill a particular position. S/he is the most readily
available person who knows that skill. And for most of
these types of jobs, there is no alternative to on-the-job
training. Thus, an informal contract is made between worker
and employer. The worker learns job specific skills which
are not readily transferable outside of the firm, and which
will later be used as criteria for seniority and promotion
within that firm. S/he, in short, accepts the promise of
long term benefits sometime in the future. The employer, in
turn, has purchased some commitment for long term employment
by the worker which will reduce her/his turnover costs, at

the expense of offering a higher quality package of benefits
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(Doeringer and Piore, 1971). Finally, Doeringer and Piore
discuss the role of custom in maintaining this contract.
Custom behaves like a stabilizer in the workplace in its
setting up of rules and norms for behavior--ones which apply
to both employer and worker. Rules governing seniority and
promotion, as Doeringer and Piore point out, are
particularly sensitive to custom (Doeringer and Piore,
1971).

The most important feature of primary occupations, and
thus internal labor markets, is that they tend to develop
mobility clusters. Mobility clusters are defined lines of
job progression, Job skills fall into a natural skill
progression, where the training required to learn any given
job in the progression occurs in the job below it. A worker
accumulates skills and moves up in the progression, drawing
upon her/his seniority. Jobs that fall into a progression,
and there are many of these within any given firm, form a
mobility cluster. Theoretically, a worker who faithfully
learns skills in the job progression is essentially
guaranteed by custom a move within the cluster. This
insulates the worker from any competition external to the
firm (Doeringer and Piore, 1971).

Harrison White, in his book Chains of Opportunity,

proposes a model of mobility which can explain the
development of mobility clusters. White says that there are
two dimensions to any mobility system: a set of fixed,

interrelated jobs, and a set of people qualified for these
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jobs. Jobs within this system are stratified by skill
requirements, and people are stratified by skill
qualifications. Mobility chains, or vacancy chains, are
established when a person leaves the system and creates a
job vacancy. Another person in the system must f£ill this
vacancy, and is chosen by two criteria--promotability, in
terms of skill qualification; and seniority. The vacancy
chain has begun, and each job will be filled from below
until someone new enters the system at the bottom (White,
1970).

White suggests that this model can be used with
probability theory to determine the structure of opportunity
at two levels: primarily, it can illustrate mobility
potentials within a set of job categories, to learn the
structural potential for movement; and secondly, it can
trace individual careers within a mobility system by
measuring chances for movement (White, 1970). White's model
could therefore be viewed as an elaboration on mobility
clusters. His theoretical framework would aid in
establishing, for any given firm, the networks of job
categories and how they contribute to, or restrain,
movement.

According to Piore and Doeringer, entry into the
primary labor market and/or internal labor market, and thus
possible access to a job in a mobility cluster, is governed
by specific criteria, the most important of which is

education. Education is a discriminatory tool used by



19

employers to identify undesirable employees who have not
attained a certain level of formal schooling. Less
important criteria include aptitude test scores, personal
interviews, work experience, physical fitness, and any other
characteristics seen as desirable by management (Piore and
Doeringer, 1970).

Randall Collins has challenged the assumption that
level of education defines occupational capabilities for all
people. Using case studies and cross-sectional studies,
Collins suggests that education in an advanced industrial
society is a way for status groups to maintain their
privilege. Education does not necessarily act to better
prepare people for highly technological jobs, but rather is
a way to sort into high status, high paying jobs those
people who are, figuratively, "protestant, male, and
completely white," i.e., those people whose social
characteristics mirror the business elite (Collins, 1971, p.
1008). Education, in short, marks people as members of a
particular group, and is not a mark of technical skill and
achievement. Collins summarizes the use of education in the
United States in this way:

"...the evidence indicates that
educational requirements for employment
reflect employers' concerns for acquiring
respectable and well-socialized
employees; their concern for the
provision of technical skills through
education enters to a lesser degree. The
higher the normative control concerns of

the employer, and the more elite the
organization's status, the higher his
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educational requirements" (Collins, 1971,

p. 1014).
Thus, education is a sorting mechanism used by employers to
insure "good" workers whose background is similar to their
own., The attainment of job-specific skills is a less
important factor.

Doeringer and Piore use dual labor market theory to
analyze black unemployment and underemployment. They
suggest that blacks are confined to the secondary sector job
categories largely because of racial discrimination.
Employers are able to choose workers for jobs along racial
lines, and support their decisions by citing blacks as
having low commitment to work, poor work histories, high
rates of absenteeism and lateness, and inadequate skills.
Another factor in that block, however, is the belief by
employers that the general education level of blacks is
lower than that for whites. Whether or not these
differences are real, blacks end up in secondary sector jobs
(Doeringer and Piore, 1971).

These authors continue by describing the nature of jobs
in the secondary sector, and their relationship to racial
discrimination. Jobs in the secondary sector, they suggest,
require little or no on-the-job training and offer limited
possibilities for career advancement. These conditions
reduce a worker's incentive to remain on the job and perform
well. The wage paid is not likely to be higher than the

wage in any other secondary sector job, and there is only a
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slight chance that this wage would be increased through
promotions or seniority. An employer, in turn, is less
reluctant to lay off a worker in the secondary sector, since
a large investment has not been made in training. So
workers in this secondary sector, with secondary status
jobs, exhibit higher rates of turnover, absenteeism,
lateness, petty theft, and insubordination relative to
workers in the primary sector. The relative lack of rewards
for employment, it is argued, results in a very high rate of
unemployment among minorities, specifically blacks
(Doeringer and Piore, 1971).

Doeringer and Piore contend that the positions of
blacks in the labor force can be attributed more to sector
and job segregation than to a lack of skills or education.
They also point out that employers discriminate on the basis
of perceptions of black workers, without considering how the
structure of opportunities for blacks perpetuates these
perceptions (Doeringer and Piore, 1971).

The proposal of Doeringer and Piore that the inferior
status of blacks in the labor market is more due to sectoral
and job segregation than to individual differences between
blacks and other workers has been empirically tested and
verified. Elwood Beck, Patrick Horan, and Charles Tolbert
studied the relationship between labor market segmentation
and discrimination against non-whites and women. More
specifically, they investigated the relationship between the

structure of primary and secondary sectors, and the
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perpetuation of the inferior status of minorities through
discrimination. They attempted to measure two
discriminatory mechanisms: the differential allocation of
minorities to sectors, and the differential evaluation of
worker credentials within each sector (Beck, et. al.,
1978b).

In order to test differential allocation by sector,
Beck et. al. divided sectors by three criteria: 1)
economic scale of an industry (assets, number of workers,
profit); 2) product market strength (product concentration);
and, 3) labor market factors (percent unionization, percent
full-time workers, hourly wage, weekly wage). Their
analysis showed that women were more likely than men (both
white and non-white) to be located in the secondary sector
industries, and that non-white males were more likely than
white males to be allocated to the secondary sector (Beck,
et. al., 1978b).

Beck, Horan, and Tolbert then tested to see if
differential allocation by race and sex was due to direct
discrimination by employers, or discrimination which
resulted from minorities' acquisition of lower levels of
human capital--schooling and labor market experience. The
authors concluded from their analysis that human capital
deficits cannot completely explain sectoral segregation.
Direct discrimination, based on sex and race, contributes
more to an explanation of sector allocation of minorities

than do either schooling or work experience (Beck, et. al.,
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1978b) .

Francine D. Blau and Carol L. Jusenius tried to
determine the theoretical goodness of fit between the
experience of women in the labor force and dual labor market
theory. That is, they examined job segregation by sex to
see if it could be explained by dual labor market theory.
They point out that not only are occupations segregated by
sex interoccupationally, but also intraoccupationally,
within a dual labor market structure. Females occupy
different jobs than males do, and these jobs are more likely
to be of a secondary sector type, or those primary sector
jobs which do not have a highly developed internal labor
market. Blau and Jusenius contend that employers segregate
jobs for women primarily because women do not usually work
continuously like men do. They drop in and out of the labor
force to accommodate family and life cycle demands.
Therefore the jobs they do, according to employer interests,
must be those which demand little skill specificity and on-
the-job training costs to the firm. And, according to
employer interests, these jobs pay low wages and offer few
benefits, and include such jobs as clerk, salesperson,
secretary, and typist, i.e., occupations dominated by
females (Blau and Jusenius, 1976).

Blau and Jusenius also suggest that within occupational
categories, sex segregation is further extended so that, for
example, women salespersons in a department store sell

apparel and small appliances for hourly wages, while their
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male counterparts sell furniture and large appliances for
which they receive a commission on their salary (Blau and
Jusenius, 1976). Blau had made an empirical test of
intraoccupational segregation, and found that when she
controlled for skills and abilities between men and women, a
strong and consistent pattern of sex segregation within
firms still existed (Blau, 1973). James W. Grimm and Robert
N. Stern found that even in fields where women dominate as a
numerical majority--those of nursing, school teaching,
librarianship, and social work--work was sex segregated,
with men disproportionately in positions of supervision and
pl%nning (Grimm and Stern, 1974).

Women can thus find employment in either primary or
secondary sector occupations. When working in the primary
sector, however, they acquire those jobs which have short
career ladders attached to them, and resemble most closely
secondary sector jobs. This has serious consequences for
women's mobility within the labor force.

The issue of how women get distributed into these types
of jobs remains unanswered. It is, however, a problem of
direct interest here, but one which cannot be dealt with
until we have considered the literature on occupational
mobility, since the structure of opportunities for mobility
is intrinsic to dual labor market theory. It is to this

task that we now turn.



Women's Occupational Mobility

Studies of occupational movement are either macro-
structural or micro-structural. Macro-structural analyses
attempt to outline the structure of occupational opportunity
within a social system. They examine the relationship
between supply and demand for occupational categories, and
the degree of movement in and out of these categories over
time. One of their primary concerns is with factors
affecting patterns of occupational mobility and individual
chances for success.

The classic example of a macro-structural examination
of mobility is Peter M. Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan's The

American Occupational Structure. Using a sample of over

25,000 American men between the ages of 20 and 64, Blau and
Duncan measured occupational mobility in two ways.
Primarily, they measured intergenerational mobility from
respondent's father's occupation, to respondent's first
occupation and occupation in 1962, This was done in order
to discern patterns of opportunity intergenerationally, and
to observe changing trends in the occupational structure.
Secondly, Blau and Duncan measured intragenerational
movement from respondent's first job to 1962 occupation,
again to discern opportunities for movement within a
changing occupational structure (Blau and Duncan, 1967). A

large part of their analysis was thus concerned with the
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changing nature of the occupational structure on a macro-
level, although they also used their data to describe the
status attainment of individuals at a micro-structural
level.

David L. Featherman and Robert M. Hauser recently
replicated Blau and Duncan's research. 1In 1973, they
interviewed approximately 33,600 men to investigate further
changes in the American occupational structure, and compared
their findings with those of Blau and Duncan. Within
certain constraints imposed by reinterviewing methods,
Featherman and Hauser say their research is a definite
replication, and proceed to analyze mobility
intergenerationally and intragenerationally (Featherman and
Hauser, 1978).

Macro-structural measures of mobility focus on the
changing nature of occupational opportunities both
intergenerationally and intragenerationally. Such studies
are concerned with the construction of matrices of
employment opportunities over time, and seek patterns of
occupational mobility over time. Blau and Duncan, and
Featherman and Hauser's research ventures are two
representatives of this type of research.

Micro-structural measures of mobility are more
concerned with the status attainment of individuals than
with structural factors in movement. These mobility studies
measure the impact of an individual's socio-demographic

characteristics--social origins, education, marital status,
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age, sex, race--on her/his occupational achievement. Micro-
structural studies are also done both intergenerationally
and intragenerationally. Blau and Duncan's research was
once again the pacesetter in this area of mobility studies.

Intergenerational studies will not, however, be the
main focus for this analysis. This study will utilize the
dual labor market theory as a framework from which
toevaluate the distribution of positions of a select group
of women in primary versus secondary occupations. Further,
the central question to be addressed is whether or not
marital status has an impact on the distribution of women
across different types of jobs; and, if so, what
implications this distribution has for the occupational
movement of single versus married women intragenerationally.
There are two reasons why an intergenerational approach is
inadequate here.

Primarily, intergenerational mobility studies tend to
mask job segregation by sex. Because they measure broad
patterns of movement between two generations, their results
sometimes camouflage the differentiation of the labor force
that exists. This is nowhere more apparent than in the work
of Peter Y. De Jong and his colleagues. De Jong et. al.
used a sample of 2371 females aged 21 and over who had ever
worked, and compared their intergenerational movement to
males in Blau and Duncan's study. They predicted that,
because of women's conflicts between domestic and career

roles, and the extreme pressure placed on women to maintain
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domestic obligations as primary, women would experience
downward mobility occupationally when compared with their
fathers. This hypothesis was not substantiated by their
data. They found that the same general pattern exists for
males and females with respect to mobility: wupward mobility
was more prevalent than downward mobility, short distance
movement occurred more often than long distance moves, and
barriers to downward movement were stronger than barriers to
upward movement (De Jong, et., al., 1971).

De Jong et. al. used ten broad census categories to
define occupation. Their analysis masks the fact that,
within each of these categories, men and women have
different jobs, and that women typically have the lower
status, lower paying jobs within each category. Thus, while
their conclusions may be correct in terms of overall
patterns of intergenerational mobility, their analysis and
conclusions neglect an important characteristic of the labor
force--women and men do not have the same jobs. Therefore,
intergenerational mobility may mean something different to
women than to men for actual status attainment. Women may
move in the same direction as men do but they are moving
within two relatively separate structures.

Secondly, the examination above of trends in the
employment of women suggests that drastic changes in the
numbers of women working has recently occurred. The changes
may not be due to father's or mother's impact on women, but

rather to historical developments in the occupational
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structure. Intergenerational analysis, then, may be an
inadequate way to illustrate the change in women's working
lives because it does not account specifically for these
historical changes. While it could be used to show how the
occupational structure has changed in terms of new demands
in occupations, it would be inappropriate here. Studying
the movement of one group of women on a micro, status
attainment level, might lend insights into the changing
structure of opportunities for women where an
intergenerational approach would not.

The most recent attempt at studying the
intragenerational movement of women in the labor force was
done by Wendy Wolf and Rachel Rosenfeld. Using a dual labor
market approach, Wolf and Rosenfeld proposed the following
hypothesis: women's occupations are usually excluded from
sectors of the labor market where there are more chances for
upward mobility. Using Census data, they define "female
occupations" as ones which are composed of 70 to 100 percent
female workers. "Male occupations" are 70 to 100 percent
men in composition, and mixed occupations are defined as
ones with less than 70 percent male or female members (Wolf
and Rosenfeld, 1979).

Wolf and Rosenfeld found that female occupations
of fered limited opportunity for movement from one occupation
to another occupation. For both men and women, a change
from one female job to another female job showed no average

change in socioeconomic status. Women in male occupations



30

showed no change in socioeconomic status, although they were
less likely to experience downward movement in male jobs
than in female jobs. Wolf and Rosenfeld conclude that the
greatest change in mobility, either upward or downward,
comes from changing job sectors (i.e., male to female or
female to male) (Wolf and Rosenfeld, 1978).

Wolf and Rosenfeld define primary sector jobs as those
which are predominantly male, and secondary sector jobs as
those in which females dominate. Their findings are thus
tautological--women's occupations are characterized by
women's employment patterns, and men's occupations are
defined by their employment patterns. My analysis will
remedy this error by identifying primary and secondary
occupations independent of their sex composition. I will
investigate the distribution of women across sectoral
occupations, and examine the consequences of this
distribution for single women versus married women,

Few studies to date have looked at marital status as an
independent variable, which could have an effect on women's
intragenerational occupational attainment. Most studies
have focused instead on how women's status changes with
marriage by measuring the difference between father's
occupation and husband's occupation (see, for example,
Chase, 1975; Tyree and Treas, 1974). There are, however,
two studies which have examined the status attainment of
working women while considering marital status, and a look

at their findings is in order.
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Donald J. Treiman and Kermit Terrell used a sample of
2524 employed women aged 30-44 and a sample of 7298 employed
men aged 30-44, and compared the process of status
attainment for the two groups in terms of educational
attainment, occupational prestige, and income level. They
controlled for marital status on the income variable only.
They showed in their analysis that the process of
educational and occupational achievement for women and men
was similar. The educational level of parents was the most
important determinant of educational level for both men and
women. Women and men also came out nearly identical when
occupational prestige was measured, and this prestige was
seen as contingent upon educational attainment. Educational
attainment was found to be the most important determinant of
occupational prestige (Treiman and Terrell, 1975).

In terms of income level, Treiman and Terrell found
dissimilarities between men and women. Women earned
substantially less than men, even when hours worked and work
experience were controlled. They also found that married
women earned far less than never married women when they
introduced the same controls, although never married women
still earned less than men (Treiman and Terrell, 1975).

Treiman and Terrell concluded that the process of
status attainment is similar for women and men, although
there are discrepancies between women and men, and between
married and never married women, when income levels are

studied (Treiman and Terrell, 1975).
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McKee McClendon replicated and extended Treiman and
Terrell's research by adding new variables to their model of
status attainment. McClendon's sample consisted of 1381
white males and 778 white females, all of whom were 18 years
or older and currently employed at the time of the survey
(McClendon, 1976).

Using Duncan's socioeconomic index (SEI) to measure
occupational status, McClendon showed that the overall shape
of the distribution of males and females across SEI
categories was quite similar, although men were more likely
to be in lower status jobs or higher status jobs, and women
were not usually found in either extreme. Occupational
status was found to be the same for women and men, and
education was shown to be the strongest determinant of that
occupational status. These findings confirmed those of
Treiman and Terrell (McClendon, 1976).

McClendon extended Treiman and Terrell's research by
adding three new variables to their model of status
attainment: marital status, number of children by age
group, and work status (e.g., part-time versus full-time).
Of the three new variables introduced, he found that work
status had the most significant impact on occupational
status for women. Number and age group of children did not
have any effect on occupational status, and marital status
had only a weak effect--currently married women had a 3.5
occupational status point advantage over nonmarried women,

McClendon says that this last finding might be explained by
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the fact that married women have more "freedom"™ than
nonmarried women when choosing whether or not to work.,
Because they are married, married women are usually not the
breadwinners as nonmarried women are. Thus married women
can be more choosey when picking a job, and they can refuse
to take jobs of low status. In contrast, nonmarried women
must take whatever job they can get to live, and they
therefore may end up with lower status jobs (McClendon,
1976) .

Treiman and Terrell, and McClendon posit theoretical
models of status attainment. Treiman and Terrell discuss
the status attainment process as a constellation of three
factors: educational attainment, occupational prestige, and
income level. 1In their model, social origin--in terms of
father's education, mother's education, and father's
occupation--is thought to determine educational attainment,
which in turn determines occupational prestige and income
levels. Treiman and Terrell show that the first two
processes operate in a similar manner for women and men, but
that the third one is differentiated by sex and marital
status. McClendon expands the basic model of status
attainment by including three unique factors for women--
marital status, number of children and their ages, and work
status. He concludes that the status attainment process is
very much the same as Treiman and Terrell had described it,
and that his three additional variables did not alter

significantly the determinants of women's status attainment
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(Treiman and Terrell, 1975; McClendon, 1976).

The model used in this analysis will extend both of the
above models, while also stepping back to include one
variable in McClendon's scheme--marital status. Primarily,
I want to move past the process of status and/or
occupational attainment per se, and focus more on changes in
occupational status due to upward or downward mobility.
Treiman and Terrell and McClendon agree in their research
that the process of occupational status attainment for women
and men is the same, and that this process operates mainly
through education. Neither of the two studies, however, go
on to show what happens to this status after a person has
achieved it--under what circumstances it changes or does not
change, how it changes, or why it changes. Further, the
models generally compare women to men but they do not
include as a salient feature possible differences among
women of varying socio-demographic characteristics. I want
to address each of these deficiencies in some part in the
following analysis. More specifically, I want to
investigate the changes in occupational status over time for
a select group of women, while showing what impact, if any,
marital status has on such occupational mobility. 1In order
to do this, I will draw upon insights from dual labor market
theory, and use them as a predictive framework for women's
mobility.

Dual labor market theory contends that there are two

kinds of jobs: primary and secondary. Fundamental
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differences between the two exist, one of which is
differential chances for upward mobility. Because primary
jobs are characterized by highly developed internal labor
markets which have defined job progressions, they are likely
to offer a worker some chances for upward mobility.
Secondary jobs, by distinction, have relatively undeveloped
internal labor markets with no defined job progressions, and
are therefore less likely to present a worker with
opportunities for upward mobility. This analysis will use
this distinction to test the relationship between women's
marital status and their allocation to primary or secondary
jobs and their occupational mobility.

Women who are married generally are not breadwinners.
Their participation in the labor market is contingent upon
family needs, and they move in and out of the labor force to
adapt to these needs. Their participation in paid wage
labor may not be for long periods of time. This sporadic
employment pattern indicates that married women would be
expected to be allocated to secondary jobs, which are
characterized by high worker turnover rates. Location in
these secondary jobs would have severe consequences for
these married women in terms of upward mobility.

In contrast, women who are single are more likely to be
their own breadwinners. Their need for continual employment
is generally greater than it would be for married women.
Since their participation in the labor force is central to

their survival, single women would be expected to be in
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primary jobs, where job benefits and wages are higher than
in secondary jobs. Location in primary jobs would give
single women access to job progressions and internal labor
markets, and they would be upwardly mobile. If marital
status is not significant in predicting allocation to kind
of job, it is thought that kind of job will determine rates
of directionality of movement nonetheless. This is because
being in a primary job or a secondary job should have
significant consequences for mobility, as dual labor market
theory suggests.

The analysis which follows will thus test four
hypotheses in order to determine if there is any evidence to
support the claims made above. The four hypotheses are:

l. Single women are more likely than
married women to have had an initial
occupation in a primary job.

2. Single women are more likely than
married women to have had upward
mobility between first job and a
later job.

3. Women whose initial jobs are primary
are more likely to be upwardly mobile
than women whose initial jobs are
secondary.

4., After category (primary/secondary)
of first job has been controlled,
the differences in extent of upward

mobility between married women and
single women should disappear.

After a brief description of the research design and data

sets to be used, the four hypotheses will be tested.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA DESCRIPTIONS

This project will use two different data sources to
show what relationship, if any, a woman's marital status has
to her chances for intragenerational mobility. Two samples
are needed to accomplish this, as will become evident below.

We have already seen that, theoretically, chances for
mobility are important determinants of whether or not an
occupation can be labelled primary or secondary. The first
task in the analysis will thus be to rank a list of Census
occupation codes according to their mobility potential. To
do this, I will use the Occupational Changes in a
Generation-Replicate Master File (OCG-RMF) data set. It was
collected by the Census Bureau in 1962 and 1973, as
supplements to the 1962 and 1973 March Current Population
Surveys. The target population in 1962 was males from 20 to
64 years old in the civilian noninstitutionalized
population. The target population in 1973 was males from 20
to 65 years o0ld in the civilian noninstitutionalized
population. The latter study was a replication and an
extension of the 1962 OCG survey. Selected data items from

the two dates were merged to permit examination of changes
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in social mobility in the period between the early 1960s and
the 1970s. The data include education, occupation,
industry, and earnings for men and their wives; number of
siblings and paternal education, occupation, and industry
for men and their wives; and additional social background
and work history variables for men. The combined samples
include a total of 62651 respondents.

Using this data set, then, Census occupations will be
divided into five categories which are stratified by their
potential opportunity for mobility--high movement upward,
low movement upward, no movement, low movement downward, and
high movement downward. Those occupations in the first two
categories will be defined as "primary" jobs, and
occupations in the last three categories will be labelled as
"secondary" jobs. Potential mobility is calculated by
subtracting the Duncan socioeconomic index in 1962 from the
average Duncan socioeconomic index in 1973 for the 1962
occupants of each of the 297 Census occupation categories.
After this classification is obtained and each Census
occupation category has been designated as either primary or
secondary, I will use a sample of females to determine their
actual mobility over time.

It is important to point out the reason why the initial
sample used to designate occupations as either primary or
secondary in mobility potential is one that is all male and
not female. There are simply no samples available which

contain longitudinal information on women's labor force
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experience that covers as broad an age span and as long an
interval as this sample does. Using the Occupational
Changes in a Generation-Replicate Master File data will
allow estimations based on men's experience in all age
cohorts, and will give a more accurate picture of structural
opportunities for movement than a more limited sample
provides.

The second data set to be used will be that which was
collected by the Census Bureau for the Center for Human
Resource Research on women's labor market experience (the
Parnes data). The sample is a probability sample of
civilian, noninstitutionalized women in the United States
who were 30-44 years old in 1967. Data was obtained through
personal interviews. The survey was reconducted
periodically after 1967, and this analysis will use as its
follow-up time 1974. In each survey, detailed information
was gathered on labor force and employment status, and on
labor market experience and income, in order to analyze the
relationships over time between labor force experiences and
other social and economic characteristics. The total number
of women in this sample is 5083.

In order to look directly at marital status as an
independent variable, I have deleted from the Parnes sample
those respondents who were married more than once, and those
widowed, divorced, or separated. I have also deleted women
who did not work continuously between 1967 and 1974, and

women whose marital status changed from never married in
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1967 to married in 1974, Using women who worked
continuously between 1967 and 1974 should provide for a
better test of mobility, since length of time in the labor
force is thought to be critical to chances for mobility.
And the only time controls possible with this data set were
those between 1967 and 1974. Women who married for the
first time between 1967 and 1974 were eliminated because
their numbers were too small to be significant, and their
inclusion may have, in fact, confounded the impact of
marital status. I have also not included women of color in
this study because the factors of race and racism are ones
which complicate and compound an already complex issue. A
broader, more complete study of women's occupational
mobility would, of course, take all these variables into
consideration. The sub-sample I will deal with thus
consists of 1691 women who were married only once and whose
spouse was present in 1974, and 103 women who were never
married. Table 3 shows a complete sequential breakdown of
how and in what what quantity women were deleted from the
sample.

This analysis of women's data will involve two stages.
Primarily, I will determine whether or not marital status
has any relationship to a woman's location in either a
primary or a secondary occupation. I will look at this
distribution of women across types of occupations for first
occupation ever held after full-time schooling had stopped.

Looking at first occupation will be important since dual



41

labor market theory suggests that the occupation a person
initially enters will seriously affect later chances for
movement. And it should then be evident from the first
stage of this analysis whether or not a particular job

classification has some mobility ladder attached to it.

Table 3: WOMEN EXCLUDED FROM SAMPLE FOR CURRENT ANALYSIS

Number Excluded Reason for Exclusion

1627 Black women

311 Widowed, divorced, or separated
women

377 Women married more than once

956 Women not working in labor force
continuously between 1967 and
1974

18 Women for whom marital status

changed from never married in
1967 to married in 1974

3289 Total Women Eliminated
1794 Total Women Retained
5083 Total Sample

Secondly, I will examine movement in occupations from
first job to 1974 job, again analyzing what relation marital
status has to that change. That is, I will look at women
who were married only once in 1974 to see what proportion
moved up, what percentage made no move, and what proportion
moved down. I will repeat this process of women who never

married. I would expect that married women are more likely
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found in secondary occupations when they initially entered
the labor force and therefore would have downward or stable
mobility in 1974. By contrast, single women should be found
in higher proportions in primary occupations at the entry
level and thus should have higher rates of upward mobility
when compared to married women in 1974,

What then, is the impact of marital status on: 1)
women's location in primary or secondary occupations, and;
2) women's opportunities for mobility? The following

analysis should give some answers.



CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS

The first step in this analysis is to use the
Occupational Changes in a Generation-Replicate Master File
to arrive at five categories of occupations which are
stratified by their potentials for mobility. This is done
by subtracting socioeconomic index score (SEI) in 1962 from
SEI score in 1973 for the 1962 occupants of each Census
occupation. The five mobility categories were defined in
the following way: "high movement upward" occupations were
those whose average SEI difference from 1962 to 1973 was +15
points or greater; "low movement upward" showed an average
SEI difference of +5 to +14.9; "no movement" occupations had
an average SEI difference of +4.9 to -4.9; "low movement
downward," -5 to -14.9 average SEI difference; and, "high
movement downward," =15 or less average SEI difference. The
Appendix gives a complete listing of Census occupations
which fall into each of the above five categories. The
second stage of this research project will test the four
hypotheses listed above, using the data set on women aged
30-44 in 1967.

Hypothesis 1 predicts that single women are more likely

43
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than married women to have had an initial occupation in a
primary job. Table 4 provides a test for this assertion by
crosstabulating marital status with the mobility potential
of first occupation. Never married women are more likely
than married women to be located in an initial occupation
which has high upward mobility potential. Married women,
however, have a greater likelihood than never married women
of being in a low upward mobility potential occupation at
first job, and this difference is quite substantial. Never
married women are also more likely than married women to be
in secondary occupations with respect to mobility potential
when they enter the labor force. This pattern between
married women and single women, where married women are less
likely than single women to be in either extreme of mobility
potential, mirrors precisely the pattern observed by
McClendon between women and men. This may indicate that
McClendon's analysis is correct--married women can be more
selective than single women when choosing an occupation,
since they are not usually the main breadwinners in a
marital dyad. They may choose a job with slightly higher
status in terms of mobility potential. Single women, on the
other hand, may have to take a job with lower mobility
potential in order to support themselves. Single women are
also, however, represented in higher proportions in the
highly mobile upward category, which may point to their need
for continual steady employment and jobs that offer

opportunities for much upward mobility (McClendon, 1976).
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Hypothesis 1 is therefore only slightly substantiated
by the data. Single women are more likely than married
women to be in the most upwardly, potentially mobile jobs at
first occupation. It is also more likely that single women
will be found in higher proportions than married women in
all categories of secondary occupations--no movement jobs,
low moving downward jobs, and high moving downward jobs.
Over half of all married women are in first occupations
which have the potential of being moderately upwardly
mobile. Being married, then, may not be as debilitating as
was previously suggested, and being single may be more so,
at least in terms of locating in a potentially upwardly
mobile job. A truer test of this comes with an examination
of Hypothesis 2, which looks directly at actual movement.

Hypothesis 2 states that single women will be more
likely than married women to have had upward mobility
between first job and 1974 job. Table 5 crosstabulates
marital status with actual mobility between first occupation
and 1974 occupation to examine this hypothesis. Categories
for "actual mobility" were arrived at in the same way as
"mobility potential™ was gotten. For each woman, first job
SEI code was subtracted from 1974 occupation SEI code.
Ranges for actual mobility were then decided upon and
arranged in the same manner as was done above for "mobility
potential of first occupation,” the result being five
possible categories for movement.

Table 5 shows that Hypothesis 2, like Hypothesis 1, is
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only partially substantiated by the data. Single women are
more likely to have made a high move upward between first
occupation and 1974 occupation, while married women have
slightly higher proportions (0.3) in the low move upward
category. The largest proportion of both single and married
women did not move up or down between first job and 1974
occupation (45.1% and 43.2%, respectively), and married
women were much more likely than single women to have
experienced downward mobility, especially high downward
mobility, between first job and 1974 job.

Marital status does have an effect on occupational
mobility. Being single offers more opportunities for high
upward mobility than being married does. Being single also
seems to protect a woman from downward mobility, while being
married offers no such insulation. Single women and married
women are more likely to make no move than to move either up
or down,

Crosstabulating mobility potential of first occupation
with actual mobility, as Table 6 and 7 do, is another way of
examining occupational movement. These two tables provide a
test for Hypothesis 3, which states that women whose initial
jobs are primary are more likely to be upwardly mobile than
women whose initial jobs are secondary. The analyses show
that there is a systematic relationship between these two
variables in the direction predicted. Women whose initial
occupation had the potential of being highly mobile in an

upward direction were likely to have actually made such a
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move, Women whose initial jobs were low but upwardly mobile
in potential were more likely to make a high move up than a
low move up. Women whose initial jobs were no moving, and
low or high downwardly moving were less likely to experience
upward mobility. Mobility potential of first occupation,
irrespective of marital status, is a strong determinant of
actual mobility. Hypothesis 3 is substantiated by the data.

Tables 6 and 7 also provide a test for Hypothesis 3
while controlling for marital status. In general, and
somewhat irrespective of first occupation mobility
potential, single women were more likely to move up or make
no move down than married women. Again, being single
protects a woman from downward mobility and insures some
upward mobility, particularly when compared to women who are
married.

This discussion, however, should not ignore the fact
that a large percentage of women in all categories of first
occupation mobility potential did not move. The most likely
outcome for four of the five categories of initial
occupation is no move (less than five points in either
direction); and one should note that in the one deviant
category, the most likely movement is high downward. This
study has not been designed in a way that would explore why
this is so, but two possible explanations can be proposed.
Either women do not move because of direct discrimination
against women, or women are unable to move because the

structure of occupational opportunity is such that only a



52

small percentage of any group of people would move.
Ultimately, answers to this problem could be gotten by
comparing these women with a similar sample of men. Since
there is no comparative base for examining why this is so,
the pattern can only be recognized here and perhaps
investigated at some other time.

The final hypothesis to be tested here is a crucial
one, for it asserts that the differences in extent of upward
mobility between married women and single women shall
disappear after category of first job has been controlled.
This hypothesis tries to ascertain which variable--"marital
status” or "mobility potential of first occupation" (as
primary or secondary)--is more important in determining
actual mobility. If the former is more important, the
tables should each show a strong relationship in the
expected direction; if the latter is more important, the
tables should show no significant relationships. Tables 8
thru 12 show the relationship between marital status and
actual mobility between first job and 1974 occupation while
controlling for each category of potential mobility at first
occupation. The tables indicate that marital status is most
important for actual mobility in the mobility potential
occupations which are highly mobile upward. Looking at
Table 8, single women are much more likely to make an actual
move which is high and upward than married women, while
married women are more likely to move low and upward, to not

move, or to move downward, either high or low, than single
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women, Tables 9 and 10, which crosstabulate marital status
by actual mobility for first occupation mobility potentials
of "low move up" and "no move" respectively, show no
systematic relationship between marital status and actual
mobility.

Tables 11 and 12 again indicate some relationship
between marital status and actual mobility. Both tables are
controlling for initial occupations which are, in potential,
secondary and thus downwardly mobile, either low or high.

At both levels of potential, married women are more likely
than single women to actually move down between first
occupation and 1974 occupation. Hypothesis 4 must therefore
be rejected--the relationship between marital status and
actual mobility does not disappear when first occupation
mobility potential has been controlled.

Caution must be taken when looking at Tables 8 thru 12
because the cell sizes, particularly for single women, are
quite low. This makes concluding and generalizing about
Hypothesis 4 somewhat questionable: what meaningful
statement can be made about women's occupational mobility
when cell size equals 5 or less? Tables 13 and 14 rectify
this problem by collapsing Tables 8 and 9 into Table 13, and
Tables 10 thru 12 into Table 14. The result is a
crosstabulation of actual mobility from first occupation to
1974 occupation by marital status, and controlled for first
occupation mobility potential as either primary or

secondary.



59

T9A9T G00° 3I® 3JURDIITUDBTS aiaenbs 1Y)

$E°ET $9°0T $0° 1Y $0° €T $1°¢¢ Te3ogq
PTITI=N gfT=u 8TI=u LSh=u Sy T=u 9y c=u uuntop
%$0°¢S %9° ¢ %$6°8 $T1°¢C¢ $E° VT $T° TV pataaen
9G=u c=u g=u 81= 8= gZ=u I3A3N
$0°G6 $8°ET $L°0T $G° 1V $6°CT $T°1¢
8G0T=U 9y T=U ETIT=U 6elh= LET=U IXAA patiaen
Tea3olL umoqg umoq dn dn
Moy 9AOW UYDTH OSAOW MO 9AO| ON 9AOK MOT A0 YbTH SNLVLS TYLIYVYNW

wAIeWT1d, SI TVIINALOd ALITIEOW
NOILVdNDD0 IS¥IJd ISOHM NAWOM ISOHL ¥OJd ‘SNIVLS TVLIYVW A€
NOILVdNDD0 ¥L6T OL NOILVANDDO LSYIJ WO¥d ALITIEOW TVALOVY €T ®T]el



60

pa231odaaun sased 8T «

3uedIITubTs 3ou aaenbs TYD

$G9°6C $C°6 $E°LY $L°L $€°9 Te304L
¥C99=N S6T=uU T9=U gETE=U Tg=u cy=u uuntop
$6°9 $C°ST $L°8 %$6°09 $G°9 $L°8 paTaien
9% = L= y=u gz=u g=u y=u I3 A9N
$T° €6 $6°0¢€ $€°6 $€°9Y $8°L $C°9
919= 881T= LG= G8¢= 8¥= 8¢= patTaien
Te3ol umoqg umoq dn dn
Moy A0 UDTH SAOW MOT 9AO|l ON ©OSAO[ MOT 93A0K UYUbBTH SNILVLS TVLIYVYNW

wA1epUOD3S, SI TVIINALOd ALITIHOW
NOILVdNDD0 ILSYId ASOHM NIWOM FSOHL ¥OJ ‘SONLVLIS TYLIYVW Xd
NOILYdNDD0 ¥L6T OL NOILVANDDO LSYIJ WOYA ALITIIOW "IVALOY *§T °Tqel



61

Table 13 shows a significant relationship between
marital status and actual mobility. Single women whose
first occupation mobility potential was primary or upwardly
mobile were most likely to make a high move upward. Married
women whose first occupation mobility potential was primary
were most likely to make no move at all. Single women were
less likely than married women to make a downward move
between their first job and 1974 occupation in both
categories of downward mobility. Table 14, however, does
not show a strong relationship between actual mobility and
marital status. Single women whose first occupation
mobility potential was secondary or not mobile or downwardly
mobile were most likely to make no move. The same was true
for married women. The Table also indicates that there are
no notable percentage differences in upward mobility between
single and married women, although there is some distinction
which can be seen in the high downwardly mobile category.
Overall, though, no systematic relationship between the two
variables exists in the first occupation mobility category
of secondary.

This analysis provides further basis for the rejection
of Hypothesis 4--the relationship between marital status and
actual mobility does not totally disappear when the mobility
potential of first occupation is controlled. Marital status
has clear consequences for actual mobility in the
potentially mobile category of primary, but not as strongly

in the potentially mobile category of secondary. Being



62
single offers more opportunities for being highly mobile in
an upward direction, while it also insulates one from being
downwardly mobile to any extent. Being married offers less
opportunities for upward mobility in all categories of first
occupation mobility potential, and it also means
systematically higher proportions of downward movement than

single women experience,




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

This project began with a simple question--what is the
relationship between a woman's marital status and her
position in the labor force, particularly her chances for
occupational mobility. I have moved a great distance from
this initial framing of a question, and have found that the
answer is much more complex than I had originally thought.

The above investigation showed that being married had
clear liabilities for upward mobility for women, while being
single did not. Further, being single seemed to protect a
woman from downward mobility over time more than being
married would. The analysis indicates that McKee McClendon
did not go far enough in his research when he found that
married women had a 3.5 occupational status point advantage
over single women. McClendon did not measure the movement
of women, but rather drew his conclusions from a snapshot of
women's distribution in SEI categories at one point in time.
My analysis has shown that married women were more likely
than single women to be located in initial jobs which were
primary in mobility potential. Single women were more

likely than married women to be in initial jobs which were
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secondary in mobility potential. On this finding alone,
McClendon's conclusions seem verified by this analysis.

When actual movement was looked at, however, a quite
different phenomenon occurred. Single women were more
likely than married women to experience upward mobility, and
less likely to experience downward mobility when compared to
the same group. McClendon's assertion that married women
are more selective when choosing a job may be correct--the
data above do not contradict this. When mobility is taken
into account, however, married women are not chosen to move,
and this fact may add a twist to McClendon's model which
needs further exploration and explanation. Higher
occupational status may not earn married women any more
status. Single women are more likely to make upward moves,
even when they start in occupations which are not upwardly
mobile in potential, and their status seems to rise, in
terms of SEI categories, in spite of their occupational
origins (McClendon, 1976).

This analysis also tested the applicability of the dual
labor market perspective to women's experience in the labor
force. Dual labor market theory says that there are two
kinds of jobs: primary and secondary. Allocation to either
kind of job has consequences for occupational mobility.
Overall, the data bear this out. There is some systematic
relationship between kind of job at initial occupation
(mobility potential of first occupation) and subsequent

mobility. The relationship is not as clear or consistent,
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however, when marital status is taken into account because
marital status also had an effect on allocation to kind of
job and on occupational mobility. Marital status was found
above to have a systematic relationship to actual mobility
only when first occupation was primary in mobility
potential. One conclusion which might be drawn from these
two seemingly contradictory pieces of information is that
there is some piece of the puzzle which is missing. And if
dual labor market theory is right, we are still left with
the question: how do single women manage to achieve such
high actual mobility when they start out with such low
mobility potential?

This examination did not control for length of time
spent in the labor force, and this exclusion may muddle the
results., Perhaps single women start out slowly in the labor
force, because their rates across categories are not much
different than those of married women., They also have
higher rates of participation in potentially downward moving
jobs. But because they stay in the labor force for longer
periods of time, and their participation is perceived by
employers to be continuous, they earn moves upward in higher
rates than married women, Married women, by distinction,
start out in primary jobs but move down or make no moves
because their commitment to paid wage labor is intermittent
and contingent upon family needs. They may therefore suffer
severe consequences in terms of upward mobility. A next

step in this analysis would make adjustments to allow for
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this control of time spent in the labor force in order to
address the above raised questions. Length of time spent in
the labor force may turn out to be more important in
predicting mobility for women than women's allocation to
primary or secondary jobs.

There are three lines of research which might be
fruitfully pursued as a result of this study. First, any
future status attainment studies should probably include
more analyses of actual mobility, since the process of
attaining status may be quite different from its
consequences for mobility. Secondly, it might be more
enlightening to conceive of sectors of the economy as being
either primary or secondary, rather than occupational
categories. Since, as Robert Averitt (1968) suggests,
sectoral and occupational categories overlap only some of
the time, it might be useful to study women's allocation to
primary versus secondary sectors of the economy, and
consequences for occupational mobility as a result of this
sectoral allocation. Finally, I think it important to
question, on both theoretical and empirical grounds, the
validity of using a male derived standard of mobility to
measure women's mobility. Given the fact of occupational
segregation by sex, it is not unfair to assume that women
and men may operate within different mobility clusters.
What is upwardly mobile for men may not be upwardly mobile
for women. Without the constraints of data availability,

this research questions deserves some attention., All three
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of the above suggestions may help explain more fully the
nature of occupational opportunities for women in the labor

force.



APPENDIX



Table 15: CENSUS OCCUPATIONS WITH A HIGH DEGREE OF UPWARD

MOBILITY
Code Description
15 Athletes

73 Dieticians and nutritionists

175 Miscellaneous social scientists

251 Buyers and shippers, farm products

262 Managers and superindendents, building

313 Collectors, bill and account

324 Messengers and office boys

353 Telephone operators

383 Hucksters and peddlers

390 Newsboys

402 Blacksmiths

411 Carpenters

435 Heat treaters, annealers, and temperers

444 Inspectors, scalers, and graders, log and lumber

452 Job setters, metal

470 Mechanics and repairmen, air conditioning,
heating, and refrigeration

475 Mechanics and repairmen, railroad and car shop

490 Millers, grain, flour, feed, inc.

492 Molders, metal

501 Paperhangers

515 Shoemakers and repairers, except factory

524 Tailors and tailoresses

555 Members of the armed forces, and former members
of the armed forces

631 Assemblers

634 Blasters and powdermen

642 Chainmen, rodmen, and axmen, surveying

643 Checkers, examiners, and inspectors, manufacturing

651 Dressmakers and seamstresses, except factory

652 Dyers

654 Fruit, nut, and vegetable graders and packers,
except factory

673 Knitters, loopers, and toppers, textile

685 Mine operatives and laborers, n.e.c.

690 Motormen, mine, factory, logging camp, etc.

691 Motormen, street, subway, and elevated railway

692 Oilers and greasers, except auto

703 Sailors and deck hands

704 Sawyers

714 Taxicab drivers and chauffeurs

810 Attendants, hospital and other institutions

813 Attendants, recreation and amusement

815 Bartenders

820 Bootblacks

821 Boarding and lodging housekeepers

68
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Table 15 (cont'd.)

Code Description

823 Chambermaids and maids, except private household
824 Charwomen and cleaners

825 Cooks, except private household

830 Counter and fountain workers

831 Elevator operators

834 Janitors and sextons

835 Kitchen workers, n.e.c., except private household
840 Midwives

841 Porters

842 Practical nurses

851 Guards, watchmen, and doorkeepers

852 Marshalls and constables

860 Watchmen (crossing) and bridge tenders

874 Ushers, recreation and amusement

890 Service workers, expect private household, n.e.c.
901 Farm foremen

902 Farm laborers, wage workers

903 Farm laborers, unpaid family workers

905 Farm service workers, self-employed

960 Carpenters' helpers, except logging and mining
962 Fishermen and oystermen

963 Garage laborers, and car washers and greasers
964 Gardeners, except farm, and groundskeepers

965 Longshoremen and stevedores

970 Lumbermen, raftsmen, and woodchoppers

971 Teamsters

972 Truck drivers' helpers

973 Warehousemen, n.e.c.

985 Laborerg, n.e.c.
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Table 16: CENSUS OCCUPATIONS WITH A LOW DEGREE OF UPWARD

MOBILITY

Code Description

10 Actors and actresses
111 Librarians
130 Agricultural scientists

150 Nurses, professional

185 Technicians, medical and dental

200 Farmers (owners and tenants)

222 Farm managers
254 Floor men and floor managers, store
302 Attendants and assistants, library
305 Bank tellers
310 Bookkeepers
314 Dispatchers and starters, vehicle
320 File clerks
325 Office machine operators
333 Payroll and timekeeping clerks
340 Postal clerks
343 Shipping and receiving clerks
370 Clerical and kindred workers, n.e.c.
394 Salesmen and sales clerks, n.e.cC.
401 Bakers
403 Boilermakers
405 Brickmasons, stonemasons, and tile setters
410 Cabinetmakers
413 Cement and concrete finishers
415 Cranemen, derrickmen, and hoistmen
425 Excavating, grading, and machinery operators
431 Forgemen and hammermen
434 Glaziers
450 Inspectors, n.e.c.
451 Jewelers, watchmakers, goldsmiths, and silversmiths
460 Locomotive firemen
461 Loom fixers
465 Machinists
472 Mechanics and repairmen, automobile
473 Mechanics and repairmen, office machine
474 Mechanics and repairmen, radio and television
480 Mechanics and repairmen, n.e.c.
491 Millwrights
495 Painters, construction and maintenance
504 Piano and organ tuners and repairmen
505 Plasterers
510 Plumbers and pipe fitters
514 Roofers and slaters
520 Stationary engineers
521 Stone cutters and stone carvers

523 Structural metal workers
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Table 16 (cont'd.)

Code Description

525 Tinsmiths, coppersmiths, and sheet metal workers
535 Upholsterers

545 Craftsmen and kindred workers, n.e.c.

602 Apprentice bricklayers and masons

604 Apprentice electricians

610 Apprentice mechanics, except auto

614 Apprentices, metalworking trades, n.e.c.

615 Apprentices, printing trades

620 Apprentices, other specified trades

630 Asbestos and insulation workers

632 Attendants, auto service and parking

640 Brakemen, railroad

641 Bus drivers

650 Deliverymen and routemen

653 Filers, grinders, and polishers, metal

670 Furnacemen, smeltermen, and pourers

671 Graders and sorters, manufacturing

674 Laundry and dry cleaning operatives

675 Meat cutters, except slaughter and packing house
680 Milliners

693 Packers and wrappers, n.e.cC.

694 Painters, except construction and maintenance
695 Photographic process workers

710 Spinners, textile

712 Stationary firemen

715 Tire and tractor drivers

720 Weavers, textile

721 Welders and flame cutters

775 Operatives and kindred workers, n.e.c.

801 Baby sitters, private household

802 Housekeepers, private household

803 Laundresses, private household

804 Private household workers, n.e.c.

812 Attendants, professional and personal service
814 Barbers

832 Housekeepers and stewards, except private household
843 Hairdressers and cosmetologists

850 Firemen, fire protection

854 Sheriffs and bailiffs

875 Waiters and waitresses



72
Table 17: CENSUS OCUPATIONS WITH NO MOBILITY

Code Description

14 Artists and art teachers

20 Authors

21 Chemists

22 Chiropractors

23 Clergymen

31 Agricultural sciences professors and instructors
32 Biological sciences professors and instructors
34 Chemistry professors and instructors

35 Economics professors and instructors

40 Engineering professors and instructors

41 Geology and geophysics professors and instructors
42 Mathematics professors and instructors

43 Medical sciences professors and instructors
45 Physics professors and instructors

50 Psychology professors and instructors

51 Statistics professors and instructors

52 Natural sciences, n.e.c., professors and instructors
70 Dancers and dancing teachers

71 Dentists

72 Designers

74 Draftsmen

90 Metallurgical and metallurgists engineers
102 Farm and home management advisors

103 Foresters and conservationists

104 Funeral directors and enbalmers

105 Lawyers and judges

120 Musicians and music teachers

135 Mathematicians

140 Physicists
151 Nurses, student professional

152 Optometrists
153 Osteopaths
160 Pharmacists
161 Photographers
162 Physicians and surgeons

164 Radio operators

170 Religious workers
171 Social and welfare workers, except group
173 Psychologists

174 Statisticians and actuaries

181 Surveyors

182 Teachers, elementary schools

183 Teachers, secondary schools

190 Technicians, electrical and electronic

191 Technicians, other engineering and physical

sciences

193 Therapists and healers, n.e.c.
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Table 17 (cont'd.)

Code Description

194 Veterinarians

195 Professional, technical, and kindred workers,
n.e.c.

252 Conductors, railroad

260 Inspectors, public administration

265 Officers, pilots, pursers, and engineers, ship

275 Officials, lodge, society, union, etc.

290 Managers, officials, and proprietors, n.e.c.

303 Attendants, physician's and dentist's office

312 Cashiers

315 Express managers

321 Insurance adjusters, examiners, and investigators

323 Mail carriers

341 Receptionists

342 Secretaries

345 Stenographers

350 Stock clerks and storekeepers

351 Telegraph messengers

352 Telegraph operators

380 Advertising agents and salesmen

385 Insurance agents, brokers, underwriters

393 Real estate agents and brokers

395 Stock and bond salesmen

404 Bookbinders

414 Compositors and typesetters

420 Decorators and window dressers

421 Electricians

423 Electrotypers and stereotypers

424 Engravers, except photoengravers

430 Foremen, n.e.cC,

432 Furriers

453 Linemen and servicemen, telegraph, telephone,
and power

454 Locomotive engineers

471 Mechanics and repairmen, airplane

494 Opticians and lens grinders and polishers

502 Pattern and model makers, except paper

512 Pressmen and plate printers, printing

513 Rollers and roll hands, metal

530 Toolmakers and die makers and setters

605 Apprentice machinists and toolmakers

612 Apprentice plumbers and pipe fitters

621 Apprentices, trade not specified

701 Power station operators

705 Sewers and stitchers, manufacturing

713 Switchmen, railroad

853 Policemen and detectives
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Table 18: CENSUS OCCUPATIONS WITH A LOW DEGREE OF DOWNWARD

MOBILITY
Code Description
00 Accountants and auditors
12 Airplane pilots and navigators
13 Architects
30 College presidents and deans
53 Social sciences, n.e.c., professors and
instructors
60 Subject not specified, professors and
instructors
75 Editors and reporters
80 Aeronautical engineers
81 Chemical engineers
83 Electrical engineers
84 Industrial engineers
85 Mechanical engineers
92 Sales engineers
93 Engineers, n.e.c.
101 Entertainers, n.e.c.
131 Biological scientists
134 Geologists and geophysicists
154 Personnel and labor relations workers
163 Public relations men and publicity writers
165 Recreation and group workers
172 Economists
180 Sports instructors and officials
184 Teachers, n.e.cC.
192 Technicians, n.e.c.
250 Buyers and department heads, store
253 Credit men
270 Officials and administrators, n.e.c.,
public administration
280 Postmasters
285 Purchasing agents and buyers, n.e.c.
301 Agents, n.e.c.
354 Ticket, station, and express agents
382 Demonstrators
493 Motion picture projectionists
503 Photoengravers and lithographers
601 Apprentice auto mechanics
613 Apprentices, building trades
635 Boatmen, canalmen, and lock keepers
645 Conductors, bus and street railway

672 Heaters, metal
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Table 19: CENSUS OCCUPATIONS WITH A HIGH DEGREE OF DOWNWARD

MOBILITY
Code Description
54 Nonscientific subjects, professors and
instructors
82 Civil engineers
91 Mining engineers
145 Miscellaneous natural scientists
304 Baggagemen, transportation
360 Typists
381 Auctioneers

603 Apprentice carpenters
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