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ABSTRACT

Employed h.1ack and white women have not enjoyed the sallie intercohort im­

p.t:ovements in occupational status as have men between 1962 and 1972. While

employed men of both races experienced net shifts into higher status white-

and blue-collar jobs, with noticeable redistribution into salaried professions

and managerial ranks and exits from self-employment in these occupation groups,

employed women have made more localized shifts from private household service

and into other services, clerical work, and the salaried professions. Marked

intercohort increases in white female labor force participation is duplicated

by younger but not older blacks. Relative to men of the same race, white fe~

males ,have gained employment in those occupations vacated'by men and solidified

their concentration in clerical jobs. Black females appear more able to compete

with black men for occupations, as sexual inequality is lower among blacks than

whites. tihile both racial and sexual inequalities have decreased between 1962

and 1972, sexual inequality is greater at each period and arises largely from

different mobility matrices which allocate substantial percentages of women from

every origin category to roles outside the regular labor force and to restricted

employment locations within it. Occupational inequality between the races is

lower among women than among men, although racial differences in intergeneration­

al mobility and n9t social origin handicap black women from gaining higher

status employment, while transferring larger proportions of white women out of

the regular labor force.



Despite substantial popular commentary on role differentiation and

uurd ()ooonomi.c i nequa1ities between the sexes in the United States, it is

only recently that empirical research has documented their extent and

details (Suter and Miller, 1973; Carter, 1972; DeJong et aL, i971, Tyree

. and Treas, 1974). This lacuna between speculation and fact arose from a

lack of reliable data for broad cross-sections of men and women in comparable

social circumstances (e.g. marital status, age, color), coupled with a

probable lack of interest in the socioeconomic plight of females. For

whatever reasons, far more is known about the process of social stratifica­

tion and the conditions of unequal opportunities for men than for women.

As part of the 1962 Occupational Changes in a Generation (OCG) Survey,

married male respondents reported on the occupations of their fathers-in-law•.

Together with reports of the present-spouses' current (last week) occupations

to the March CUrrent Population Survey (CPS), these OCG proxy reports on

paternal origins provide the bivariate data for a comparison of occupational

stratification (or occupational mobility) for the sexes. Given recent

analyses (Tyree and Treas, 1974) of these intergenerational data for the

1962 period, we inquire here about trends in the sexual patterns of mobility

in the decade 1962-1972.

To accomplish this exercise we employ the same techniques of indirect

standardization which we borrowed from Duncan (1965) and which we applied

to the analysis of male trends by age and by color (Hauser and Featherman,

1973, 1974b and Chapter 6 of this volume). In brief, we apply the March

1962 rates (i.e., matrices of outflow probabilities) for older cohorts of

men and women to the 1962 compositions (i.e., origin vectors, paternal
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occupation) of younger cOhorts to calculate the expected distribution of

current occupations for the younger cohort ten years later, March 1972.

By comparing the observed vectors of current occupation from the March

1972 CPS with those vectors expected on the null hypothesis (viz. no inter­

cohort change in age-specific mobility matrices, 1962-1972), we gain indirect

evidence about the presence or absence of age-specific shifts in mobility

patterns (in the absence of our new OCG data for 1973). These techniques

can be employed with color and/or sex controls, which we have done below.

Furthermore, we take advantage of our ability to decompose each age­

constant intercohort comparison (by color and/or sex) of observed occupa­

tion distributions into two components of net shift. The first component

indicates the shifts stemming from intercohort differences in paternal

occupation; a second reflects changes derivative from intercohort differ­

entials in intergenerational mobility (i.e. outflow probabilities from

paternal to current occupation). [Earlier work among men identified a

significant third component--mobility from first job to current job--which

comprised the largest source of total shifts between 1962 and 1972. Since

no first job was reported by or for the females covered in the OCG-CPS

overlap, we cannot speak to this component here.]

As with our prior analyses, the validity of this one rests upon

several assumptions: namely, that within the prime working ages, mortality

and net migration are random with respect to occupational mobility and that

the quality of data on current occupation and father's occupation does not

vary with age or time. In order to maintain coverage of the male and female

elements of the civilian noninstitutional population, we introduce "no
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occupation reported" and "unmarried" as categories in the origin vectors,

and "unemployed" and "not in the labor force" as classes in the destination

vectors. Hence each destination vector contains categories of occupation for

employed men and women, a combined category of experienced and inexperienced

unemployed, and a category for those neither at work nor looking for work.

Problems in reconciling the 1960- and 1970-basis U.S. Census classifications

of occupations are reported and resolved in earlier work (cf. Hauser and

Featherman, 1974b).

In the month of March, the CPS adds to its sample of the civilian

noninstitutional population those households containing members of the Armed

Forces living in families on military posts or off posts in civilian

quarters. For our analysis here we have eliminated all Armed Forces personnel

from the 1962 and 1972 data, leaving only elements of the civilian non­

institutional populations in those years. Table 1 reports the frequencies

of men and women by color and age, as given in the March 1972 CPS and as

expected from the projection of the 1962 (younger) cohorts into 1972. If

our assumptions (above) are valid, then the signed values in the third line

of each color-sex panel bespeak real intercohort changes in the size of

each subpopu1ation. Our methods of projection come closest to approximating

the non-black (hereafter, white) subpopulation of women, with a small net gain

in size over the decade for women aged 35-44 and small, increasing losses at

the two oldest ages. Differences as small as 2% may reflect sampling and

rounding errors, while larger positive values likely indicate gains between

1962 and 1972 in the civilian population at the expense of elements of a

cohort within the Armed Forces. Larger negative values probably denote the
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invalidity of ou~ assumption of randomness between mortality, ,a';Je, and time.•

'That the negative percent changes ref:Lect mO:t:'tality issuggestedhy la:t:'ger

(age-constant) values for men than for women., for blacks than for whites"

and 'for older ages within each se;x-color panel. Clearly, our results 'are

less secure for blacks than for whites and are least valid for theoldesit

age category.

[Table 1 about here]

Table 2 presents the age-constant 1962 and 1972 occupational c.Ustr:i hut-ions

for men and women by color •. As reported elsewhere (Hauser and Fl?atherman,

197'4 be and Chapter 6) there are four major net shifts, or intercohort :shifts,

for men of both races (althotighthe black shifts are somewhat ,attenuated).

First, we observe a, shift from self-employment to sala.ried status within

both of the highest white-colla:r classes. [We have arranged the occupation

categories in rank order based on Duncan's (1961) socioeconomic index;

no o:rder is implied, however, in the positioning of "unemployed" and "not

in the labor force. lI
] Whether these net shifts are connected, such that

entrepreneurs and self-employed.professionals become salaried managers and

professionals, respectively, we cannot say without our new 1973 data. We

can concede, however, that such shifts are consistent with declines in sel£­

employment and the growth in the consolidation ofb]Jsiness and professional

entex:prises over several deqades (Lebergott, 1968). Moreover, such trends

incorporate the second major shift in our male data, namely, the movement

out of farming.

[Tab:i.e 2 about 11,ere]

Third, the period 1962-1972 marks a net shift upward in the percentages

of white and black men holding higher (va. lower) status white-collar and
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blue-collar jobs. Fourth, among the oldest white men and, to a lesser

extent, among the oldest ·black men, there appears to be a recent shift out

of the labor force. Whether such changes signify the greater availability

of social security benefits or other means toward earlier retirement is not

clear from our data. However, the removal of larger percentages of young

black men from the 1972 labor force vis-a-vis the prior decade cannot foster

a sanguine interpretation, despite intercohort gains in status among the

employed. Finally, there is a minor shift toward greater employment among

blacks.

Among women, the intercohort shifts in Table 2 are more striking for

blacks than for whites. Black women of all ages have experienced substantial

declines in service work in private households, with concomitant gains in

other service occupations. [Again, the connectedness of these net shifts

are obscure here, although. the growth of enterprises offering contractual

maid and janitorial services to businesses and homes may provide such a

connection.] Second, black women have enlarged their share of non-secretarial/

stenographic jobs as clerks in recent years. Third, higher percentages of

black females now work as salaried professionals, especially at ages 35-44,

although we note no decrease in self-employment (except in proprietorships,

especially for the oldest women). Fourth, young black women in 1972 are more

liekly to be at work, despite the slight opposing tendency at the older

ages.

White women in 1972 undertake clerical employment (both categories) to

a greater extent than in 1962; this is the dominant shift at all ages among

the employed. Like blacks, white females are less likely to be in private

household service and somewhat more likely to be employed in other service,



although the~eshifts are less distinctive than among; blacks. Her.ei" tao".

we ohser,ve small ,increase$ in scl1aried prof,essiol;ls~ But the' mos,t: not::iceab-le

shift for;: white females is into the lahar force as employed, workers:,.

especiall.y at the youngest,ages.

We ,conclude from the'se intercohort shifts that female changes in occu­

pation are more localized than for males, probably a·ssociated with, the

longstanding allocation of women to- clerical. and service work and to pas!,..

tions outside the ordinary labor force. (,e. g'. housewifery)., Whi.le, there

is: evidence for a decline in private household servi.ce employment for bJi.acks~

these may be offset by gains in ather service, j\obs. certainly there is

no apparen;t, decline in the recrui.tment of women, especially whites:e to·

clerical work, although the gain in thi.s categpry for black females might

be: interpre:ted as a net upward. status shift (see below):. 'Fable 2 fore­

shadows comparisons which fallow: Namely, females have experienced quite

similar intercohort shifts over the decade, and they' are' more' alike in this,

regard than ar,e white men and women, on the one hand, o·r black men and women,­

on the, other. In addition, color differences' in female shifts reveal linger-­

ing historical patterns (by race) in labor force participation., ferti1ity

and marital status, and employment.

Net shifts as revealed in Table 2 are decomposed, into the two orthogonal,

components •. of intercohort change in Table 3. Without dwellfng on the' ilmpact,

of these components, we conclude for men (both white· and black) that inter­

cohort improvements, i 11 social origins, [e.g., the average SEI score .for fa.;ther"s

occupation has risen at each son's age over the period. 1962-1972: fHail~ser

and. Fea1=herman, 19'74all stimulate but modest alterations; (also" status: up­

grading} in the ooouI?ationai destinations of same-a5~'_ed, men in the' two per'i:oos.,
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Changes in component (1) for females (black and white) imply few systematic

shifts in women's current occupations. Component (2), intercohort changes in

age-specific mobility patterns, in all four sex-color subgroups marks the

occupation destinations more distinctly, with effects by race and sex as

described from Table 2. In summary of these components of net change be­

tween 1962-1972, Table 4 gives indexes of dissimilarity which underscore the

small impact of intercohort changes in occupational origin and the larger

bearing of changing intergenerational transition probabilities. If there

is a sexual pattern in the coefficients for component (1), it suggests that

older cohorts of women benefit from shifting occupational origins to a

greater degree than younger womenj among men, perhaps the reverse relation­

ship with age obtains, especially for whites. Component (2) clearly accounts

for substantial intercohort change in current occupation, and in some com­

parisons is equivalent to or larger than the total net intercohort differences.

In all subgroups the oldest cohorts experience the greatest inefficiency

in effecting the total intercohort changes (1962-1972), since the sums of

their components exceed these total changes.

[Tables 3 and 4 about here]

We obtain our first~irect comparison of, male-female trends by color

in Table 5 by Subtracting the female columns of Table 2 from the same-color,

same-age male columns. 'Hence, positive values represent excesses of male

vis-a-vis female percentages. For whites in both years, employed females

are disproportionately clustered in clerical and service work, and relative

to males they are less likely to be in the labor force. White men tend to

dominate the crafts and salaried managerial c~tegories.

[Table 5 about here]



a.~tw~~n 19,6~ ... J,,972 wllite w.omen h~ve enl~ged the.it: Q.QnQ~n;t:;~g;t:,i_Qn i.n QQ,t;;ll

~ypeS Q~ ole~ic~l wor~ and young women experienqe a mode~t inc~ea.s~ in

l;>eX'oen,tagE;ls E;lmp19yed in otheJ:.' SE;lxvicE;ls. Q\1tside tlu~setX'aq.i.:tional X'Q~_e$l

white fernalE;l$ have gained in E;lmplQy.ment. in ~ro~~ieto~ship$f ~s. mgnufa.qt~~i~9

oper.atives (among the two ¥Q:u.ngest c.Qhorts) and :Ln f~:pt).ing. l:'lhile whi:t.ei

women have increased their. <::.han<::.es. of being in the l~or ;forGe, relative to

m~n, tIley also sUffer. a greater vuln,e.rabiJ,ity t.o 1;lnemployme.nt. Vi;Si""q.;"",v:i,s

men ove:):: this period. On the ot.he.:r:: hand, wh:i.te men gain in pel:icent,ages

allocgted in:t;o salaxi,ed pQsitions as both profe.,ssionals, and mMag~r$ ('es,"'"

J;?ec:Lally @long the tWQ yq,lm.gest cohorts>.. 2\mQng whitel'!, therefore t ma:J:es

may 1:le "}?J:eferrE;ld wOJ;'~ers'l to females in that they hCl,ve shift.ed i:rrt:,Q· t.he

"grow,tb" oQQ.1;lpation§ (sala~ied, nigh stat:u.s wbite"'oollaX' cCl,te9,'oJ;:ies) t while

females either enlaX'ge their allocCl,tions to "t~aditionalu work as ole.~ks

c:nJ.d. se.~iGe eml?loyees or e'l:pe:r:ience ga:ins in those "d.eolin.e'! oooupat:i,ons

whioh. maleS are; aband.oning......fa:r:ming, manufacturing oI?et:~tives, and p:r;'Q....

priE;ltQ~ships. This interpretation (rather;' s.p~qu~ative in the aPsence of

oorropo:)::ating intraoohot't oomparisons.> of the X'elationsnip between white.:

men and women is oonsistent with th~t advanoed ea~liE;lr with respeot to white.

and black. men (Hauser aJ\d feathe:r:man, 1974p).

Within the plack SuPpopulatiQn., men dominate the other cra.fts and non'"

fCl,Pn 1aboX', relative. to women, in both yea.rs. :a1qqk f€;lllCl,les. clusteX' in

pt'ivate. household service, although in relat.ion t.o men t.hey enjoy a somewha.t

largeX' PeX'oentage employed as sCl,la:r;ie.d PX'ofessionalsi WomE;ln a.re less liekly

to be in t.hti3 labor fO:r;Oe t.han me.n. in both ye.ars.

::tXl tl'l,e years between 1962 and 1972., bl.aQ~ WQIlIti3n have i:n.oJ;;'ea.s..e,d tbeir

pel:iQent.ages ti3mployed in nOnfaxm labor (espec.ially among: t.he younges.t QQb,Q;!i"I;,),
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as nonmanufacturing operatives (among the oldest cohort), and they have

supplanted males in proportions working in non-secretarial/stenographic clerking

(mainly for the youngest cohort); they are recently more vulnerable to un­

employment vis-a-vis men. Yet in addition to these trends toward incursion

into occupational roles commonly held by black men (e.g. other clerical,

nonfarm labor), black females have consolidated their prominence in service

work outside private households. At the same time black males generally

strengthen their high percentages as craftsmen (other) and as operatives,

as which black men rather than women have typically gained employment, while

experiencing increases in percentages working in the "female" category of

private household work and in roles outside the regular labor force.

vJe venture the speculation, based on Tables 5 and 2, that job competition

between the sexes is somewhat more prevalent among blacks than among whites.

Age-cortstant intercohort changes in Table 5 portray an erosion of black female

employment, vis-a-vis black men, although this may have more to do with

increases in female (vs. male) percentages looking for work rather than with

displacements of employed women by men; we cannot tell from these data. In

the salaried profession, especially among older cohorts, black men are gaining

in an area where 'the percentages of employed black women have been larger

than for employed men; while the reverse pattern is observed for nonfarm labor

and the other clerical category (youngest cohort only). As black women re­

allocate percentages employed in private households and other services, the

percentages of black men engaged in private household service increase.

For whites we advanced the notion that men constitute "preferred" workers

over women, relative to the "growth" occupation categories. Among black men
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~dwom~n, Po similar but less~r pattern might be obse;r:ved. Black :men h.av:e

§·t~engthened tbeir percentages in high status blue"col;1.ar j.p'l;>s!e •.g.. .crtaft-s' I

pr"growth" 'categories and have eJtperienced .increases in salaried prof'es;s:ions",

Some "'decline" categories (e. g. nonfarm labor) show decre.ases amon9' ,ernplo.yed

men, but increases among women. Thus, subject to la:r:ger errors ·of inter""

pretation stemming f:r:om greater sampling errOrS in the black data, we find

a ·dual relationship between black male and fema.le roles: fi;l:'st, a slight

"preference" for men ,over women" and ,second., greater .colnp.etiet:i.on(:than for

whites) between the sexes for jobs to which blacks are recruited.

Additional evidence for the competition interpretation lies in the ,co'"

efficients ·of dissimilarity in Table 5. Generally,·blacks 4isplaymore

sexual equality (i.e. lower coefficients of dissimilarity) in role allocation

and exp,erience more ;recent iQtercohort<;:hanges towardequallty at each age

than 40 whites. For both races, sexual inequality has declined over the

q,ecade, at all ages. However, we do not want to miss the importance of the

magnitude of sexual inequality within both rac~s; pertinent coefUcients o.f

sexual. di~F;.im:i.1.arity range from 0.5 to 0.6. From Table 2 we compute the

~acial dissimilarity coefficients to range between 003 and 004 for men and

between 0.2 to 0.3 for women.

Of course, the major source of dissimilarity in se~ual patterns of role

allOcation is the differential probability of being in the relJUlar 1.abor

force. While larger percentages of women are at work or seeking employment

outside the home than in recent decades, and even though women constitute. ,a

:Largex.:- prop.ortion of the la}:;>Qr forcet.ban in the recent past (Sweet, 1973),

being ,OUt of the labor force typifies a central role-set for lar,ge minoritie.s
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or small majorities of black and white women in the economically active ages

of the last decade. Housewifery, mothering, and unpaid public service are

activities not included in the regular labor force, although undoubtedly

these roles constitute the occupations of large percentages of women, and

surely they still differentiate the life cycles of mature women of both

races from those of men.

We cannot fathom here the basis for this role differentiation--be it

social, biological, psychological, or whatever. Neither do we here speak

fully to the bearing of this differentiation. on sexual inequality of status

or on inequalities of socioeconomic opportunity. What little we can say

is found in Tables 6 through 8. Tables 6 and 7 imply that the intercohort,

age-specific shifts in the proportions of females vs. males allocated to

occupation roles in and out of the labor force cannot be attributed to

far.tor~ Rssociated directly with intercohort changes in the sex composition

of social origins [component (1)] in either race. (This is a somewhat

trivial observation, since no one would argue that sex and origin occupation

should be related systematically in either 1962 or 1972.) However, changes·

between 1962 and 1972 in sex differences involving origin statuses have

affected (modestly) the probabilities of men.vs. women being out of the labor

force at ages 45-64 for whites and 55-64 for blacks. This has occurred as

improvements in the socioeconomic or~gins of older white and black women

have encouraged them to withdraw from the labor force and as similar changes

or improvements in origins redistribute the oldest black men into the labor

force (cf. Table 3).

[Tables 6 and 7 about here]
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Aside from these rather minor sources of age-constant int~rcohort shifts

in sexual role differentiation, which stem from component (1), the more

major source of sexual shifts derives from intercohort changes in inter­

generational mobility [component (2)]. The most striking feature of component

(2) in Table 6 is the reallocation of same-aged black and white women into

the labor force of 1972 (vis-a-vis men), relative to the 1962 period; these

changes more than offset any counter effects arising from changes in com­

ponent (I) at all ages and in each race. Otherwise, the impact of altered

mobility matrices for females vs. males on the occupation distributions

of whites and blacks follows the discussion of the intercohort shifts by color

and age in Table 5.

We hasten to add this caveat. Although in both Table 4 and Table 7

we find that changes in mobility matrices comprise the larger component of

age-constant intercohort shifts over occupational roles, one should not

assume that the origin-to-current mobility relationships themselves have

changed, apart from changes in outflow probabilities in these matrices which

follow from "structural" (Le., the margins of mobility tables) shifts in

(1) the labor force of 1962 to that of 1972 and in (2) the origin statuses

of the 1962 and 1972 age cohorts (Hauser et al., 1974; also Chapter 11 of

this volume).

Table 8 underscores much of the analysis of male-female trends in mo­

bility contained in Tables 6 and 7. We collapse our data over race to compare.

men with women, and we apply the 1962 male mobility rates to the origin dis­

tributions of appropriately aged women. In doing so we inquire about the

hypothetical occupational consequences in 1972 of permitting cohorts of women
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to experience the outflow probabilities of men which obtained ten years

earlier.

At each age, the intercohort shifts in the social origins of women,

coupled with the male mobility patterns, would have entered massive per­

centages of women into the labor force; they would have reallocated employed

women into crafts, managerial posts, operative jobs and the professions

and~ of clerical, service, and retail sales. The substantial redistribu­

tional impact of the male matrices, relative to the force of changing female

origins, is apparent in the comparison of Table 3 [black and white female

component (1)] and Table 4 [coefficient of dissimilarity for black and

white female component (1)] with corresponding values in Table 8.

[Table 8 about here]

Hypothetical consequences on female roles in 1972 of changing male

mobility between 1962 and ·1972 [component (2)] would have stimulated, at

all ages, parallel redistributions of women as just discussed for component

(1); the coefficients or dissimilarity for the two components are nearly

identical as well. The results of this hypothetical exercise are clear.

If females had experienced the outflow relationships of men circa 1962,

their 1972 occupational roles (including the role-set encompassed by "out

of the labor force") would have more closely approximated those of men in the

same cohorts. In addition the ensuing hypothetical redistribution would

have yielded a far more equivalent sexual division of labor than has emerged

as a result either of the relative improvements for females (vs. males)

in social origins or (more importantly) of the actual relative shifts in

women's (vs. men's) intergenerational mobility (cf. Table 5). Therefore,
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of blacks in service work and the advantage of white women in clerking

and in roles outside the labor force. Coefficients of dissimilarity,

decline between 1962 and 1972 at all ages, and at each age the role

differentiation and socioeconomic inequality by race are less among women

than among men (compare Table 9 with Hauser and Featherman, 1974b:Table 5).

Between 1962 and 1972, black women enlarged the percentage working

in service outside private households (relative to whites), but they also

have increased their relative percentages in roles heretofore largely

dominated by white women--namely other clerical work and roles outside

the regular labor force. The major shift, however, has involved the sub­

stantial exit of black women of all ages from private household service,

increasing thereby the relative percentage of whites in this category.

The foregoing intercohort shifts of blacks and whites are decomposed

in Table 10 and summarized in Table 11 by coefficients of dissimilarity.

Changing racial patterns of the social origins of women account for quite

small proportions of total intercohort changes over the decade; this

reproduces the findings for men by race. Table 10 provides little insight

into the impact of these reallocations arising from component (1), as the

values are small and unsystematic. On the other hand, racial differences

in changing mobility matrices [component (2)] have had a considerable

bearing on intercohort shifts. For example, among the women aged 35-44,

blacks gain in the salaried professions, other clerical work, and other

service. In addition to this modest upgrading of the socioeconomic pro­

file of black employees (vis-a-vis whites) over the decade, black women 'of

all ages are more likely (relative to whites) to be occupied outside the
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1972 labor force tnan a decade earlier.. Again" this r,esult parallel's

that for men, although absence f:t'om the regu)l.ar lahar force may have

different significance within :the ordinary role-sets of women ,and those

of men. Forwhite women, changes in the racial ,occupation distri'bution

stenuning from component (;l)followthe pattern described .in~able9.

[Tables 10 and 11 about her,e]

Although the patterns are a bit irregular by age, we .find a ,modest

socioeconomic upgr.ading for employed black femal,esvis-a....vis whites" to­

gether with increasing relative percentag,esoutsi~ethe labor force" even

among the young. Int.ercohort shifts for employed black womeR, especially

the youngest ages" indicate their ability to compete .successfully for

jobs in those occupations which recruit women and which have expanded in

size over the decade (e.g. salaried professionals" ,clerical). Thi~s pattern"

albeit weak, is consistent with our assessment that the female labor f;or,ce

may be less sensitive to racial characteristics than the male labor fo:r:ee,.

We are loathe to advance a, firm interpretation of rising bl'ackwithdr.awal:s

from the labor force (relative to chang,ing white percentages between 1962

and 1972). tlJhether or not white women constitute "preferr,ed" workers for

lIfemalell jobs such that an increasing supply of white women for the labor

force displaces b,lack women we cannot say. However" the data on unemploy­

mentare not consistent with this interpr,etationi neither is the inter-

cohort increase in labor, force participation for young black. women. Inter­

pretations having to do wi.th"discouraged workers," evolution toward a

white female r,ole-set,and withdrawals contingent upon improvements in

empl.oyment opportunitie·s for black men remain as some unanalyzed pos,sibil±tie's.
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While racial differences in role allocation are fewer for women than

for men, despite modest intercohort advances on the socioeconomic dimension,

we might inquire about the hypothetical consequences of applying the 1962

white mobility matrices to black female origins. Table 12 displays the

occupational redistribution which would ensue, had such relationships

obtained; it can be compared to actual components in black intercohort

shifts in Table 3.

[Table 12 about here]

Both components (1) and (2) would have stimulated a massive 50cio-

economic upgrading of black females between 1962 and 1972, had they ex-

perienced the white 1962 mobility regime. Relative to actual intercohort

shifts, there would be large exits from service employment (especially in

private households) and substantial entrances into clerical work (especially

other clerical) and into salaried professions and managerial posts; ,at

the older ages, percentages in non-manufacturing operatives would increase.

Overall, these hypothetical reallocations would provide status upgrading

for black females within both the blue- and white-collar sectors in excess

of actual changes. White matrices would decrease percentages of unemployed

blacks, especially among the younger women, but they also would transfer

larger percentages out of the labor force.

Coefficients of dissimilarity in Table 12, when compared to corres-

ponding values in Table 3, emphasize that any intercohort reductions in

unequal role allocation by race among women are most modest when compared

to the reorganizations of black female occupation distributions which would

result from equal intergenerational opportunities for both races of women.

,--------._._----------- -_.__._-~----~---~--~ -'-- ----_.- -~---~--~-------------- --------- -
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In that sense, racial discrimination is a clear burden on both black sexes,

despite the unique manifestations of that discrimination within the ,different

sexual role-sets of black men and women.
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TABLE 1

Estimated Number (l,OOOs) of Men and Women in Selected Cohorts by
Color: U.S. Persons in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population,
March 1962 and March 1972

Age in 1972
Date 35-44 45-54 55-64

Non-black Men

March 1962 9,217 10,374 9,227
March 1972 9,710 10,170 8,121
Percent change,

1962-1972 +5.1 -2.0 -12.0

Non-black Women

March 1962 10,059 11,137 9,643
March 1972 10,303 10,964 9,106
Percent change,

1962:-1972 +2.4 -1.6 -5.6

Black Men

March 1962 968 1,030 881
March 1972 1,023 975 719
Percent change,

1962-1972 +5.4 -5.3 -18.4

Black Women

March 1962 1,241 1,230 981
March 1972 1,304 1,166 868
Percent change,

1962-1972 +4.8 -5.2 -11.5

Sources: March 1962. and 1972 Current Population Surveys and
Occupational Changes in a Generation survey (person
tapes).



'J.,'M~ g

1?~i:oen.1:;Cig~ D:f,ef;ri.ku.t;ion of F:mploy~g. Pe:pspns py Qqqupc:rt;;j,qn §'llQ N~t 9hqn.g?, lC?f5g~J,9,7¥, py
Age, $.e1P; anqeolgr: U.S. Pe;rSQi?$ in 1:b? civilian Npn:i.ru?t.i,tu.Mgl1?l :J?pPu.1at;:f,qJl, MCi:Poh 1,5162
ana l1i3re.h. 1£J'12 .

Oc::cup~ti.on

-~~-44-" --'4,!;i:"'54 .~-~~--~-.- ~55~64 .. -- ~

1962 'i972 Ch,~rig~ _ 1962" 1972 Change 196~I9i~'~~Ii~fliie

Non-black Men
~ . , -

9.~ p.7 2.S 8.7 +1.9 ~!4 ~~t;l 9.5 1.1
7.:10 3.4 --3.7 ~,.S :3.2 "'6,6 8.~ 3.7 -.5.:2 ~

"""'
4.0 4.e. o.a 3.3 4.3 1.0 2.4 3.12 0.8

D.~ 0..+ "'-0.2 Q.& O,l ".0.i g,:\. P.l 0.0
6.0 ,S.3 ..,Q.7 6.1 S.B "'o.~ g.1- 5.1 I).a

+.5 l.3 -0.2 ;t,7 :.I.. a g.l. A.I) ~.Q Q,~

~.9 ;3.~ 0.2 ~.7 J.~ Q.~ ~.g :2.7 Q!~

:p.~ JJI, 2 1.0 17.0 19.0 ~.O 1$.4 ;lA.~ i.:2

!3.~ e.2 O.Q 7.13 9.0 1,2 7.'7 7.q ..,0.+
13..;3 g.!!? "'1.7 '7,~ Q,g ""1.~ ii?Q 5.;!, ~Q!9

4.9 4.7 Q.7 ~.I) § .. 4 0.4 ~.6 l?4 Q.§
Q.O D.o P.o O.;\. 0.0 ""O.l a 2 D.l "'0.1~ .. ".

~~ofe~stg~~l, teqhnica1
~~ k~p4r~~ WQ~~~r5

$\=.lf""g!!1ployeQ
SqJ.,i;P;';j"e~

Managers, offi.gi~ls,

prqpr;j,gt:OI;"§
~gl€!:;r;;h@d.

Sg:I.~"'eml?J-oyeg.

l?~le5, other
Cler~c::q! ?;ng ~ingred.

SteQP~ ?nd. 8egret.grie§
Other

S~J-e$, retaLI.

Q;I;'af'!;§men
f'9!"eIDen
Otn,@!'

Operative:;;
01=,hl,;!r
Mf9~

SeJ;'v;i§e
Gther
Frivete hQ~§ehQld.

],.9
1;j,,;3

1.9
;1,.5.0

0.0
3.7

1.6 J,.,a
7.4 :l,Q~~

0.3
~.P

;1,.7
7.0

;L.8
7.2

(l,:!,.

0.2.



TABLE 2 continued

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Laborers, except farm 3.9 3.6 -0.3 4.0 3.9 -0.1 4.0 3.7 -0.3

Farmers, farm mgrs. 4.8 2.7 -2.1 6.3 3.5 -2.8 7.7 4.5 -3.2

Farm labor 1.2 0.8 -0.4 1.2 0.6 -0.6 1.5 1.1 -0.4

Unemployed 3.9 3.3 -0.6 4.3 2.9 -1.4 4.0 3.4 -0.6

Not in labor force 2.4 3.1 0.7 4.3 5.4 1.1 12.7 18.1 5.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number (1,000) 10,374 9,710 9,227 10,170 6,939 8,120

Non-black Women

Prof., tech., kindred
N

Self-employed 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.4 3.8 . 3.4 0.6 0.5 -0.1 N

Salaried 5.6 7.6 2.0 6.5 7.4 0.9 5.2 5.5 0.3

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 1.4 1.9 0.5 2.1 2.4 0.3 1.6 2.3 0.7
Self-employed 0.8 0.5 -0.3 1.7 0.8 -0.9 1.7 0.8 -0.9

Sales, Other 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.8 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.3

Clerical and kindred
Stenog and secretaries 4.5 6.2 1.7 4.0 6.2 2.2 2.3 3.8 1.5
Other 9.8 11.3 1.5 9.4 11.4 2.0 6.3 7.5 1.2

Sales, retail 2.9 2.8 -0.1 4.5 3.5 -1.0 3.0 3.0 0.0

Craftsmen
Foremen 0.2 0.4 0.2 . 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0
Other 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.1
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TABLE 2 continued

occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Clerical and kindred
Stenog and secretaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 5.9 6.3 0.4 4.7 6.6 1.9 1.1 4.2 3.1

Sales, retail 0.7 0.5 -0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.7

Craftsmen
For.emen 0.3 1.2 0.9 0.9 1.5 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.5
Other 10.3 12.8 2.5 7.6 11.0 3.4 6.6 10.0 3.4

Operatives
Other 11.9 14.9 3.0 7.4 13.6 6.2 9.1 7.5 -1.6
Mfg. 9.0 12.8 3.8 13.1 10.3 -2.8 8.3 8.3 0.0

Service
Other 9.7 11.4 1.7 13.6 12.9 -0.7 16.7 16.0 -0.7

N
+:-

Private household 0.2 0.0 -0.2 1.4 0.3 -1.1 0.5 0.0 -0.5

Laborers, except farm 21.3 12.1 -9.2 19.8 15.3 -4.5 16.9 14.6 -2.3

Farmers, farm mgr. 3.2 0.0 -3.2 3.7 0.5 -3.2 2.8 2.0 -0.8

Farm labor 3.7 2.1 -1.6 4.4 2.6 -1.8 4.6 2.8 -1.8

Unemployed 12.2 6.8 -5.4 10.3 4.0 -6.3 11.2 4.4 -6.8

Not in labor force 5.5 8.4 2.9 7.7 13.6 5.9 17.9 23.3 sA

Total 100.0 100.0· 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number (1,000) 1,030 1,023 881 975 627 719

Black Women

Prof., tech., kindred
Self-employed 0.3 0.1 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.4 -0.1

Salaried 4.5 7.6 3.1 4.1 5.1 1.0 2.1 3.0 0.9



TABLE 2 continued

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Managers, officials
proprietors

Salaried 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.3 0.5 1.3 O.~

Self-employed 0.5 0.4 -0.1 0.7 0.1 -0.6 1.3 0.0 -1.3

Sales, Other 0.3 0.1 -0.2 0.2 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3

Clerical and kindred
Stenog and secretaries 1.2 2.1 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.3 0.2 -0.1
Other 2.7 6.5 3.8 2.9 3.9 1.0 0 .. 8 3.3 2.5

Sales, retail 0.6 1.1 0.5 0.4 1.4 1.0 0.6 0.2 -0.4

Craftsmen
Foremen 0.2 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 -0.1

N
U1

Operatives
Other 5.8 6.7 0.9 3.9 6.0 2.1 1.5 2.1 0.6
Mfg. 2.9 2.3 -0.6 2.2 2.7 0.5 2.6 3.0 0.4

Service
Other 12.1 18.9 6.8 14.5 20.3 5.8 9.0 12.2 3.2
Private household 19.9 8.7 -11.2 23.5 12.9 -10.6 24.2 16.2 -8.0

Labor, except farm 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.5 0.3

Farmers, farm mgr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.0 -0.7

Farm labor 1.1 0.1 -1.0 1.0 0.3 -0.7 0.7 0.4 -0.3

Unemployed 5.3 4.9 -0.4 4.7 3.0 -1.7 1.8 1.9 0.1

Not in labor force 42.3 38.6 -3.7 40.7 41.0 0.3 53.1 55.0 1.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number (1,000) 1,230 1,304 908 1,166 691 868

Sources: March 1962 Current Population Survey and March 1962 and March 1972 Current Population
Surveys (person tapes).
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TABLE 3
a .

Change in Occupation Distribution byComponents of Intercohort
Age, Sex, and Color: U.S. Persons in the Civilian Noninstitutional
Population, March 1962 and March 1972

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Non-black Men
Prof. , tech. , and

kindred
Self-employed 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.3 -0.1 0.2
Salaried 0.6 3.1 0.2 3.3 0.2 . -0.1

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried -0.1 2.9 0.4 2.8 0.3 0.8
Self-employed -0.4 -3.4 0.0 -6.6 0.0 -5.2

Sales, other 0.0 0.8 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.7
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries 0.0 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1
Other 0.3 -1. 0 0.1 -0.4 0.1 -0.1

Sales, retail 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.5
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen -0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0
Other -0.6 1.6 0.1 1.9 0.2 1.3

Operatives
Other -0.1 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.1 -0.2
Mfg. -0.3 -1.4 -0.1 -1. 2 0.1 -0.6

Service
Other 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.8,
Private household 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1

Laborers, except farm 0.3 -0.6 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.3
Farmers, farm mgrs. -0.7 -1.4 -0.6 -2.2 -0.8 -2.4
Farm laborers 0.3 -0.7 -0.1 -0.5 -0.1 -0.3
Unemployed 0.0 -0.6 -0.2 -1. 2 -0.1 -0.5
Not in labor force 0.5 0.2 -0.3 1.4 -0.2 5.7

Non-black Women
Prof. , tech. , and

kindred
Self-employed 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0

,'"" Salaried 0.2 1.7 -0.6 1.5 -0.1 0.4
Managers, officials,

proprietors
Salaried 0.0 0.5 -0.1 0.4 -0.1 0.8
Self-employed 0.0 -0.3 -0.1 -0.8 -0.2 -0.7

Sales, other 0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.3 -0.1 0.4
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries 0.3 1.4 -0.3 2.5 -0.3 1.8
Other 0.2 1:.3 -0.4 2.4 -0.5 1.7
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TABLE 3 continued"':

occupation, 35-44 45-54 55-64
(1) (2) (1) (2) . (1) (2)

Sales, retai;L -0.1 0.0 0.0 -1.0 -0.1 0.1
Craftsmen ,and kindred.

Foremen -0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1

Operatives
Other -0.1 0.9 -0.3 0.9 -0.3 1.7
Mfg. 0.1 0.4 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.3

Service
other -0.1 2.4 -0.4 1.7 -0.7 2.3
Private household 0.0 -0.2 -0.3 -0.7 -0.5 -0.7

Laborers, except farm 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Farmers, farm mgrs. 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.2 -0.2
Farm laborers 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.7
Unemployed 0.0 0.5 -0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1
Not in labor force -0.4 -8.9 2.9 -7.9 3.0 -6.9

Black Men
Prof. , tech., and

kindred
Self-employed 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.6
Salaried 0.4 3.0 0.1 2.3 -0.1 2.1

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.2 -0.3
Self-employed -0.1 -0.1 0.0 -1.0 0.1 -0.2

Sales, other 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.3 0.0 0.2
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
Other 0.1 0.3 0.3 1.6 -0.1 3.3

Sales, retail 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen 0.0 0.9. -0.1 0.7 0.0 0.5
Other 0.5 2.0 -0.5 3.9 0.2 3.2

Operatives
Other 0.1 2.9 -0.1 6.3 0.8 -2.4
Mfg. -0.4 4.2 -0.3 -2.5 0.3 -0.3

Service
Other -0.2 1.9 0.7 -1.4 0.4 -1.1
Private household 0.0 -0.2 0.1 -1.2 -0.1 -0.4

Laborers, except farm -0.7 -8.5 -0.1 -4.4 -0.3 -2.1
Farmers, farm mgrs. -0.8 -2.4 -0.4 -2.8 -0.1 -0.7
Farm laborers -0.1 -1.5 -0.3 -1.5 -0.1 -1.7
Unemployed 0.6 -6.0 0.3 -6.6 0.1 -6.9
Not in labor force 0.3 2.6 0.3 5.6 -1. 3 6.7



28

TABLE 3 continued

occupation
35-44

(1) (2)
45-54

(1) (2)
55-64

(1) (2)

Black Women

3.3

0.0
0.0

0.9
0.9

0.0
0.9

1.0
-1. 4

0,,3

-0.1
2.7

-0.3

-7.0
0.4

-0.6
0.0
0.6

-1. 4

-0.1
0.0

0.0
0.0

-0.2
0.2
0.0

0.0
-0.2
-0.1

-0.3
-0.6

-0.1
...1.1
-0.1
-0.1
-0.3
-0.4

3.3

0.2
1.0

0.0
0.3
0.7

0.6
0.3

2.4
0.6

0.4
-0.6
-0.2

5.6
-9.6
0.5
0.1

-0.7
-1. 3
-0.2

0.0
0.7
0.3

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

-0.1
0.0
0.0

-0.3
-0.1

0.2
-1. a

0.0
0.0
0.0

-0.4
0.5

0.7
3.7
0.6

0.0
0.2

-0.2
3.0

0.5
-0.1
-0.2

0.6
-0.3

6.7
-11.4

0.6
0.0

-0.9
-0.1
-3.7

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.2
0.1

-0.1

-0.1
0.0

0.3
-0.3

0.1
0.2
0.0
O~O

-0.1
-0.3
0.0

Prof., tech., and
kindred

Self-employed
Salaried

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried
Self-employed

Sales, other
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries
Other

Sales, retail
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen
Other

Operatives
Other
Mfg.

Service
Other
Private household

Laborers, except farm
Farmers, farm mgrs.
Farm laborers
Unemployed
Not in labor force

aComponents are (1) net intercohort changes in occupational
origins, and (2) net intercohort changes in the transition from
father's occupation to current occupation.

Sources: March 1962 Occupational Changes in a Generation Survey
and the March 1962 and March 1972 Current Population
Surveys (person tapes).
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TABLE 4

Indexes of Dissimilarity Representing Components 6f Intercohort
Change in Occupat.ion Distributions by Age, Sex, an-d Color: u.S.
Persons in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population, March 1962
and March 1972
Component of
Intercohort Change

35-44

Non-black Men

45-54 55-64

Occupational origin

Transition f+om father's
occupation to current occupation

Sum of components

Total intercohort changes,
1962-1972

2.3

9.5

11.8

9.9

1.4

12.3

13.7

13.3

1.3

9.9

11.2

10.4

Non....b1ack Women

Occupational origin 0.8 3.0 3~1

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation 9.5 10.4 9.5

Sum of components 10.3 13.4 12.6

Total intercohort change,
1962-1972 9.9 8.0 7.3

Black Men

Occupational origin 2.3 1.8 2.0

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation 18.9 21.7 16.7

Sum of components 21.2 23.5 18.7

Total intercohort change,
1962-1972 20.0 21.7 15.3

Black Women

Occupational origin 1.0 1.9 3.6

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation 16.6 12.7 11.0

Sum of components 17.6 14.6 14.6

Total intercohort change,
1962-1972 17.3 13.8 11.0

Sources: Tables 2 and 3.
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TABLE 5

Percentage-Point Differences between Male and Female Occupation Distributions by Age and Color:
U.S. Persons in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population, March 1962 and March 1972

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Non-blacks
Professional, tech.,

and kindred workers
Self-employed 1.5 1.4 -0.1 1.2 -1.9 -3.1 1.1 1.3 0.2
Salaried 5.7 7.4 1.7 0.9 3.5 2.6 1.8 1.7 -0.1

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 8.5 10.8 2.3 6.6 9.5 2.9 6.8 7.2 0.4
Self-employed 6.3 2.9 -3.4 8.1 2.4 -5.7 7.2 2.9 -4.3

Sales, Other 3.6 4.3 0.7 2.7 3.5 0.8 2.1 2.6 0.5 VJ
0

Clerical and kindred
Stenog. and secretaries -4.2 -6.1 -1.9 -3.8 -6.1 -2.3 -2.2 -3.7 -1.5
Other -3.8 -6.0 -2.2 -3.3 -5.6 -2.3 -1.2 -2.4 -1.2

Sales, retail -1.4 -1.5 -0.1 -2.8 -1.7 1.1 -1.5 -1.0 0.5

Craftsmen
Foremen 2.8 2.8 0.0 3.4 3.6 0.2 2.4 2.5 0.1
Other 16.8 17.7 0.9 16.7 18.5 1.8 13.1 14.5 1.4

Operatives
Other 3.5 2.9 -0.6 1.8 2.4 0.6 4.1 2.6 -1.5
Mfg. 7.2 5.0 -2.2 6.5 "5.2 -1.3 4.1 3.9 -0.2

Service
Other -1.1 -2.7 -1.6 -1.6 -2.5 -0.9 0.1 -0.6 -0.7
Private household -0.9 -0.7 0.2 -1.9 -1.0 0.9 -2.7 -1.6 1.1



TABLE 5 continued

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Laborers, except farm 3.8 3.3 -0.5 3.7 3.6 -0.1 3.8 3.4 -0.4

Farmers, farm mgrs. 4.7 2.6 -2.1 6.0 3.3 -2.7 7.0 4.2 -2.8

Farm labor 0.3 0.1 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 -0.6 0.4 0.6 0.2

Unemployed 1.9 0.8 -1.1 2.3 0.7 -1.6 2.7 2.0 -0'.7

Not in labor force -55.0 -45.0 10.0 -46.7 -40.6 6.1 -49.2 -40.0 9.2

Index pf Dissimilarity 66.4 62.0 16.0 60.1 59.6 17.0 56.8 49.3 13.4

Blacks
, Professional, tech.,

and kindred workers w
!-'

Self-employed 0.1 0.9 0.8 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 0.3 -0.2 -0.5
Salaried - -2.0 -1. 7 0.3 -2.6 -1.2 1.4 -0.9 0.2 1.1

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 0.9 1.1 0.2 0.7 0.9 0.2 0.6 -0.3 -0.9
Self-employed 1.3 1.2 -0.1 1.5 1.1 -0.4 -0.2 1.0 1.2

Sales, Other 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1

Clerical and kindred
Stenog. and secretaries -1.2 -2.1 -0.9 -0.7 -0.3 0.4 -0.3 -0.2 0.1
Other 3.2 -0.2 -3.4 1.8 2.7 0.9 0.3 0.9 0.6

Sales, retail 0.1 -0.6 -0.7 -0.4 -1.1 -0.7 -0.6 0.5 1.1

Craftsmen
Foremen 0.1 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.7 0.5
Other 10.3 12.6 2.3 7.6 10.7 3.1 6.3 9.8 3.5



TABLE 5

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change

Operatives
Other 6.1 8.2 2.1 3.5 7.6 4.1 7.6 5.4 -2.2
Mfg. 6.1 10.5 4.4 10.9 7.6 -3.3 5.7 5.3 -0.4

Service
Other -2.4 -7.5 -5.1 -0.9 -7.4 -6.5 7.7 3.8 -3.9
Private household -19.7 -8.7 11.0 -22.1 -12.6 9.5 -23.7 -16.2 7.5

Laborers, except farm 21.2 11.4 -9.8 19.8 14.8 -5.0 16.7 14.1 -2.6

Farmers, farm mgr. 3.2 0.0 -3.2 3.5 0.2 -3.3 2.1 2.0 -0.1

Farm labor 2.6 2.0 -0.6 3.4 2.3 -1.1 3.9 2.4 -1.5

Unemployed 6.9 1.9 -5.0 5.6 1.0 -4.6 9.4 2.5 -6.9

Not in labor force
w

-36.8 -30.2 6.6 -33.0 -27.4 5.6 -35.2 -31. 7 3.5 ~

Index of Dissimilarity 62.1 51.0 28.9 59.7 50.1 25.1 60.9 48.7 19.1

Source: Table 2.
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TABLE 6

Percentage-Point Differences between M~le and Female Componentsa

of Intercohort Change in Occupation Distributions by Age and Color:
U.S. Persons in the C~vi1ian Noninstitutional Population, March
1962 and March 1972

Occupation
35-44 45-54 55-64

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Non-blacks
Prof. , tech., and

kindred
Self-employed 0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.2
Salaried 0.4 1.4 0.8 1.8 0.3 -0.5

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried -0.1 2.4 0.5 2.4 0.4 0.0
Self-employed -0.4 -3.1 0.1 -5.8 0.2 -4.5

Sales, other -0.1 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.3
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries -0.3 -1.6 0.3 -2.6 0.3 -1.9
Other 0.1 -2.3 0.5 -2.8 0.6 -1.8

Sales, retail 0.1 -0.2 0.0 1.1 0.1 0.4
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0
Other -0.6 1.5 0.1 1.7 0.2 1.2

Operatives
Other 0.0 -0.8 0.4 0.2 0.4 -1.9
Mfg. -0.4 1.5 0.0 -1.3 0.2 -0.3

Service
Other 0.3 -1.9 0.4 -1. 3 0.7 -1.5
Private household 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.6

Laborers, except farm 0.3 -0.8 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.4
Farmers, farm mgrs. -0.7 -1.5 0.5 -2.2 -0.6 -2.2
Farm laborers 0.3 -0.6 0.0 -0.6 -0.2 0.4
Unemployed 0.0 -1.1 -0.1 -1.5 -0.1 -0.6
Not in labor force 0.9 9.1 -3.2 9.3 -3.2 12.6

Blacks
Prof. , tech. , and

kindred
Self-employed 0.0 0.8 0.0 -0.1 0.1 -0.6
Salaried 0.3 0.0 0.1 1.3 -0.1 1.2

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 -1. 3
Self-employed -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.4 -0.1 1.2

Sales, other 0.0 0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries -0.2 -0.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1
Other 0.0 -3.4 -0.4 1.3 0.1 0.6



34

TABLE 6 continued

occupation
35-44

(1) (2)
45-54

(1) (2)
55-64

(l) (2)

Sales, retail
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen
Other

Operatives
Other
Mfg.

Service
Other
Private household

Laborers, except farm
Farmers, farm mgrs.
Farm laborers
Unemployed
Not in labor force

0.1

2.0
0.5

-0.2
-0.1

-0.3
-0.2
-0.7
-0.8

0.0
0.9
0.3

-0.8

0.9
1.8

2.3
4.5

-4.8
11.3
-9.1
-2.4
-0.6'
-5.9
6.3

-0.3

-0.1
-0.5

0.2
-0.2

0.5
1.1

-0.1
-0.4
-0.3

0.7
-0.2

-0.4

0.1
3.6

3.9
-3.1

-7.0
8.4

-4.9
-2.9
-0.8
-5.3
5.8

0.1

0.0
0.2

1.1
0.9

0.5
1.0

-0.2
0.0
0.2
0.5

-4.6

1.0

0.5
3.2

-3.3
-1.2

-4.4
6.6

-1.5
-0.1
-1.7
-T.5
8.1

aComponents are (1) net intercohort changes in occupational origins
of men and women; (2) net intercohort changes in transitions of
men and women from their respective paternal occupation origins
to their own respective current occupations.

Source: Table 3.
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TABLE 7
,

Sums of Positive Percentage-point Differences between Male and
Female Components of Change in Occupation Distributions by Age
and Color: U.S. Persons in the Civilian Noninstitutional Pop­
ulation, March 1962 and March 1972
Component of
Intercohort Change

Non-blacks

Occupational origin

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation

Sum of components

Total intercohort changes,
1962-1972

Blacks

Occupational origin

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation

Sum of components

Total intercohort change,
1962-1972

Sources: Tables 5 and 6.

35-44

2.6

15.5

18.1

16.2

2.4

28.1

33.1

28.8

45-54

3.4

18.1

21. 5

17.0

2.7

24.9

27.6

25.1

55-64

4.1

15.6

19.7

13.4

5.1

22.5

27.6

19.1
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TABLE 8
'1.,' Hypothetical Componentsa of Change, 1962-1972 in the Female

Occupation Distribution by Age, Based on Transition Matrices
of Males in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population in March 1962

occupation 35-44 45-54 55-64
(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

64.6 60.7

2.5 -2.3
15.7 -15.6

-4.7
-7.0

3.0
2.9

-5.9
-4.6
-1.3
-3.3
54.3

65.9

1.1 -1.2
5.3 -5.0

7.0 -6.3
4.8 -5.6
3.2 -2.8

-1.8 3.2
0.0 1.2

-1.4 1.3

2.3 -2.3
15.6 -15.5

6.1
6.7

-1.1
-4.7
6.0
4.2
0.8
3.5

-57.6

66.6

-3.1
-6.9

4.3
2.2

-5.4
-4.2
-0.8
-2.6
42.6

60.9

6.9 -6.6
4.9 -5.8
3.0 -2.7

1.4 -1.4
4.1 -3.2

-3.4 5.3
-2.8 4.7
-2.7 1.9

2.4 -2.3
16.1 -15.9

3.8
7.1

-2.6
-4.0
5.5
4.1
0.7
2.6

-47.1

62.6

5.4
4.7
1.1

-1.4
-3.2

-7.4
-6.0
-3.2

-3.1
-6.5

3.9
1.6

-5.4
-3.8
-0.8
-2.0
43.9

1.5
5.3

8.0
5.8
3.3

3.7
6.9

-1.1
-2.8
5.6
3.8
0.6
2.5

-52.8

Prof., tech., and
kindred

Self-employed
Salaried

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried
Self-employed

Sales, other
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries-3.9
other -3.0

Sales, retail -1.1
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen
Other

Operatives
Other
Mfg.

Service
Other
Private household

Laborers, except farm
Farmers, farm mgrs.
Farm laborers
Unemployed
Not in labor force

Index of dissimilarity

a
Components are (1) changes in occupation origin; (2) changes in
the transition from father's occupation to current occupation.

Sources: March 1962 Occupational Changes in a Generation survey
and March 1972 Current Population Survey (person tape).



TABLE 9

Percen'tage-Poin't Differences bet:ween 'the Black and Non-black Occupa'tion Distribu'tions by Age:
U. S. Women in 'the Civilian Nonins'ti'tu'tiona1 Popu1a t;i on, March 1962 and March 1972

occupation 35-44 45-54 55-64
1962 1972 Change 1962 1972 Change_].962_ 1972 Ch,aQ<1e ~

31.4 23.4 26.4 22.2

Professional, technical
and kindred

Self~em:l?loyed

Salaried
Managers, officials,

and proprietors
Salaried
Self-employed

Sales, Other
Clerical and kind~ed

stenog. and secretaries
Other

Sales, retail
Craftsmen and foremen

Foremen
Other

Operatives
Other
Mfg.

Services
Other
Private household

Laborers, exc~pt farm
Farmers and farm mgrs.
Farm laborers
Unemployed
Not in labor force

Index of Dissimilarity

Source: Table 2.

0.1
1.1

1.1
0.3
0.1

3.3
7.1
2.3

0.0
0.4

-0.1
-1.8

-7.0
-19.0

0.0
0.1

-0.2
-3.3
15.1

0.4
0.0

1.1
0.1
0.4

4.1
4.8
1.7

0.3
0.3

-0.4
-0.7

-11.5
-8.0
-0.4

0.1
0.6

-2.4
9.5

0.3
-1.1

0.0
-0.2

0.3

0.8
.;..2.3
-0.6

0.3
-0.1

-0.3
1.1

-4.5
11.0
-0.4
0.0
0.8
0.9

-5.6

15.1

0.4 3.6
2.4 2.3

1.6 1.6
1.0 0.7
0.4 0.8

3.3 5.5
6.5 7.5
4.1 2.1

0.3 -0.3
0.3 0.2

2.1 0.6
-0.9 -1.4

-7.9 -12.4
-21.5 .... i1.9

0.3 -0.2
0.1 -0.1

-0.2 0.5
-2.7 -0.8
10.3 5.0

33.2 27.1

3.2
-0.1

0.0
-0.3
0.4

2.2
-1.0
-2.0

-0.6
-0.1

-1.5
-0.5

-4.5
9.6

-0.5
-0.2
0.7
1.9

-5.3

15.6

0.1
3.1

1.1
0.4
0.3

2.0
5.5
2.4

0.2
0.0

2.1
-1.1

-3.5
-21.3

0.0
0.0
0.4

-0.5
8.8

0.1
2.5

1.0
0.8
0.3

3.6
4.2
2.8

0.2
0.2

2.9
-1.8

-5.2
-14.5
-0.2

0.3
0.1

-0.5
3.1

0.0
-0.6

-0.1
0.4
0.0

1.6
-1.3

0.4

0.0
0.2

0.8
-0.7

-1. 7
6.8

-0.2
0.3

-0.3
0.0

-5.7

10.6

w
......
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TABLE 10

percentage-Point Differences between Black and Non-black. ComponentsF
of Intercohort Change in Occupation Distributions by Age: U. S.
Women in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population, March 1962
and March 1972

occupation
35-44

(1) (2)
45-54

(1) (2)
55-64

(1) (2)

0.0' -1.5
0.0 -0.5

-0.6 -3.9
0.7 8.9
0.0 -0.5

-0.1 -0.1
-0.1 0.8

0.3 1.6
2.4 -7.7

Prof., tech., and
kindred

Self-employed
Salaried

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Sal.aried
Self-employed

Sales, other
Clerical and kindred

Stenog and secretaries
Other

Sales, retail
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen
Other

Operatives
Other
Mfg.

Service
Other
Private household

Laborers, except ~arm

Farmers, farm mgrs.
Farm laborers
Unemployed
Not in labor force

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.0
0.1

0.1
0.1
0.0

0.0
0.0

-0.4
0.4

0.0
-0.2
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.3

-0.4

0.4
-1.3

0.0
-0.2
0.2

0.7
-2.4
-0.6

0.2
-0.1

0.3
0.7

-4.3
11.2
-0.4
0.1
0.8
0.6

-5.2

0.0
-0.6

0.0
-0.1
-0.1

-0.3
-1.1
-0.3

0.0
0.0

-0.2
0.5

0.0
-0.2
0.5

2.5
2.1

-1. 7

-0.6
-0.1

0.0
-0.1

0.1
-0.4
-0.1

-0.3
...0.3
O~O

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.5

-0.6
0.6

-0.1
-0.1
0.4
0.4

-0.3

0.0
-a,s

-0.2
0.7
0.1

1.9
-1.0
0.4

0.0
0.1

0.8
-1.2

-1.0
6.3

-0.3
0.4

-0.7
-0.5
-5.5

aComponents are net intercohort changes in occupational origins
of blacks and non-blacks; (2) net intercohort changes in transi­
tions of blacks and non-blacks from their respective pate~na1

origins to their own respective current occupations.

Source: Table 3.

------- ----_._._----
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TABLE 11

Sums of Positive Percentage-Point Differences between Black and
Non-black Compo17ents of Change in Occupation Distributions by
Age: U.S. Women in the Civilian Noninstitutional Population,
March 1962 and March 1972
Components of
Intercohort Change

':.""','," 35'-44 45-54 55-64

Occupational origin 1.2 3.3 2.3

Transition from father's
occupation to current occupation 15.2 17.0 10.7

Sum of components 16.4 20.3 13.0

Total intercohort change,
1962-1972 15.1 15.6 10.6

Sources: Tables 9 and 10.
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TABLE 12

Hypothetical co~ponentsa of Change, .1'962-1:972, in. the Blacl(. and
Nan-black Femalie.Qccupation Distributions by· Age, Based, on
Transition Matr~ces' of Non'-black Women in. the Civilian Non­
insti tutional population: i.n March 1962

occupation
.. 35-44

CI;) (2)
45-54 .

(1) (2)
55-64,

(1) (2)

Prof,. , tech., at:ld
kindred

Self-ernp+oyed' 0.1 -0.3 0 •.4- -0.2 -O.t 0 •. 0
Salaried 1..9 -1.2 2.4 -1.4 4.7 -3.·8

Managers, officials,
proprietors

Salaried 1.4 -0.9' 1.2 -0.9 1.3 -0..5
Self-employ-ed 0.6 -0.7 0 .. 4 -La -0.1 -1.1

Sales, other 0.3 -0.5 O.A ':"0 •. 6 0.6 -0.3,
Clerical and kindred

stenog and secretaries 4.9 -4.0' :5.3 -5.3 5.9 -6.0
Other 8.8 -5.0 8.1' -7.7 n .. l -8.6

Sales, retail 2.3 -1.8 2.,5 -,1..5 2.4 -2.8.
Craftsmen and kindred

Foremen 0.1 -0.2 0 ..3 0.3 0.3 -0.3.
Other 0.5 -0. 3 0.5 -0.2 0.. 3. -0.3

Operatives
Other 1.3 -0.4 3.1 -1.1 5 ..8 -5 •. 2
Bfg. -1.,3 0.7 -0.6 1..1 -1.,0' 1.4

Service
Other -6.0 12.8 -8.4 14.2 -2:.B 6 •. 0
Private h(jul?ehold -18 .. 4 7.2 ,..22.1 lL4 -22.7 14 •. 7

Laborers,. except farm 0.,0 0.6 0.1, 0.4 -0.1 0.,3'
Farmers" farm mgrs. 0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.1 -0.,4 -0.,3
Farm labore.rs -0.2 -0.8 -0.1 -0 •. 6 0.3 -0.6,
Unemployed -2.4 2.0 .. l.,8 0 .. 0 1.2 -1.1
Not in labor .f,orce 5.9 -10.2. 7.3 -7.0 .,.6 •. 8 8.7

Index. of dissimilarit)fe 28.4, 25 •. 4 32.6 27.5 .33.9 31 •.1

aComponents are (l); changes in occupational on.gIn; (2) changes'
in the trans,ition from fa.ther' s occupation to' current occup.ation..

Sources': March i.962 Occupational Changes' in. a. Generation survey
and March 1972 Current Population, Survey (person tape) .
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