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ABSTRACT

As the number of women in the U.S. labor force has increased dramatically

over the last two decades, so has the significance of the issue of gender

diversity for negotiators. This note has two objectives. First, using data from

the Current Population Survey, it summarizes recent trends in sex segrega-

tion in managerial and professional occupations. Second, the note provides

easy-to-compute and intuitive statistics that can help negotiators develop

goals and track progress with respect to the extent of gender diversity in

managerial and professional occupations in their organizations.

The most dramatic change in the U.S. labor force over the last 30 years has

been the increase in the participation of women in paid employment. Currently,

women make up approximately 47 percent the labor force, while men represent

the remaining 53 percent [1]. A measure of progress regarding gender equity

in the workplace is the relative representation of men and women in managerial

and professional occupations. Indeed, such occupations are relatively desirable

in terms of compensation, decision-making authority, and prestige. As the repre-

sentation of women in managerial and professional occupations has increased

in importance for most organizations in the United States, so has the significance

of the issue of gender diversity for negotiators. Therefore, it is crucial for nego-

tiators to be informed of recent trends in sex segregation in managerial and pro-

fessional occupations.
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This note has two objectives. First, using occupational data from the Current

Population Survey, it summarizes trends in sex segregation in managerial

and professional occupations between 1993 and 2002. Second, it provides

easy-to-compute and intuitive statistics that can help negotiators develop goals

and evaluate progress regarding gender diversity in their organizations. The

remainder of the note is organized as follows. First, the data and methods used to

analyze sex segregation in managerial and professional occupations are described.

Then, the trends in the extent of gender diversity in such occupations are pre-

sented. Finally, implications for negotiators are discussed.

DATA AND METHODS

This analysis is based on the most detailed and current comparable data

available for managerial and professional occupations in the United States for

the period 1993-2002. The data came from the Current Population Survey

published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics [1]. It should be noted that the

data used in this note do not capture gender differences in terms of pay, grade,

and authority that may exist within a given managerial or professional occupation.

As a result, the analysis hides some sex segregation within managerial and

professional occupations. This is particularly true for managerial workers, since

the classification for managerial occupations used by the Bureau of Labor Statis-

tics is relatively wide. For example, the category “management-related occu-

pations” includes a variety of occupations, such as accountants; construction

inspectors; and personnel, training, and labor relations specialists.

Three indicators were used to investigate trends in sex segregation in mana-

gerial and professional occupations between 1993 and 2002: 1) an inequality

index, the index of dissimilarity, that summarizes the tendency for men and

women to be segregated into different jobs; 2) the proportion of women in an

occupation, and 3) the representation ratio of women in an occupation. Occupa-

ional sex segregation is generally measured using the index of dissimilarity

developed by Duncan and Duncan [2]. This index, denoted D, is defined as:

D = ½ | |
i

m wi i��

where mi is the percentage of men in the labor force employed in occupation i,

and wi is the percentage of women in the labor force employed in occupation i.

The index D can be interpreted as the percentage of women (or men) who would

have to change occupations to have the same occupational distribution as men

(or women). It can range from 0 to 100. If D = 0, men and women are evenly

distributed across occupations. Put differently, there is no sex segregation. Con-

versely, if D = 100, all occupations are completely segregated by sex. Since

the focus of this note is on managerial and professional occupations, the index of
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dissimilarity is computed only for these occupations and not for all the occupations

in the labor force.

Changes in the index D over time may result from changes in the sex com-

position of occupations and/or from changes in the structure of occupations [3].

For example, D can decrease even if occupational sex segregation remains the

same if, all else being equal, female-dominated occupations grow faster than

male-dominated occupations. As a result, to analyze the extent to which changes

in D are due to changes in the sex composition of managerial and professional

occupations (Sex) or changes in the structure of managerial and professional

occupations (Stru), the following decomposition technique developed by Blau

and Hendricks [4] is used.

Sex = ½ [�i(pi2Ti1/�ipi2Ti1) – (qi2Ti1/�iqi2Ti1) – �i(pi1Ti1/�ipi1Ti1) –

(qi1Ti1/�iqi1Ti1)]

Stru = ½ [�i(pi1Ti2/�ipi1Ti2) – (qi1Ti2/�iqi1Ti2) – �i(pi1Ti1/�ipi1Ti1) –

(qi1Ti1/�iqi1Ti1)]

where pit, is the proportion of women in occupation i in year t, qit is the proportion

of men in occupation i in year t, and Tit, is the total employment in occupation i

in year t. Since the components Sex and Stru do not add up to the actual observed

change in D, a residual term, denoted Res, is computed as follows:

Res = D – Sex – Stru

The residual term may be interpreted as a result of the interaction between

changes in the sex composition of jobs and changes in the occupational structure

over the period [4].

Although useful to gauge the overall level of sex segregation, the index of

dissimilarity, as any index number, is limited to fully capture the extent of sex

segregation in managerial and professional occupations. To complement the

index of dissimilarity, two other indicators of sex segregation are included in the

analysis: 1) the proportion of women in an occupation and 2) the representation

ratio of women in an occupation. The proportion of women in an occupation

measures the extent to which this occupation is feminized and masculinized.

It is defined as the number of women in an occupation divided by the total

number of workers in that occupation. The representation ratio of women in an

occupation describes the extent to which women are underrepresented (ratio < 1)

or overrepresented (ratio > 1 ) relative to women’s share in total employment. It

is defined as the percentage of women in an occupation divided by the percentage

of women in the whole labor force.

Both the proportion of women and the representation ratio of women can

be used to determine whether an occupation is gender-dominated or gender-

integrated. In the sex-segregation literature [5], it is typical to label an occupation

as gender-dominated if the proportion of men or the proportion of women in this
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occupation is greater than 80 percent, or if the representation ratio of men or

women is greater than 1.5. Concomitantly, an occupation is considered gender-

integrated if the proportion of women or that of men comprises between 20 percent

and 80 percent, or if the representation ratio ranges from 0.5 and 1.5. Although

related, the proportion of women and the representation ratio of women are

two different indicators. Unlike the former, the latter is a relative concept that

takes into account women’s share in total employment. Therefore, the represen-

tation ratio of women is a more accurate indicator than the proportion of women

to measure the feminization of occupations. However, since the proportion of

women is simpler to compute and easier to interpret than the representation ratio

of women, both indicators are included in the analysis.

RESULTS

Unexpectedly, the index of dissimilarity for managerial and professional occu-

pations increased by 4.9 points from 27.4 in 1993 to 32.3 in 2002, indicating an

overall increase in sex segregation in managerial and professional occupations.

Put differently, 32.3 percent of women (and men) would have to change occupa-

tions to have the same occupational distribution as men (or women) (see Table 1).

Table 2 decomposes the changes in D into three components: changes in the

sex composition of occupations (Sex), changes in the structure of occupations

(Structure) and a residual term (Residual). About 50 percent of the increase in sex

segregation in managerial and professional occupations is due to changes in the

sex composition of these occupations. Taken together, managerial and profes-

sional occupations became more feminized between 1993 and 2002. Changes in
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Table 2. Changes in Sex Segregation in Managerial and

Professional Occupations, 1993-2002

Actual change Sex Structure Residual

4.9

100%

2.4

49%

0.3

6.1%

2.2

44.9%

Table 1. Index of Sex Segregation (D) in Managerial and

Professional Occupations, 1993-2002

1993 2002 Percentage change

27.4 32.3 4.9



the structure of managerial and professional occupations represent only 6.1

percent of the total increase in sex segregation. In other words, the influx of

women into managerial and professional occupations explained only 6.1 percent

of the increase in D for such occupations.

At the most aggregate level, women are somewhat overrepresented in mana-

gerial and professional occupations, with a representation ratio of 1.08 in

2002. Women are slightly underrepresented in “executive, administrative, and

managerial” occupations, with a representation ratio of 0.98 in 2002. Using

the representation ratio, the occupation “managers, medicine and health” was

the only female-dominated occupation in 2002. The rest of the “executive,

administrative, and managerial” occupations were gender-integrated. In 2002, the

most-feminized occupations were respectively: 1) managers in medicine and

health, 2) personnel and labor relations managers, 3) administrators in education

and related fields. It should be noted that, although being the least-feminized

“executive, managerial, and administrative” occupations, “managers in market-

ing, advertising, and public relations” and “purchasing managers” experienced

a significant increase in feminization between 1993 and 2002. The proportion

of women in these two occupations increased, respectively, by 7.2 and 8.4 per-

centage points during that time period (see Table 3).

Overall, “executive, administrative, and managerial” occupations were more

gender-integrated than “professional specialties” in 2002. During that year,

women were overrepresented in “professional specialties,” with a representation

ratio of 1.17 while, as previously indicated, women were slightly underrepre-

sented in “executive, administrative, and managerial” occupations, with a repre-

sentation ratio of 0.98. Using the representation ratio, 17 professional occupa-

tions out of 41 were gender-dominated and 23 were gender-integrated in 2002.

The male-dominated occupations were, respectively: 1) mechanical engineers,

2) aerospace engineers, 3) electrical and electronic engineers, 4) civil engineers,

5) chemical engineers, 6) industrial engineers, and 7) dentists. It is noteworthy

that even if these occupations remained male-dominated, they experienced a

relatively significant increase in feminization.

Between 1993 and 2002, the proportion of women in the occupations:

1) “dentists”; 2) “chemical engineers”; 3) “electrical and electronic engineers”;

and 4) “mechanical engineers” increased by, respectively, 1) 8.9 percentage points

from 10.5 percent to 19.4 percent; 2) 6.5 percentage points from 10 percent to

16.5 percent; 3) 2.7 percentage points from 7.6 percent to 10.3 percent; and

4) 1.7 percentage points from 5.2 percent to 6.9 percent. Pharmacists experienced

the most striking increase in feminization. The proportion of women is this

occupation increased by 13.6 percentage points from 38.1 percent in 1993 to

51.7 percent in 2002.

Using the representation ratio, the female-dominated professional occupations

were in 2002, respectively: 1) teachers, prekindergarten, 2) speech therapists,

3) registered nurses, 4) dietitians, 5) teachers, special education; 6) teachers,
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elementary school, 7) librarians, archivists, and curators, 8) counselors, edu-

cational and vocational, 9) recreation workers, and 10) social workers. Unlike

male-dominated occupations that became more feminized, female-dominated

occupations experienced little or no increase in masculinization between 1993

and 2002.

IMPLICATIONS

This article has two important practical implications for negotiators. First, it

provides information regarding the extent to which managerial and professional

occupations in the United States are gender-integrated or gender-dominated.

Negotiators can use this information to set up goals and track progress with respect

to the gender makeup of managerial and professional occupations in their organi-

zations. Second, this article describes easy-to-understand statistical indicators to

investigate changes in the extent of sex segregation within occupations. Nego-

tiators can easily adapt such statistical indicators to analyze gender diversity in

their organizations or bargaining units.
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