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                 1:15-2:15 
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            Website: http://www.ctools.umich.edu 

 

CONTENT:  This course is in 2 parts.  In Section 1 (Topics I to X), we review and outline the 

major arguments and evidence about women’s work in the feminist theory, economics, 

sociological, psychology, and policy literatures. We pay particular attention to the following set 

of questions.  How do men and women allocate time between the family and the household? 

What are possible explanations for male/female differences in employment, occupation choice, 

and earnings? How much has gender-based labor market inequality declined over time?  How 

well do we understand the causes of gender-based labor market inequality?  Has the progress 

against gender-based inequality stalled in recent years?  Did male/female differences in pay and 

prestige within formerly “male” professions such as law, college teaching, finance, and medicine 

drop as women increasingly entered these professions?  Did women reach parity with men as 

formerly “male” professions were integrated? Did “male” professions become more family-

friendly?  

 

In Section 2 (Topic XI) students will give short in-class presentations using concepts learned in 

class to analyze a relative’s work history. 

 

 

Organization and Requirements 

 

No laptops permitted in class. 

 

All required readings are marked with an “*”.  All other readings are recommended. 

 

Section 1:  (10 class meetings, Topics II to X, September 15 to November 17).  Each student is 

required to write eight 2-5 page papers that review and evaluate an assigned week’s readings and 

comment on the implications of these readings for employment policies.  One of these papers 

must review and assess the human capital model. One paper must review and assess The Second 

Shift and one paper must review and assess Competing Devotions. These papers are due 

September 22, November 2, and November 9.  Papers need not cover all assigned readings.  

Papers are due on the day readings are assigned. If you wish to do two separate papers on a 

Topic’s readings, this is allowed. The second paper can be turned in one week later than the first 

paper. In the first 10 class meetings, 1, 2, or 3 students will be chosen to outline and critique the 

readings for the next week’s class.  These students will distribute copies of their paper to the 

class.  Presentations should last only 10 minutes.  Other students should be prepared to amplify 

and critique these presentations. 

 

Section 2: (4 class meetings, Topic XI, November 24, December 1, December 8, and December 

15).  Each student will prepare and submit a work history tree for their family.  Trees must 

include all siblings who are not in school, parents, aunts and uncles.  If it is possible to get the 

information, include any information you have about grandparents and their siblings, and great 
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grandparents and their siblings.  The work tree should indicate who worked, what types of work 

they did, and whether they were in the United States or another country.   

 

Next choose 2 individuals from the tree to focus on.  Compare a man or woman in your, your 

parent’s or your grandparents’ generations.  (If you want to focus on non-family members – high 

school classmates, neighbors, friends, etc. – check it with one). You will pass out copies of your 

family tree in class, and you will give a 10-minute presentation on these two family members’ 

work histories in class on November 24, December 1, December 8, or December 15.  For these 

two individuals, create a fuller economic history that provides some or all of the following 

information.   

 

 The individual’s human capital: years of schooling, educational credentials, etc. 

 Did this individual ever work for pay?  Did he/she ever interrupt work or quit working 

entirely?  Does he/she plan to interrupt work in the future? 

 Was labor market discrimination a factor in this person’s labor market choices and 

experiences? 

 How do this person’s labor market experiences compare with the experiences of the 

typical individual of their age, race/ethnicity and gender at that time period? 

 What was the general labor market like in the area/country at the time? Ie, was it the 

Great Depression, an economic boom, etc? Did this affect these individuals’ 

choices/experiences? 

 How much responsibility for child-rearing, family, and housekeeping did/does this person 

assume? 

 What was going in this person’s workplace?  How good was the pay? Were there chances 

for promotion and wage growth? Was the workplace family-friendly? 

 Did this person change fields? Why? Did they ever migrate/immigrate for job reasons 

either for themselves or their spouse?  How did this affect their labor market experiences? 

 When comparing the two individuals you should focus on similarities/differences 

between the individuals’ human capital, family, and work decisions  

 

The easiest way to collect this information is by interviewing the individual or from family 

records.  You should apply relevant theory and models studied in class.  We will have in-class 

presentations on November 24, December 1, December 8, and December 15. 

 

Discussion Requirements 

 

Students are expected to arrive on time, have read the assigned readings prior to class, and to 

attend class regularly. Listening to others’ argument carefully is as important as making 

arguments in class discussion. Students who are uncomfortable with speaking up in class but who 

attend class regularly and do their in-class presentations will receive full credit for class 

participation. If students do not attend class regularly, their grades will automatically drop a 

letter grade. 

 

Readings 

 

Two books are required for the course.  Both are paperback books. The books have been ordered 

from Michigan Book and Supply: 

 

A. Hochschild. 2003. The Second Shift 
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Mary Blair-Loy. 2003. Competing Devotions 

 

 

Grading 

 

Short papers count for 64 percent of the grade, discussion counts for 11% of the grade, and 

individual family trees and presentations for 25 percent of the grade.  
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I. Employment Rates and Pay of Women in the U.S. (lecture) (Sept. 8) 

 

Women’s employment and male/female gaps in employment dropped sharply from 1950 to the 

mid-1990s and then plateaued. The male/female earnings gap was large and constant until 1978, 

dropped sharply 1979-2000 and then plateaued. Sex-based occupational segregation dropped 

1960 to 1990 primarily due to educated women moving into traditionally “male” professional and 

management fields. Male/female gaps in employment, earnings and occupation are still high 

today. 

  

 D. Cotter, J. Hermsen, R. Vanneman. 2004. Gender Inequality at Work. 

 

II. Perspectives on Gender Inequality (Sept. 15) 

 

One class presenter will summarize Goldin (2006), and one will summarize Heilman and Parkes-

Stamm (2008). 

 

A.  Feminist/Legal Perspective on Gender 

 

MacKinnon argues that neither the straight equality approach nor the difference approach provide 

useful directions for women’s legal treatment.  She contends both approaches are rooted and 

reinforced by socially constructed views of gender and that we need to begin to analyze/dismantle 

the socially oppressive legal structure before we can know what sex-blind justice might be. 

 

  C. MacKinnon, 1987. “Difference and Dominance: On Sex Discrimination,” 

Feminism Unmodified, ch. 2, pp. 32-45 (Ctools). 

 

 B.  Historical Economic Perspective (lecture) 

 

Claudia Goldin uses the economic terms “income elasticity” and “substitution elasticity” when 

analyzing women’s labor supply. What does she mean by this? 

 

When the income elasticity of female labor supply is high, this means that women’s work choices 

are very responsive to family income, the higher the family income, the less likely a woman is to 

work. When the substitution elasticity is low, this means that women are unlikely to substitute 

market work for nonmarket (i.e. family) work. When income elasticity is high and substitution 

elasticity is low, increases in jobs and increases in available wages are unlikely to lead to 

increases in women’s employment. Women will only work when family incomes are very low.   

 

Other key economic terms: 

  

exogenous – external and independent 

endogenous – internal and dependent 

heterogeneity – variability/differences 

         

 

*C. Goldin. 2006. “The Quiet Revolution that Transformed Women’s 

Employment, Education, and Family.” NBER Working Paper No. 11953. 

http://www.aeaweb.org/annual_mtg_papers/2006/0106_1645_0101.pdf 

 

C.  Social Psychological Perspectives 

 

http://www.aeaweb.org/annual_mtg_papers/2006/0106_1645_0101.pdf
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Heilman et al review a decade of social psychology experiments on gender stereotypes. They 

argue that unconscious descriptive and prescriptive gender stereotypes distort how employers 

process information about and evaluate men and women with identical credentials and identical 

performances. Try to think of an example (or counter-example) from your personal experience 

or that of acquaintances of one of the processes Heilman et al. list under descriptive 

stereotypes and of one of the processes they list under prescriptive stereotypes. Do you buy 

Heilman et al’s reasoning about how stereotypes inhibit women’s chances of success in “male” 

jobs? 

 

*M.E. Heilman and E.J. Parkes-Stamm. 2008. “Gender Stereotypes in the 

Workplace: Obstacles to Women’s Career Progress.”, pp. 47-77. In S. Correll (ed) 

Advances in Group Processes: The Social Psychology of Gender (CTools). 

 

 

 

III. Neoclassical and Human Capital Economic Models of The Sex Division of Labor at 

Home and Work (Sept. 22) 
 

One student will summarize the economic model of the family and the human capital model 

(Blau, Ferber, and Winkler, ch 3, 6). One student will present a critique of the models. 

 

A. Work in the Home 

 

The neoclassical model of the family assumes that the traditional division of labor in the 

family – woman as caretaker and man as breadwinner- is a strategy for maximizing 

efficiency.  Each spouse specializes in work in which he or she has a comparative advantage.

    

*Blau, Ferber, and Winkler, 2006. The Economics of Men, Women and Work, 

fifth edition, ch 3, The Family as an Economic Unit. [read pages 35-41 “The 

Simple Neoclassical Model: Specialization and exchange.] (Ctools)   

   

G.  Becker. 1985. “Human Capital, Effort and the Sexual Division of Labor.” 

Journal of Labor Economics 3: 533-58 

 

 B.  The Human Capital Model of Gender Pay and Occupation Differences  

 

 Women earn less than men because of sex differences in work commitments and in 

skills/training and because of compensating differentials.  Women typically assume the bulk of 

family responsibilities and many interrupt work careers or work part-time to care for children.  

Women and men take different courses of study in school – English vs. Engineering – and men’s 

training has a higher payoff in the labor market.  Men are more likely than women to enter dirty, 

physically demanding or dangerous jobs and are rewarded accordingly – “compensating 

differentials”. Women prefer “care” work and men prefer management work.   

 

*Blau, Ferber, and Winkler. 2006. The Economics of Men, Women, and Work. 

Fifth Edition. Ch 6. “Differences in Occupations and Earnings: The Human Capital 

Model”, pp 158 – 174, pp 184 – 200 (Ctools) 

 

*D. Venable. 2002. “The Wage Gap Myth.” National Center for Policy Analysis, 

Brief Analysis 392 http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba/ba392/ba392.pdf 

 

http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba/ba392/ba392.pdf
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IV. Statistical Discrimination and Preference Theory (Sept. 29) 

 

Professor Corcoran will summarize the statistical discrimination model. One student will 

summarize preference theory.  

 

A. Statistical Discrimination (lecture) 

 

Employers assume either correctly or incorrectly that, on average, women will be less 

productive than men. So as a result, employers are less likely to hire women and employers 

pay women less then men.  This is illegal, but if employers’ assumptions about women’s 

average productivity are correct, this makes sense from an economic perspective.  Employers 

who underpredict women’s productivity will lose money.  

 

Blau, Ferber and Winkler, The Economics of Men, Women, and Work: Ch. 7. 

“Labor Market Discrimination: A Definition”, pp 203 – 204, “Statistical 

Discrimination”, pp 226 – 228 (Ctools) 

 

M.E. Heilman and E.J. Parks – Stamm. 2008. “Gender Stereotypes in The 

Workplace.” In S. Correll (ed.) Advances in Group Processes: The Social 

Psychology of Gender.”(reread) 

 

B. Preference Theory 

 

In the last half-century women’s lifestyle and work options have increased dramatically.  

According to Hakim, once these choices were opened up, women typically choose one of 

three different work-lifestyles.  Women choose to focus primarily on the home (home-

centered), to focus primarily on employment (work-centered), or to combine work and family 

responsibilities (adaptive).  Men, in contrast, overwhelmingly choose a work-centered 

lifestyle. Since women voluntarily choose their work-lifestyle, sex equity policies are 

unnecessary. One question is how, if at all, preference theory differs from neoclassical 

standard economic models that focus on sex differences in skills and in tastes.  

 

Hakim. 2006. Women, Careers, and Work-Life Preferences.  British Journal of 

Guidance and Counseling vol 34, no. 3, Aug. 2006: 279-294.  
http://stevecasey.net/publicsafetyleadership/files/PSLDC-WIL-3-BJGC%20-
2006%20article.pdf  

 

*C. Hakim. 2002. “Lifestyle Preferences as Determinants of Women’s Differential 

Labor Market Careers.” Work and Occupations. 29(4): 428-549. 

http://wox.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/29/4/428  

 

V. Structural/Discrimination Models (Oct 6) 

  

Structural models attribute sex differences in labor market attainments due to differences in 

how employers treat men and women workers. These differences can arise from historical 

institutional practices that favor men, overt discrimination, unconscious stereotypes, and 

conflicts between motherhood ideals and worker ideals. Professor Corcoran will describe the 

queuing and revolving door models. One student will review Correll et al’s motherhood 

penalty paper. 

  

A. Cumulative Discrimination 

http://stevecasey.net/publicsafetyleadership/files/PSLDC-WIL-3-BJGC%20-2006%20article.pdf
http://stevecasey.net/publicsafetyleadership/files/PSLDC-WIL-3-BJGC%20-2006%20article.pdf
http://wox.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/29/4/428
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R. Blank. 2005. “Tracing the Economic Impact of Cumulative Discrimination.” 

American Economic Review, Vol 95 (2): 99-103 http://www.atypon-

link.com/AEAP/doi/pdf/10.1257/000282805774670545?cookieSet=1 

(recommended)  

 

B. The Queue and Revolving Door Models  

 

*J.A. Jacobs. 2008. “Revolving Doors: Sex Segregation and Women’s Careers” in 

D. Grusky (ed.) Social Stratification. p. 797-802 (Ctools) 

 

*B.A. Reskin. 2008. “Labor Markets as Queues” in D. Grusky (ed.) Social 

Stratification, p. 802-812 (Ctools) 

    

C. Penalties to Motherhood/Status Models 

Structural Models: The Motherhood Penalty Model 

 

*S.J. Correll, S. Bernard, and I Paik. 2007. “Getting a Job: Is There a Motherhood 

Penalty?” in D. Grusky (ed.) Social Stratification, p. 759-770 (Ctools) 

 

 C. Ridgeway and S.J. Correll. 2004 “Motherhood as a Status Characteristic.”    

Journal of Social Issues. Vol 64 (4): 683-7000 http://www.blackwell- 

synergy.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.0022-4537.2004.00380.x 

 

 

VI. Evidence for Discrimination/Dealing with Unconscious Discrimination (Oct 13) 

 

NOTE: STUDENTS WILL BE ASSIGNED A DATE (NOV. 24, DEC. 1, DEC. 8, or DEC. 

15) FOR PRESENTATION OF FAMILY WORK HISTORIES ON OCTOBER 20. 

 

A. Evidence on Discrimination  

 

It is well documented that women earn less than men, on average, and that when sex differences 

in work history, work hours, occupation, and college major are controlled, sex-based earnings 

differences drop a lot, but often are still sizeable and significant. It is also well documented that 

two major predictors of sex-based wage gaps are occupational segregation (“female” jobs pay 

less than “male” jobs) and mothering (some mothers work part-time, take time off…) But key 

puzzles remain. 

 

One question is how to interpret the unadjusted and residual male wage advantages. Is the 

residual wage gap due to “unfair” differences in how men and women are treated in the labor 

market or is it due to unmeasured differences in how men and women behave at work? For 

example, are women less productive than men with similar credentials, work histories and 

occupations because of unmeasured family duties?  

 

A second question is whether controlling for work history, occupation, and college major is over-

controlling. For instance suppose women are systematically steered away from high paying fields 

by educators and employers. Or, suppose some women respond to workplace discrimination by 

interrupting work to care for children.  

 

http://www.atypon-link.com/AEAP/doi/pdf/10.1257/000282805774670545?cookieSet=1
http://www.atypon-link.com/AEAP/doi/pdf/10.1257/000282805774670545?cookieSet=1
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A third question is why do women enter “female” occupations if these occupations pay less than 

“male” occupations. Do women enter such occupations because of early sex-role socialization, 

because of employer and co-worker discrimination, or because of social controls that push 

women and men into gender-appropriate activities (“doing gender”)? Evaluate the evidence 

presented in England (2005), Goldin & Rouse, and Correll et al. about sex discrimination.    

 

One student will summarize England (2005) and one will summarize Goldin and Rouse (2000). 

 

*S.J. Correll, S. Bernard, and I Paik. 2007. “Getting a Job: Is There a Motherhood 

Penalty?” in D. Grusky (ed.) Social Stratification, p. 759-770 (reread) 

 

*P. England. 2005. “Gender Inequality in Labor Markets: The Role of Motherhood 

and Segregation.” Social Politics 12(2): 264-288 

http://sp.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/12/2/264 

 

*C. Goldin and C. Rouse. 2000. “Orchestrating Impartiality: The Impact of 

“Blind” Auditions on Female Musicians” in D. Grusky (ed). Social Stratification, 

pp 747 – 758. (CTools) 

 

*Blau, Ferber, and Winkler. 2006. The Economics of Women, Men, and Work. Ch 

7. “Empirical Evidence of Labor Market Discrimination”, pp 204 –210. (CTools) 

    

B. Unconscious Discrimination and Remedies: Two Views  

 

Legislative and legal approaches to employment discrimination typically assume  

that discrimination is conscious.  Employers intentionally treat women less favorably than men 

either (1) because employers are hostile to women (animus model) or (2) because employers 

consciously assume that women will be less productive than men(statistical discrimination).  But 

recently, some analysts have argued that laws and courts have reduced “conscious” 

discrimination, and that today, discrimination results primarily from unconscious cognitive 

processes.  Proponents of this view cite recent research on unconscious bias by cognitive 

scientists.  This research often consists of undergraduate student experiments and large-sample 

computer experiments. 

 

Reskin argues that theory and policy should address “unconscious” discrimination. Petersen 

disagrees. One student should present and assess Reskin’s and Petersen’s arguments.  

 

*B.J. Reskin. 2008. “Rethinking Employment Discrimination” in D. Grusky (ed). 

Social Stratification, pp 770 – 779 (Ctools) 

 

*T. Petersen. 2008. “Discrimination Unconscious or Conscious?” in . Grusky (ed) 

Social Stratification, pp 780 – 785 (Ctools)  

 

 

 

VII. The Time Bind and Opting Out (October 20) 

 

NOTE: STUDENTS ARE ASSIGNED PRESENTATION DATES (NOV 24, DEC 1, DEC 

8, OR DEC 15).   

 

http://sp.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/12/2/264
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Professional careers are becoming increasingly demanding at the same time that two-career 

marriages are becoming increasingly common. One result is that professional women and 

men who try to have it all – careers plus children – are caught in a time bind.   

 

How do marriage and children affect women’s and men’s work hours and work 

commitment?  Do employers view mothers as unproductive and unmotivated?  How do 

career concerns affect men’s and women’s decisions about having children?  Are women 

“opting out” of careers to accommodate family needs or are they being “pushed out” by 

family unfriendly work places?  Does taking a family leave or working fewer hours 

permanently damage women’s career prospects?  Do women who go “off-ramp” ever get 

back “on-ramp”? If children do damage women’s careers perhaps women who want careers 

should forgo children, marry down, or have only one child. 

 

One student should summarize arguments about the time demands of high-powered careers 

and the time bind faced by professional couples (Hewlett 2002, Hewlett and Luce 2006, 

Jacobs 2003, Hochschild 2008). One student should review and evaluate competing 

arguments about opting out – Belkins (2008), Boushey (2008), Hirschman (2006), Hewlett 

(2005).  

 

 

*S. Hewlett. 2002. “Executive Women and the Myth of Having it All” Harvard 

Business Review, April 2002. (on reserve). 

 

*Hochschild. 2008. “The Time Bind: When Work Becomes Home and Home Becomes 

Work” in D. Grusky (ed.). Social Stratification, pp. 730-734 

 

*J. Jacobs. 2003. “Changing Hours of Employment in American Families.” Working 

paper. http://www.popcenter.umd.edu/events/nichd/papers/jacobs.pdf  

 

 *S. Hewlett and C. Buck Luce. 2006. “Extreme Jobs: The Dangerous Allure of the 70-

Hour Work Week.” Harvard Business Review, December 2006 (on reserve) 

 

J. Williams, J. Manville, and Stephanie Bornstein. 2006 “Opt-out or Pushed Out?” The 

Center for Worklife Law. http://www.worklifelaw.org/pubs/OptOutPushedOut.pdf  

 

*Lisa Belkin. 2008. “The Opt-Out Revolution.” In D. Grusky (ed.) Social Stratification: 

Class Race, and Gender in Sociological Perspective. P. 735-738 (Ctools) 

 

*Sylvia A. Hewlett. 2005. Off-Ramps and On-Ramps: Keeping Talented Women on 

the Road to Success. Harvard Business Review (on reserve) 

 

*Heather Boushey. 2008. “Is The Opt-Out Hypothesis Convincing?” in D. Grusky. 

Social Stratification…, p739-746 (Ctools) 

 

*Linda Hirshman. 2006. “Homeward Bound.” The American Prospect 12.20.05. 

http://www.prospect.org/web/page.ww?section=root&name=ViewWeb&articleId=106

59 (very provocative) 

 

VIII. The Second Shift (Oct 27) 

 

http://www.popcenter.umd.edu/events/nichd/papers/jacobs.pdf
http://www.worklifelaw.org/pubs/OptOutPushedOut.pdf
http://www.prospect.org/web/page.ww?section=root&name=ViewWeb&articleId=10659
http://www.prospect.org/web/page.ww?section=root&name=ViewWeb&articleId=10659
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What shapes how women and men negotiate the division of labor at home? What does 

Hochschild mean by family myths? What are the strategies men and women employ to deal 

with the allocation of family work? Do husbands and wives’ attitudes about gender equality 

matter? If yes, how? If no, why not? 

One student will summarize the key themes in The Second Shift.  

 

*A. Hochschild. 2003. The Second Shift, Penguin 

 

IX. Competing Devotions (Nov 3) 

 

 Career women on the fast track have multiple options dealing with family. Some do not have 

children. Others drop out or work part-time. Others continue careers full speed while raising 

children. What choices do the women in Competing Devotions make and how do they explain 

these choices? What roles do these husbands play in these choices? Is it “fair” that women, but 

not men see themselves as forced to choose between family and career? Do you think that young 

women today have more options than the women Blair-Loy interviewed?   

One student will summarize the key themes in Competing Devotions. 

 

*M. Blair-Loy Competing Devotions.  

  

X. Women in the Professions (Nov 10-17) 

 

Students can write on any one of the six topics. On November 10, one student will present 

the required readings by Babcock & Laschevier, by Babcock (2008) and by Fels (2005). One 

student should present Epstein et al. (1999). On November 17, one student will review the 

required readings on family-friendly policies. I will present the Goldin and Katz (2008), 

Corcoran et al (2010), Bertrand et al (2010), and Ginther and Kahn (2004, 2006) papers. 

 

In this section, we will examine analyses of women’s positions in the professions.  In recent 

decades, women have entered formerly “male” professions in large numbers.  How have 

women fared in these professions?  

 

 

A.  General Issues (Nov 10) 

 

Some argue that women do not reach the very top of their profession because they do 

not negotiate for top jobs or because they are not ambitious. Others argue that women who 

work part-time or interrupt work are stigmatized. 

 

L. Babcock and S. Laschevier. 2003. Women Don’t Ask: Negotation and the 

Gender Divide 

 

*L. Babcock and S. Laschevier. Women Don’t Ask “Interesting Statistics.” 

http://www.womendontask.com/stats.html  

 

*L. Babcock. 2008. “Women Repeat This: Don’t Ask, Don’t Get!” NY Times 

April 6, 2008. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/06/jobs/06pre.html?_r=1&oref=slogin  

 

S.A. Hewlett and C.B. Luce. 2006. “Extreme Jobs” Harvard Business 

Reivew(reread) 

http://www.womendontask.com/stats.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/06/jobs/06pre.html?_r=1&oref=slogin
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C. Goldin and L. Katz. 2008. “Transitions: Career and Family Life Cycles of the 

Educational Elite.” American Economic Review. May 2008, pp 363-369.  

 

S.A. Hewlett. 2002. “Executive Women and the Myth of Having it All.” Harvard 

Business Review., April 2002(reread) 

 

  *A. Fels. 2005. “Do Women Lack Ambition?” Harvard Business Review (on  

reserve). 

 

Fuchs Epstein et al. 1999. “Part-Time Work as Deviance: Stigmatization and Its 

Consequences.” The Part-Time Paradox, pages 29-37. (Ctools). 

 

B. Law (Nov 10)  

 

Women lawyers’ earnings are similar to the men lawyers in the first year after law school. 

Fifteen years later, women’s mean earnings are 63-64 percent those of men and women are 

less likely than men to be partners in firms. Wage and partnership gaps are smaller, when we 

control current labor and past labor supply. Controlling job setting also reduces pay gaps. 

But there still remain large unexplained male/female gaps in wages and partnership rates 

even with extensive controls.  

   

ABA Commission on Women in the Profession.  2008. “A Current Glance at 

Women in the Law” 

http://www.abanet.org/women/CurrentGlanceStatistics2007.pdf 

 

T. O’Brian. 2000. “Why do so Few Women Reach the Top of Big Law Firms?” 

N.Y. Times 3/19/06. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2006/03/19/business/yourmoney/19law.html  

  

  *M. Corcoran, P. Courant, and M. Noonan. 2010. “Cohort Changes in Male-

Female Earnings and Partnership Differentials among Lawyers. (Ctools) 

 

E. Fuchs-Epstein. 1993. Women in Law.  

  

 

 

C. Business (Nov 17) 

 

Women with MBA’s start out earning roughly the same as men with MBA’s. But 10 

years or more later, women’s earnings are roughly 60% those of men. Three factors 

“account for” 85% of this gap. Women are less likely than men to take finance courses 

in business school; women’s GPA’s are lower than those of men (3.3 vs. 3.4), women 

are more likely to have career interruptions than men, and women work fewer hours per 

week than men do. Interruptions of 6 months or longer are associated with large drops 

in earnings.  

 

M. Bertrand, C. Goldin, and L. Katz. 2009. “Dynamics in the Gender Gap for 

Young Professionals in the Finance and Corporate Sectors.” NBER. Working 

paper 14681. http://www.economics.harvard.edu/faculty/goldin/files/Dynamics.pdf  

 

http://www.abanet.org/women/CurrentGlanceStatistics2007.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/03/19/business/yourmoney/19law.html
http://www.economics.harvard.edu/faculty/goldin/files/Dynamics.pdf
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D. Science (Nov 17) 

 

Y. Xie and K. Shauman 2003. Women in Science. 

E. Academics (Nov 17) 

 

Ginther and Kahn find that differences in the probabilities that men and women with 

similar characteristics are hired into tenure-track jobs, receive tenure, and become full 

professors varies across fields. The male advantage in promotion to tenure among 

“comparable” men and women is largest in economics, next largest in other social 

sciences, and non-existent in physical sciences, life sciences, and engineering. 

Motherhood tends to hurt women’s chances while fatherhood has either no effect or 

positive effects on men’s chances. Whether this is a “motherhood penalty” or whether 

parenthood reduces women’s but not men’s productivity in academia remains an open 

question. 

 

 

  D.K. Ginther and S. Kahn. 2004. “Women in Economics: Moving Up or Falling 

Off the Academic Ladder.” Journal of Economic Perspectives. 18(3): pages 193-

214 http://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/dspace/bitstream/1808/1690/1/out.paf  

 

  D.K. Ginther and S. Kahn. 2006. “Women’s Careers in Academic Social Science: 

Progress, Pitfalls, and Plateaus” (Ctools) 

  

  D.K. Ginther and S. Kahn. 2006. “Does Science Promote Women? Evidence from 

Academia 1973-2001.” NBER working paper 12691. http://www.nber.org/w12691  

 

 

F. Family Friendly Policies for Professional Workers (Nov 17) 

 

 

*M. Blair-Loy. 2003. Competing Devotions, chapter 6: Implications for Workers 

and Employers, pp. 195-200. 

 

*S. Hewlett and Carolyn Buck Luce. 2005. “Off-Ramps and On-Ramps: Keeping  

Talented Women on the Road to Success. Harvard Business Review, March 1, 

2005. (on reserve) 

 

*C. Benko and A. Weisberg. 2008. “Mass Career Customization & Trade: A New 

Model for How Careers are Built.” IVEY Business Journal. May/June 2008. 

http://www.iveybusinessjournal.com/article.asp?intArticle_ID=756  

 

 *K. Bennhold. 2010. “The Female Factor: In Sweden Men Can Have It All.” N.Y. 

Times, A6, June 16. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/10/world/europe/10iht-

sweden.html  

 

XII. Work History Trees and Reports (November 24, December 1, December 8, and 

December 15.) 

 

Each student will be assigned to one of four dates.  Each student in the first group 

will turn in their Family Work History Tree and give an 8-10 minute oral report on 

http://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/dspace/bitstream/1808/1690/1/out.paf
http://www.nber.org/w12691
http://www.iveybusinessjournal.com/article.asp?intArticle_ID=756
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/10/world/europe/10iht-sweden.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/10/world/europe/10iht-sweden.html
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the work history of two individuals in their family in the 1
st
 class hour on their 

chosen dates. Students will pass out but not discuss their family tree.  In the second 

half of each class, we will discuss these student reports from the perspective of the 

economic and sociological models we have examined in the previous class 

sections.  The format for this assignment is presented on pages 1 and 2 of this 

syllabus under Organization and Requirements, Section 2.  There are no required 

readings for these weeks. 

 


