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ABSTRACT 

Despite the revitalization of non-agricultural self-employment among men, and 

especially among women, since 1970, little research has examined sex differences in self-

employment participation and outcomes using national longitudinal probability samples. 

In addition, even less research has examined how these sex differences vary by 

occupational status. Using data from each census between 1940 and 1990, along with 

data from the 1979-1998 waves of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, this 

dissertation examines sex differences in the historical context of and trends in self-

employment, factors that affect the likelihood of self-employment entrance, and earnings 

returns to self-employment. Analyses are run separately for non-professional and 

professional workers. Sex differences in the effects of human capital and labor supply, 

occupational and industrial sex segregation, job characteristics, family factors, and 

demographic characteristics on self-employment participation and earnings are explored. 

General theories of self-employment participation, based on the experiences of men, are 

tested to see if they can explain women's self-employment experiences as well. These 

theories include three versions of the disadvantaged worker theory—that workers with 

fewer employable skills, workers in bad jobs, and workers that face employer 

discrimination will turn to and benefit from self-employment. Two gendered theories 

that take women's structural position in the economy and the family are also examined. 

These theories argue that women whose family responsibilities conflict with work 

obligations and highly skilled women who are trying to circumvent employer 

discrimination will turn to and benefit from self-employment. Findings show support for 
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the gender-neutral discouraged worker and the gendered work and family conflict 

theories. Workers in bad jobs are more likely to become self-employed, as are married 

women and mothers. Less support is found for the glass ceiling breaker theory. Female 

childless professionals are the only group of women who benefit equally fi'om self-

employment, compared with men. All other women face earnings penalties for being 

self-employed. However, the benefits of self-employment, such as lower child care costs, 

greater flexibility in work schedules, and control over the intensity of work may 

compensate for the self-employment penalty mothers incur. 
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CHAPTER I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Prior to the 1970s, self-employment was a declining activity for American 

workers, and, indeed for most workers in industrialized western nations. The dominant 

model of production was one of big business—the Fordist mass-production and assembly 

line model. The economy of the first half of the twentieth century was stable and had 

steady demands for mass-produced productions. Firm competition for market shares was 

based on efficiency—a strategy that minimizes expenses in production and maximizes 

profit. A small number of large conglomerate firms fought for monopolistic control of 

the market. In such a milieu, the small business owner had few advantages. The 

prediction of neo-Marxists seemed to be true - as capitalism matured, big capitalists were 

eliminating the petty bourgeoisie (the self employed and small business owners) though 

monopolist practices. For men, self-employment activity was mainly confined to the 

small grocer, farmer, doctor, and construction worker. 

Women in post-World War U.S. had limited roles in this business landscape, 

except as consumers of goods and reproducers of labor. Both female wage employment 

participation and self-employment participation was low during this period. The 

separation of work and family, or of public and private was at its highest in the i950s. 

The small share of self-employment held by women was largely limited to domestic 

work. Self-employed women commonly were private household workers, laundresses, 

dressmakers, and lodge keepers. 
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During the late 1960s and 1970s, several major changes occurred in the economy 

that have arguably led to a renaissance in self-employment. The first change occurred in 

a shift of dominant industrial sectors. The high demand for mass-produced goods 

dropped precipitously in the U.S. as a proportion of the economy. Although each 

entering cohort of young adults still purchased home appliances and automobiles, they 

comprised a much smaller market than thirty years prior when every household in the 

U.S. had yet to buy their TVs, deep freezers, and Model Ts. With the shrinking of the 

U.S. market for durable goods, U.S. manufacturing conglomerates increasingly turned to 

foreign markets. The decline of the manufacturing industries was contemporaneous with 

the rise of the service sector. Spurred by new technology, an information-based economy 

emerged. Out went the large, static mass-production firms and in came the new, smaller, 

leaner, and more flexible firms that could better respond to new market trends and adapt 

to changes in technology and information. These small firms no longer housed all 

aspects of production, and the demand for out-sourcing to contractors may have 

contributed to a revitalization of self-employment. 

The second major change was the increased proportion of women in the paid 

labor force, particularly of married women and mothers. Not only did women enter wage 

labor, self-employment became an increasingly attractive choice for women. Between 

1972 and 1982, women's self-employment grew by 68% compared with men's growth of 

24% over the same period. This trend for women has continued; since 1982, women's 

self-employment has continued to grow S times fast as men's (Loscocco and Robinson 

1991). Other research has also documented this trend. According to Blau (1998), from 
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1975 to 1995, women's self-employment grew 60%, compared with men's growth of 

20%. This growth in women's self-employment was not merely an artifact of women's 

growth in wage employment; female labor force participation grew only by 23% during 

the same period (Blau 1998). 

Despite these profound changes in self-employment participation and 

composition, relatively little research has systematically examined whether women and 

men have shared the same path to self-employment. Nor has the literature completely 

uncovered the consequences of self-employment in terms of earnings and whether these 

consequences are the same for both sexes. The popular media have contained much 

discussion of women's self-employment activities, and successful female 

entrepreneurialism is often portrayed as a marker of growing gender equality. 

Women's increasing participation in self-employment has not gone unnoticed by 

policy makers. Politicians have tried to encourage female business owners through 

programs for female entrepreneurs and pro-female-owned business policy enactments. 

For example, in 1994 the U.S. Congress established the lACWBE—the Interagency 

Committee on Women's Business Enterprise—to better coordinate the Small Business 

Administration's efforts on the behalf of female entrepreneurs. The U.S. Small Business 

Administration has been very positive in its portrayal of women-owned businesses. In 

fact, they argue that self-employment is a path to gender equality; they claim that self-

employment for women is beneficial because they can circumvent sex discrimination in 

the regular workforce, and thereby do as well, or better than, self-employed men (USSBA 

1985). 
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Much of this popular discourse has focused on the rising stars of female 

entrepreneurs. Female self-employment in less profitable, non-professional occupations 

has received relatively little attention. However, government programs are encouraging 

self-employment as a strategy for women who are leaving welfare, and it is clear that 

most of these women do not have the education needed for professional self-employment. 

Micro enterprise programs attempt to help women with backgrounds of chronic 

unemployment, poverty, and displacement enter self-employment (IWPR 2000)—despite 

the fact that this worker profile hardly matches that of the successful, professional female 

entrepreneur portrayed in the media. 

In light of its increasing role in the U.S. economy, particularly for women, self-

employment needs to be better understood. Why are women and men pursuing self-

employment at increasing rates? What are the consequences of self-employment for 

women and men? Do these processes and outcomes vary by sex? Sex differences in 

patterns of self-employment, paths into self-employment, and returns to earnings from 

self-employment need to be examined in contrast to the patterns for regular wage 

employment. These differences have been widely researched in studies of the regular 

wage-earning workforce. Women's structural positions in the economy and in the family 

need to be considered in a thorough examination of their experiences in self-employment 

as well. My dissertation examines the relationship of self-employment (versus regular 

employment) with several factors past literature has identified as important to gender 

stratification, and thus produces a more comprehensive picture of women, men and self-

employment. These factors include industrial and occupational sex segregation, marriage 
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and children, and human capital measures. Below I briefly describe the role of these 

factors in regular employment and raise questions specific to my study of self-

employment. 

The impact of occupational and industrial sex segregation on sex differences in 

the career ladders and wages of wage employment are substantial (England 1992; Reskin 

and Roos 1990). Some research has indicated that occupational and industrial sex 

segregation may be important for understanding the success of male and female 

entrepreneurs as well (Loscocco and Robinson 1991; Wharton 1989). Are the 

occupations and industries of the self-employed just as, or more, segregated than in 

regular employment? What are the implications of this for how the sex gap in pay 

compares between regular and self-employment, and sex differences in returns to self-

employment? 

The effects of marriage and children have differential impact on women and men 

in regular employment. While being married has a positive effect on earnings, children 

reduce women's wages, net of human capital, occupational, industrial, and demographic 

variables (Budig and England 2001). At the same time, both marriage and children seem 

to have positive effects on men's earnings (Loh 1996). What effects do family factors 

have for the self-employed? Is the wage penalty for mothers greater or smaller in self-

employment? Do women with the greatest desire or need to spend time caring for 

children differentially select into self-employment? Or is it the most careerist, more often 

childless, female "glass ceiling breakers" who self-select into self-employment? Or do 
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both groups select in, making women in self-employment more heterogeneous than those 

in regular employment? 

Sex differences in human capital explain a significant part of the sex differences 

in wages in the regular workforce (England 1992). Women's more frequently interrupted 

careers, lower experience, and lower seniority explain about one-quarter of the sex gap in 

pay among whites (England, Christopher, and Reid 1999). Do sex differences in human 

capital affect the self-employed in the same manner? Or are the sex differences in human 

capital smaller among the self-employed? Some previous research suggested that highly 

skilled women receive higher returns to human capital in self-employment compared 

with wage employment (Devine 1994); the issue will be explored more systematically 

here. 

In the chapters that follow, I incorporate all these factors to examine sex 

differences in self-employment participation and earnings. My analysis is still more 

complex, however. Despite the positive portrayal of the self-employed in the media, not 

all self-employment is equally lucrative. Just as the disparity between the most skilled 

and highly paid jobs in regular employment has grown, recent research is discovering a 

simUar growing disparity in the jobs available in self-employment (Arum 2001; 

McManus 2000). However, most of the research on women and self-employment has 

generally focused on small, incorporated, business owners, and has neglected less 

profitable self-employed non-professional women and unincorporated female-owned 

businesses (Clark and James 1992; Kalleberg and Leict 1991; Loscocco and Robinson 

1991). As Arum (1997) argues, not distinguishing between professional and non-
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professional self-employment obscures the extent to which participation in self-

employment is occurring in desirable or undesirable positions. The question of whether 

self-employment growth is being driven by undesirable jobs or desirable ones has been 

explored cross-nationally for men only (McManus 2000). Few studies have asked if 

there are any sex differences in the degree to which good and bad jobs are driving self-

employment participation. Nor have they explored sex differences in returns to self-

employment. In this dissertation, I place equal emphasis on the less profitable self-

employment in non-professional and non-managerial occupations and on the more 

profitable self-employment in professional occupations. To emphasize this distinction, 

my analyses break down jobs into professional and non-professional categories. 

Current self-employment activities should be set within an historical context to 

better understand the recent trends in self-employment participation. The changing 

profile of the self-employed in the decades before and after the 1970s also needs to be 

examined separately by sex. This is the subject of my second chapter, "Trends in 

Women's and Men's Self-Employment Participation, 1940-1990." This chapter uses data 

from the U.S. Censuses to understand trends in self-employment nation-wide. The 

purpose of the chapter is two-fold. First, it examines general trends in self-employment 

in the United States during the second half of the twentieth century separately for men 

and women. Second, it describes gendered patterns within self-employment, compared 

with those of regular wage employment. The role of this chapter for the dissertation as a 

whole is to set the stage, or to provide the background and context for subsequent 

chapters. This chapter also outlines two theories of women's self-employment that are 
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then examined in each empirical chapter. The first theory concerns the ability of mothers 

to balance work and family responsibilities in wage employment and in self-employment. 

It argues that mother-workers may be attracted to self-employment as a route to diminish 

work and family conflict. The second theory of women's self-employment grows from 

the popular story of the successful, professional, female entrepreneur. It argues that 

highly skilled women, fiiistrated by the glass ceiling in regular employment, turn to self-

employment to circumvent discrimination in the wage-earning labor force. Given the 

descriptive nature of this chapter, I do not test these theories at this point, but examine the 

data to see if these two groups of self-employed women can be identified. 

The trends 1 examine include sex differences in level of self-employment 

participation over time. These participation trends include the changing sex composition 

of the regular work force and self-employed workers, women's and men's changing 

participation in self-employment, and the changing age structure of the self-employed 

and how it varies by sex. The next set of major trends 1 examine look at occupational and 

industrial sex segregation in wage employment and in self-employment. 1 discuss the 

typical occupations and industries of self-employed women and men and how they have 

shifted over time. 1 also examine trends in human capital and labor supply—both how 

these have varied by sex and across time in wage employment and self-employment. 

Specifically, these human capital and labor supply measures include education, weeks 

worked per year, and hours worked per week. Next, 1 examine the marital and parental 

status of self-employed and regularly employed women and men over time. Importantly, 

the labor supply variables are examined by parental and marital status, with the added 
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complexity of breaking these categories down into professional and non-professional 

occupations. Examining the labor supply of parents and non-parents by professional 

status allows me to uncover groups of women that I identify as mother-workers and glass 

ceiling breakers. 

Knowing the characteristics of who is self-employed is not enough. The process 

of becoming self-employed needs to be better understood. In my third chapter, "Gender, 

Family, and Job Characteristics: Determinants of Self-Employment for a Young Cohort, 

1979-1998" I examine the factors that increase, and those that decrease, the likelihood of 

becoming self-employed. Using the 1979-1998 years of the National Longitudinal 

Survey of Youth, I use event history analysis to investigate sex differences in the factors 

that influence self-employment participation. Here 1 test traditional theories of self-

employment participation that are largely based on men's experiences. These generic 

theories have emphasized the condition of the economy—strong or weak—on the 

changes in self-employment participation rates. To test this idea, I measure the strength 

of the economy by the local unemployment rate of each respondent's residence. I also 

examine whether men and women are more apt to enter self-employment in various 

regions of the country and in various population densities. Finally, I account for period 

effects of recessions by including year dummy variables in the models. The more generic 

theories also include predictions of motivated individuals entering self-employment to 

improve their class position. Other theories predict that disadvantaged workers flood the 

self-employment pool because they cannot obtain jobs in the regular employment labor 

market. To test whether, in accordance with either of these views, it is socioeconomic 
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"winners" or "losers" who are more likely to enter self-employment, I consider the effect 

on entry into self-employment of factors such as sex, race, education, experience, job 

turnover, previous non-employment, previous wage, anrt family wealth. In contrast to 

these theories, I examine the viability of my theories of the "mother-worker" and the 

"glass ceiling breaker" to explain women's self-employment participation. For example, 

I examine whether the presence of children encourages women's self-employment, which 

we would expect if women were becoming self-employed to alleviate work/family 

conflict. The main contributions of this chapter are theory testing, adding to the literature 

on self-employment by using a national longitudinal probability sample, and examining 

sex differences in the factors leading to self-employment. 

Finally, the consequences of self-employment in terms of earnings for women and 

men are investigated. This is the subject of my fourth chapter, "Boon or Bust? Sex 

Differences in Returns to Self-Employment." In this chapter I investigate three 

questions; Does self-employment increase or decrease workers' earnings in the United 

States? Do the returns to earnings firom self-employment differ by sex? And, if so, what 

mechanisms can help to explain this difference? No study to date has examined self-

employment's returns to earnings (compared with regular employment) making the 

multiple comparisons of this chapter. These comparisons explore how sex, professional 

status, marital status, and parenthood status affect returns to earnings from self-

employment vis a vis regular employment. In these models I account for the effects 

occupational and industrial sex segregation, human capital and labor supply on earnings. 

I also discuss sources of sex discrimination in both paid employment and self-
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employment. Another contribution of the analysis is that it uses fixed-efiects models to 

reduce unobserved heterogeneity. This allows me to be relatively sure that the effects of 

self-employment on earnings estimated are causal rather than resulting from the 

selectivity of certain kinds of workers into self-employment. 

My dissertation attempts to comprehensively examine sex differences in self-

employment by using different datasets and multiple statistical methods. Both datasets 

are national samples and track changes over time. The census data used in the historical 

chapter provides six different snapshots of the self-employed across fifty years and 

allows me to examine trends in self-employment, and descriptive breakdowns of who 

was self-employed and regularly employed in terms of sex, presence of children, and 

broad occupation. The twenty years of the NLSY panel data used in the two other 

empirical chapters enables me to observe individuals over a significant part of their 

career and lifecycle—and one that coincides with the renaissance of self-employment 

beginning in the 1970s. The event history and fixed-effects methods that I apply allow 

me to make the best use of this time-rich data. 

The economy and employment patterns of fifty years ago have been transformed. 

During the same era, cultural norms surrounding women's roles in the workforce and in 

the home have also radically changed. The burgeoning of self-employment, particularly 

for women, offers fertile grounds for exploring women's changing roles, new 

employment practices, and the future of women in the U.S. economy. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

TRENDS IN WOMEN'S AND MEN'S SELF-EMPLOYMENT PARnCIPATION, 
1940-1990 

After a long decline, non-agricultural self-employment has experienced a 

renaissance since the 1970s in the Western industrialized world (Gerber 2001; Hughes 

1999; McManus 2001; Mueller and Arum 2001; Steinmetz and Wright 1989). Women's 

participation in self-employment has risen dramatically, and at a pace that outstrips their 

increasing participation in the regular employment labor market (Blau 1998; McManus 

2001). Although many policy makers and researchers view this growth in self-

employment as not only good for the economy, but as a marker of women's progress 

toward economic equity as well, new evidence suggests that the growth in self-

employment is not a boon for all involved. Researchers have just begun to investigate the 

growing polarization among the self-employed into "good" jobs and "bad" jobs ~ where 

"good" jobs are marked by belonging to higher paying occupations and industries (Arum 

2001; Arum 1997; Hughes 1999; McManus 2000). Research has also begun to explore 

sex differences in self-employment and the influence of the family on self-employment 

(Arum 1997; Carr 1996; Devine 1994). The question that has not been addressed in the 

literature is to what extent is the growing polarization of self-employed individuals is 

aligned with gender and family status differences among the self-employed. 

The role and significance of self-employment in the American economy has 

traditionally been the purview of economists and organizations scholars. The rise in self-

employment along with other forms of "contingent employment" has been attributed the 
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demise of the industrial manufacturing economy (Blau 1987), to the growth of the service 

economy (Steinmetz and Wright 1989), and to the increasing marginalization of non

professional occupations (Arum 1997). 

My examination is from the perspective of the individuals engaged in self-

employment rather than from the firm or institution. The contribution of this chapter will 

be to examine the gendered and familial character of self-employment. The purpose of 

this chapter is twofold; I) to examine general trends in self-employment in the United 

States during the second half of the twentieth century and 2) to describe the gendered 

patterns within this form of work, compared with traditional employment. Specifically, I 

ask, how has the prevalence of self-employment in the US changed since the 1940's and 

to what extent do men and women differ? What is the character of the work available in 

self-employment (e.g., occupations and industries) for women and men? And, most 

importantly, what role do family factors play in men's and women's choices of self-

employment and regular employment? 

The organization of this chapter is as follows. First I briefly discuss the changing 

economy and labor market structure as it applies to recent trends in self-employment in 

the U.S. While I will not be testing the claims made by these accounts, they provide the 

context for my focus on gender differences in self-employment. Next I outline how 

gender- and family-related trends may explain trends in self-employment participation 

during the second half of the twentieth century. After discussing the data used in my 

analyses, I turn to the results. I describe the gendered patterns of self-employment 
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participation and examine how family factors impact women's and men's employment 

participation. 

EXPLANATIONS OF SELF-EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

The Changing Firm Story 

The rapidly changing economy and the fast pace of growth in small firms (U.S. 

Small Business Administration 1998) has resulted in major changes in the U.S. labor 

force. In an era marked by an information-based economy that constantly evolves 

through new, high-speed technology, the structure of jobs and firms has changed 

dramatically, resulting in the growth of contingent labor, self-employment, and small 

businesses. The focus of big businesses on profitability and flexibility of production has 

led firms to increase profit by driving down labor costs and increase flexibility by 

detaching jobs from firms. Strategies for both driving down labor costs and increasing 

flexibility include "lean production, downsizing, [and] outsourcing" (Harrison 1994: 

190). Declining are the large, static, mass production businesses that housed all aspects 

of production and distribution. These firms depended upon a stable economy with steady 

demands for mass produced products. Replacing these firms are smaller, leaner, and 

more flexible firms that can more easily respond to new market trends and adapt to 

changes in technology and information (Powell, forthcoming; Carnoy and Castells 1997). 

As careers become detached from firms, successflil workers are increasingly 

opportunity-seeking entrepreneurs who find new projects and positions within firms, 

either as employees or as self-employed contractors. These workers continually invest in 

human capital, skills, and education, to change the "mi?^' of assets they can ofifer 



23 

employers. Less successful workers find themselves in routinized, out-sourced jobs that 

have low longevity (they depend on the length of the contract), little to no opportunities 

for promotion, and are cut off fi'om networks of opportunities and rewards. 

In this milieu, self-employment has grown, either because workers turn to self-

employment as a "last resort" when jobs vanish, or because workers choose it as a 

successful career strategy in a flexible economy where firms are continually contracting 

out work. If self-employment was a response to a bad economy we would expect it to 

rise during recessions. But the growth of self-employment in the late 1980s and 1990s 

during booming economies is incompatible with this argument (Steinmetz and Wright 

1989). Contrary to predictions from neo-Marxists, who argue that as capitalism matured, 

big capitalists would eliminate the petty bourgeoisie (self-employed / small business 

owners) though monopolistic practices, self-employment and small business start-ups 

have flourished. Perhaps the widespread diffusion of innovative technologies, such as 

home computers, faxes, and telecommuting (Camoy and Castells 1997), has made self-

employment a more accessible alternative to traditional employment. 

The Industrial Restructuring Story 

There is a dark side to the new economy when one looks at the changing labor 

conditions. Despite lower overall unemployment, there are increasing rates of job-loss 

due to displacement in an expanding economy, rising rates of involuntary part-time 

(contingent) labor, growing inequality between the highest and lowest paid workers, 

erosion of nuddle-wage jobs, and the decline of real wages for many workers (Camoy 
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and Castells 1997; Caraoy, Castells, and Benner 1996; Faber 1996; Polivka 1996; 

Harrison 1994). 

Not all workers have been equally negatively affected by recent changes in the 

labor force. Using the Bureau of Labor Statistics' definition of contingent labor, "any job 

in which an individual does not have an explicit or implicit contract for long-term 

employment" (1989), four broad categories of contingent workers can be derived: 

independent contractors, contract company workers, on-call workers, and temporary help 

service workers. Of these four groups, among workers with education levels of some 

college or less, independent contractors (who include self-employed/small business 

owners) out-earned workers in traditional employment, controlling for age and 

race/ethnicity (Hippie and Stewart 1996). On-call and temporary workers are paid less, 

are less likely to have access to employer-sponsored health insurance, and are less likely 

to have retirement benefits than comparable workers in traditional employment (Hippie 

and Stewart 1996). Women temporary help workers earn only 51% of what women in 

the same jobs but who are employed by the firm earn, while men temporary help workers 

earn 72% of what men in the same jobs but in traditional employment arrangements earn 

(Hippie and Stewart 1996). The majority of temporary workers (63%) and on-call 

workers (57%) desire traditional employment (Polivka 1996). However contingent 

employment appears to be a dead end in itself Of workers in traditional jobs, only 4% 

started working as contingent workers (Polivka 1996). Contingent work appears to affect 

women more negatively than men and thus its increase could exacerbate sex inequality 

(Camoy and Castells 1997; Edwards and Field-Hendry 1996). For example, Hossfeld 
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(1990) shows that in rapidly growing industries using flexible production, such as high 

tech industries, high-earning contract jobs are held disproportionately by white males 

while low-skill, low-earning jobs are populated with women and minorities. To what 

extent this pattern characterizes male and female self-employment has yet to be 

determined. 

Applying a Gendered Lens to Self-Employment: The Centrality of Family 

What is the gendered story about self-employment, if there is one? What are the 

characteristics of women and men engaged in self-employment? Are they working in the 

same jobs? How do their tabor supply patterns compare with each other and with regular 

employment? If self-employment follows the pattern of contingent employment in 

general (described above), one might conclude that self-employment will exacerbate sex 

inequality by funneling women into the "bad jobs" available in self-employment. It is not 

clear that this is the case. Furthermore, such an assumption obscures the reasons why 

women may be participating in self-employment in the first place. If women end up in 

"bad jobs" in self-employment, this could be due either to discrimination they encounter 

in regular employment or to women's intentional decisions. To understand women's 

participation in self-employment, one must look beyond the traditional stories of self-

employment and take women's structural position in the economy and in the family into 

account. 

I propose two theories that take women's and men's structural positions in the 

family and in the economy into account. The first I call the Work and Family Conflict 

theory of women's self-employment, the second I term the Glass Ceiling Breakers theory. 
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Work and Family Conflict 

The first theory relates to the ability of mothers to balance work and family 

responsibilities and is an institutional argument. Parent-Mendly jobs have not become 

institutionalized despite increases in women's employment. For women, the lack of 

childcare, inadequate wages, and restricted or nonstandard working schedules, means that 

mothers of young children have a difficult time, either being hired or finding a job that 

allows them to handle their family responsibilities. Presser (1995) argued that 

nonstandard work schedules (defined as rotating shifts, evenings, nights, and weekends) 

may be more compatible with child-rearing than regular 9 to 5 hours because parents can 

work different shifts and "trade off' on childcare duties. In fact, Presser (1995) found 

that women with children under 5 years old are more likely to work nonstandard 

schedules than are mothers of older children, childless women, and all men. She further 

found that women and men in self-employment have the highest weekend and variable 

day employment (Presser 1995). At the same time, Presser found that having a child over 

five had a negative effect on women's propensity to work nonstandard hours. This may 

be because women desire to work while their children are in school. Presser's findings 

suggest that women of young children may turn to self-employment to make work more 

compatible with child responsibilities. Connelly (1992) has also argued that mothers, 

especially mothers of young children, are more likely to be self-employed and that self-
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employment is more fiiendly for child-rearing than is wage employment.' 

If the above arguments are true, we should expect to see a disproportionate share 

of mothers in self-employment relative to mothers in wage employment due to the 

institutional constraints mothers face in wage work. Past research has found that children 

encourage women's self-employment participation. Boden (1996) finds that fertility 

increases women's entrance into self-employment, although family has no effect on men's 

self-employment. Similarly, Carr (1996) finds that being married and being a parent 

positively affect women's entrance into self-employment but have no efTects on men's 

self-employment. Arum (1997) also finds that being married and number of children 

positively affects women's entrance into professional self-employment, but not men's 

entrance into professional self-employment. 

Glass Ceiling Breakers 

The second theory is that of the glass ceiling breakers. It is well documented that 

women face discrimination in the workplace (England 1992; Reskin and Roos 1990). 

Research has shown that men and women are not treated equally at work, even when they 

have the same job qualifications and are hired to perform the same job. The concept of 

' However, other research indicates that mothers may be worst off in self-employment. 
Glass and Fujimoto (199S) find that large firms, followed by small firms with pro-family 
cultures, provide the most family responsive policies. Large firms are most likely to 
provide the most leave—parental, sick, vacation, and personal. They are also most likely 
to provide, give vouchers for, or oflFer referrals for childcare. Finally, large firms are 
most likely to have flexible schedules in terms of hours, days, home-based work, and 
part-time work. Glass and Fujimoto also found that small, pro-family firms also provided 
these benefits. In contrast, self-employed women, although they work at home and may 
have more scheduling flexibility, get no provisions for paid leave or help with childcare. 
This leads Glass and Fujimoto (1995) to conclude that self-employment is not the best 
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the glass ceiling was developed to describe the seemingly invisible barrier that women 

encounter when they try to enter the most lucrative and prestigious positions in their 

specialty (Reskin and Phipps 1988). If the source of discrimination is the employer, then 

a work situation where a woman is her own boss would eliminate this type of 

discrimination.^ Therefore, self-employment could provide high achieving women with a 

means of breaking through the glass ceiling. 

If women are using self-employment to circumvent discrimination in the paid 

labor market, how would we identify them? The implicit assumption is that these women 

would be "high-fliers," or high-achieving women fhistrated by discrimination. Thus, I 

expect glass-ceiling breakers to be disproportionately highly educated and working long 

hours. In addition, I expect that this story will best apply to women in professional self-

employment. 

DATA AND METHODS 

To provide an historical examination of the story of women's and men's self-

employment participation, I use a sample of census data fi-om each of the 1940-1990 

censuses. The data were provided through Integrated Public Use Microdata Series 

(IPUMS); census data for social and economic research. These data were compiled by 

Ruggles and Sobeck at the University of Minnesota in 1997. 

The IPUMS consists of twenty-five high-precision samples of the American 

population drawn from thirteen federal censuses. Most population data~especially 

place for low work/family conflict. If they are correct, mothers must turn to self-
employment only as a "last resort" to resolve work and family conflict. 
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historical census data-have traditionally been available only in aggregated tabular form. 

The IPUMS is microdata, which means that they provide information about individual 

persons and households. This makes it possible for researchers to create tabulations 

tailored to their particular questions. The flexibility offered by microdata is particularly 

important for historical research because the aggregate tabulations produced by the 

Census Bureau are often not comparable across time, and until recently the subject 

coverage of census publications was limited. The data series includes information on a 

broad range of population characteristics, including fertility, nuptiality, life-course 

transitions, immigration, internal migration, labor-force participation, occupational 

structure, education, ethnicity, and household composition. 

Everyone aged 14 and over in 1940-1970 and everyone aged 16 and over in 1980 

and 1990 were included in the sample. However, for my analyses, I deleted respondents 

younger than 18 years and older than 65 years. I also excluded farm households from my 

sample. 

Variables 

The variable indicating self-employment was not measured every decade in the 

IPUMS data until 1940. Consequently, the data used in this chapter cover 1940-1990. 

Employment status is measured as a three category variable =1 if non-employed (this 

includes both the unemployed and those not in the labor force), =2 if self-employed, and 

=3 if worked for someone else as an employee. I call this last employment situation 

"regular employment" throughout the remainder of this chapter. When I discuss "total 

^ Of course, the self-employed could face other kinds of discrimination, such as from 
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employment" I am referring to all those who are self-employed or regularly employed. 

Workers with multiple sources of employment were classified according to the work 

relationship in which they spent the most time during the reference day or week. Hours 

worked is measured as a set of dummy variables and refers to the number of hours 

worked in the reference week (the previous week). I divided hours worked into three 

dummy categories. Usual hours per week equalling 1 to 34 are coded as "part-time." 

Thirty-five to forty-eight hours per week are considered "full-time" and forty-nine or 

more hours per week are considered "overtime." Weeks worked refer to the number of 

weeks worked in the year prior to the census year. These were also measured as a set of 

dummy variables. I consider working 48 to 52 weeks per year as working fiill-year. 

Education is measured as a series of dummies. "Less than high school" indicates 

whether the respondent completed grade twelve. "High school diploma" indicates that 

grade twelve was completed, but respondent did not attend post-secondary schooling. 

"Some college" indicates that the respondent attended less than four years of college, and 

"bachelor's degree" indicates that the respondent completed four or more years of 

college. 

I coded respondents as married whether or not their spouse was present. Divorced 

indicates that respondents reported being separated or divorced from their spouse. The 

other two categories are widowed and never married. 

Age is measured in years. Women are coded as mothers only if they have a child 

in the household (data on nonresident children were not collected). Respondents were 

creditors or customers. 
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coded as immigrants if they reported that their place of birth was other than a U.S. state, 

territory, or possession. 

To measure occupations and industries across the fifty-year timespan, 1 used 

variables created by Ruggles and Sobeck (1997) that recoded occupations and industries 

in each year to a 1950 basis. Comparing census occupational and industrial 

classifications is problematic. The census has altered occupational and industrial 

categories between each census somewhat, and in some years — 1940 and 1980 — 

dramatically reorganized the entire system of classification. Ruggles and Sobeck (1997) 

created a common coding across the years based on the 19S0 occupational and industrial 

codings. The 1950 system uses the status-hierarchy classification (i.e., for occupations -

first professionals, then managers, then clerical workers, then skilled blue-collar workers, 

then laborers) common to subsequent coding schemes. Using a method that gives the 

distribution of persons in a particular later occupation/industry (e.g., 1960), Ruggles and 

Sobeck (1997) recoded the occupation/industry based on where a plurality of persons 

would have been assigned in each census had the coding system of the previous census 

still been in effect. Still, problems remain. For example, newly created occupations in 

the 1980s and 1990s are not distinguishable - including computer-related jobs and some 

service jobs such as child care. To overcome discrepancies in occupation and industry 

titles, in my analyses I use eight broad categories of occupations and twelve broad 

categories of industries. Occupational categories are professionals, managers, clerical, 

operatives, crafts/trades, sales, services, and laborers. I often dichotomize occupations 

into professionals and managers versus all other occupations. For convenience I will 
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sometimes refer to professionals and managers as "professional" and all other 

occupations as "non-professional." Industrial categories include 

agriculture/forestry/fishing, mining/construction, manufacturing, utilities/transportation, 

wholesale trade, retail trade, financial services, business and repair services, personal 

services, professional services, entertainment, and public administration. 

RESULTS 

Overall Trends in Self-Employment, 1940-1990 

The sex composition of the regular work force (i.e., employees) reached 50-50 by 

1960-1970 (see table 2.1; tables are located at the end of this chapter). However, self-

employment has remained a largely male dominated work status, although women have 

made significant gains since 1970. As table 2.2 shows, in 1970 21% of self-employed 

persons were female, and by 1990, this percentage had rise to 34%. 

Women's participation in self-employment, as a share of women's total 

employment, decreased from 1940 to I960 (from 7% to 3%), as shown in table 2.3. 

Since 1970, women's self-employment has grown from 3% of women's total 

employment participation to 6% in 1990. Men's participation in self-employment shows 

a remotely similar shape in table 2.4, however, the growth in men's self-employment 

from it's lowest in 1970 and 1980 (10%) to its 1990 rate of 11% is much less dramatic 

compared with women's. Thus, while women's self-employment participation has been 

markedly increasing, men's has remained fairly stagnant and below its 1940 high of 13%. 

If we look at self-employment participation as a share of all women's activities 

(non-employed, regularly employed, and self-employed), table 2.5 shows that the percent 
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of all working age women (18 to 65) involved in self-employment remained constant 

from 1940 to 1970 (at 2%), but then more than doubled by 1990 (5%). From 1970 to 

1990, women's involvement in regular employment also increased from 72% to 78%, 

while the percent of women not employed fell from 26% to 17%. Thus, it appears that 

both regular and self employment are growing due, in part, to women's increased labor 

force participation overall. In contrast, looking at table 2.6, men's self-employment 

participation as a share of all working-age men's activities has increased less, from 9% to 

11% between 1970 and 1990. However, at the same time, the percent of men non-

employed has also grown - from 4% in 1970 to 6% in 1990. Thus, men's participation in 

regular employment has fallen in the past few decades - from 87% in 1970 to 83% in 

1990. Unlike women, then, men's increase in self-employment may be due to worsening 

conditions in regular employment.^ 

Looking at self-employment participation across age groups in table 2.7, it 

appears that the proportion of self-employed workers who are female has grown in every 

age group between 1940 and 1990. By 1990, the women aged 18 to 29 had made the 

most gains in self-employment. Forty-one percent of self-employed persons aged 18 to 

29 in 1990 were women, compared to 36% of the 30 to 39 year olds, 32% of the 20 to 29 

year olds, and 31% of those aged 50 years or older. These trends are notably different 

from those evidenced in table 2.8 for regular employment. 

Past research suggests that self-employment rates increase with age. This pattern 

is generally true for men. For women, a marked change has occurred. From 1940 

^ Or the decline in the percent of men who are employed may be due to earlier retirement. 
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through 1980, women aged 50 to 65 years were most likely to be self-employed, among 

all women. These women were most likely to be widows, and presumably inherited their 

husband's or the family's business. However, in 1990, the largest group of women self-

employed was the 30 to 39 year olds (31% of all self-employed women were aged 30 to 

39), compared with 15% of women aged 18 to 29 years, 27% aged 40 to 49 years, and 

27% aged 50 to 65 years. Unlike men, women's participation in self-employment is 

growing faster among young women in their thirties. 

Education 

In general, the self-employed tend to have more education than the regularly 

employed in all periods, and this is true for both sexes as seen in tables 2.9a-2.9d. In 

1990, 29% of self-employed men and 24% of self-employed women had a college degree 

or higher, compared with 21% of regularly employed men and 19% of regularly 

employed women. 

Self-employed men reported higher educational attainment than did self-

employed women during the early part of the period (1940-1970). However, during the 

1980s and 1990s, self-employed women appeared to catch up to self-employed men in 

terms of educational attainment. By 1990, the gender gap in educational attainment was 

negligible — 55% of self-employed men reported attending college or more compared 

with 53% of self-employed women. In contrast, in regular employment, women had a 

slight edge in 1990 ~ while 49% of regularly employed men had attended some college 

or more, 51% of regularly employed women had done so. In sum, the tendency for the 

which isn't necessarily "worsening" of labor conditions. 
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self-employed to be more educated than the regularly employed is strongest for men, 

while the majority of women in both kinds of employment report at least some college 

attendance. 

Occupations 

What kinds of jobs do the self-employed hold? Are these the same across years? 

Tables A-2.1 and A-2.2 (found in Appendix A) list the leading occupations and industries 

for each decade. First, let's look at self-employed men alone. Self-employed men have 

tended to cluster into three broad occupational categories - professionals (doctors, 

lawyers), managers (small business owners), and crafts (plumber, carpenter) as shown in 

table 2.10. During the latter half of the 20th century, the percentage of self-employed 

men in managerial occupations has declined. Whereas over 50% of self-employed men 

reported being in a managerial occupation during the 1940s and 1950s, by 1990 less than 

one third of self-employed men were in this category. And, while professional self-

employment has generally been increasing, its share of all men's self-employment 

occupations was fairly small, comprising about 16% in 1990. Where did the self-

employed opportunities for men go? The answer is to the crafts and trades occupations. 

This category has increased firom 18% of self-employed men in 1940 to 24% in 1990. 

Is the loss of managerial, and growth of crafts occupations for men true of non-

self-empioyed men as well? The evidence says no in table 2.11. There has been a steady 

rise in managerial jobs for regularly employed men, and an overall decline in craft and 

trade jobs for regularly employed men. Thus, economy-wide changes in occupational 
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composition cannot explain the changing occupational composition of self-employment 

for men. 

What about women's self-employment? While the self-employment share of 

women's total employment is returning to 1940 levels, the character of women's self-

employment has changed. In 1940, the leading occupations for self-employed women 

included laundress and lodge keeper. In 1990, however, the leading occupations include 

child-care worker and bookkeeper. Throughout all years, manager/proprietor has 

remained a typical job choice for self-employed women. 

Self-employed women cluster into service and managerial/professional jobs as 

table 2.12 shows. Whereas managerial jobs for self-employed women have decreased 

over the second half of the 20th century, in general, service jobs appear to be increasing 

since 1950. (The high percent of women in service jobs in 1940 is due to domestic 

service.) This is in contrast to the steady decline of service jobs in regular employment 

among women (see table 2.13). While regularly employed women are still most likely to 

work in service or clerical jobs, professional and managerial jobs have comprised an 

increasing share of regularly employed women's jobs. 

Comparing across the sexes and within employment type, we can see that 

managerial jobs capture a larger portion of men's self-employment activities than they do 

of women's. Professional jobs comprise equal shares of men's and women's self-

employment. Non-professional self-employment for men lies primarily in crafts and 

trades jobs, while non-professional self-employment is primarily service work for 

women. 
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Industries 

With the decline of large-scale manufacturing plants in the United States during 

the 1980s and 1990s, it has been argued that men's self-employment has grown in these 

shrinking, but more profitable manufacturing industries while women's has grown in less 

profitable services industries, and that this is why men's small businesses typically are 

more successful than women's small businesses. Looking at the census data, this claim 

doesn't appear to be true. Self-employed men have never been heavily concentrated in 

manufacturing (see table 2.14). The manufacturing industry has remained a steady and 

small percent of men's self-employment activities (8% in 1940 and 7% in 1990) while it 

has declined as a share of regularly employed men's jobs (from 36% in 1950 to 24% in 

1990), as shown in table 2. IS. Women's self-employment in manufacturing industries 

has been even less, but has grown over the same period ~ fi-om 1% in 1940 to 6% in 1990 

~ as shown in table 2.16. This is in contrast to the steady decline of manufacturing as a 

share of women's regular employment, which has fallen from a high of 29% in 1950 to 

14% in 1990 (see table 2.17). 

The non-service industry where self-employed men do appear to have a comer on 

the market is in construction. Men's self-employment activities in construction has 

grown steadily fi'om 13% in 1940 to 20% in 1990, despite construction's decline as a 

share of regularly employed men's work (from 16% in 1940 to 12% in 1990). At the 

same time, construction as a share of women's self-employment has remained quite small 

~ firom 1% in 1940 to 3% in 1990. 
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Historically, retail trade, the industry designation for shop-keepers, dominated 

both men's and women's self-employment activities. However this industry has declined 

considerably as a share of men's and women's self-employment. In 1950, 32% of men 

and 49% of women were self-employed in retail trade. By 1990 these percentages had 

dropped to 16% for men and 21% for women. This decline is not reflective of the trend 

for regular employment where a stable 13% of men and 20% of women have held jobs in 

retail sales industries. 

Significant change has occurred in the service industries for both sexes and types 

of employment. For self-employed men and women, business and repair services have 

grown fi-om 6% (men) and 1% (women) in 1940 to 15% for each sex in 1990. The 

regularly employed have seen a more modest increase in these industries during the fifty-

year period from 2% to 6% for men and 1% to 5% for women. This trend for self-

employed men reflects the fact that crafts and trades occupations are usually classified in 

repair services industries. 

Professional and financial services industries have grown for both sexes in both 

types of employment during the 1940 to 1990 era. The growth in these industries has 

been more dramatic for women. These industries' share of both self-employed and 

regularly employed women's jobs has doubled during the fifty years making them the 

leading industries for women's employment. Furthermore, women, regardless of 

employment type, are more likely to be employed in these industries than are men. In 

1990,32% of self-employed women and 40% of regularly employed women worked in 
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financial and professional services, compared with 18% of self-employed men and 16% 

of regularly employed men. 

In 1990, the self-employed are twice as likely to be employed in the personal 

services industry than are the regularly employed, and this holds true for both sexes. The 

personal services industry contains work settings such as lodging places, garment 

services, barber^eauty shops, child care centers, and private households. Women who 

perform child care for pay in their own homes are classified here. Self-employed women 

are more than twice as likely to be working in personal services compared with self-

employed men. However, the personal services industry has declined as a share of men's, 

and especially women's, employment during 1940-1990. In 1940,47% of self-employed 

women and 23% of regularly employed women worked in personal services. By 1990 

these percentages had fallen to 10% and 5%, respectively. 

Labor Supplv 

Within each sex group, the self-employed are more likely to work 48 weeks or 

more per year, compared with the regularly employed. Table 2.18 shows that at each 

data point during 1940-1990, the self-employed report working more weeks than the 

regularly employed, within each sex group, with regularly employed women working the 

fewest average weeks per year. Self-employed men have consistently reported a high 

proportion (around 80%) of fiiU-year workers throughout the time period. Across time, 

regularly employed men and all women show more variability in the percent reporting 

working 48 weeks or more annually. 
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To examine how the self-employed and regularly employed compared in terms of 

hours worked, turn to tables 2.19 and 2.20. Looking at men's and women's usual hours 

worked per week by employment status, one sees that the majority of regular employees 

work "full-time." Although the tendency for regular employees to work full-time has 

declined since the 1960s for both sexes (fi-om about 75%-77% in 1960 to 64%-65% in 

1990), the standard workweek remains the predominant choice, particularly for men. In 

contrast, the self-employed show a greater dispersion in usual hours worked per week, 

and to further complicate the story, the patterns differ for men and women. 

Self-employed men are most likely to work more than forty-nine hours per week, 

and this has been true across the 1940 to 1990 timeframe. Working overtime is both the 

modal category among self-employed men, and self-employed men are far more likely to 

work overtime than regularly employed men. About the same percentage of men work 

part-time in both employment statuses - around 10% during the time period. 

In contrast to self-employed men's marked tendency to work fiill-time or over

time, self-employed women are fairly evenly dispersed across the three hours categories. 

Compared with regularly employed women, self-employed women are more likely to 

work both part-time and to work over-time. In 1990, close to 40% of self-employed 

women worked part-time, compared with only 26% of regularly employed women. At 

the same time, 21% of self-employed women reported working in excess of 49 hours per 

week, compared with 9% of regularly employed women. Given this dispersion in 

women's usual hours worked in self-employment, I next explored whether occupational 

factors and/or family factors could be at the root of the variability. 
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Examining usual hours worked separately for professionals and all other 

occupations (tables 2.21a-2.2ld) reveals an interesting pattern for women. Women 

professionals who are self-employed are quite evenly divided across the three categories. 

In 1990,33% of professional self-employed women reported working part-time, while 

37% reported working full-time and 31% reported working more than 49 hours per week. 

Again, self-employed professional women were more likely to work both part-time and 

over-time than were regularly employed professional women. Among the non

professional occupations, self-employed women were evenly split between working part-

time (42%) and flill-time (43%) with a smaller minority working overtime hours (15%). 

Regularly employed women in non-professional occupations predominantly worked full-

time in 1990 (63%) with 30% working part-time and only 7% working overtime hours. 

While there is no discemable time trend for professional women's hours of employment, 

non-professional women are increasingly working part-time hours; the percentage 

working part-time grew from 17% for regularly employed women and 30% for the self-

employed in 1940 to 30% and 42%, respectively, in 1990. 

Family Factors 

Considering family variables, are self-employed women more or less likely to 

have children in their households, compared with regularly employed women? Table 

2.22 shows that in the early (1940-50) and late (1980-1990) periods, the self-employed 

category had a higher percent of mothers (women with chUdren in the household) than 

does the regularly employed category. In the middle periods of I960 and 1970 the 

opposite was true. 
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Focusing on the later period and breaking this down by professional status, tables 

2.23 and 2.24 reveal that, among professionals, the proportion that are mothers is similar 

for the regularly and self-employed women in the late period. Among the non

professionals, self-employed women are more likely to be mothers than are regularly 

employed women in the late period. In 1980,64% of self-employed women were 

mothers, compared with 51% of regularly employed women, although this gap narrows 

somewhat in 1990. 

Children are not the only family factor that affects women's self-employment 

participation. As table 2.2S shows, historically, self-employed married women have had 

a high propensity to be the wives of self-employed men. In 1990, 41% of married self-

employed women had a husband who was also self-employed. This compares with 12% 

of regularly employed women with a self-employed husband. Married self-employed 

men are more likely to have a self-employed wife (19% in 1990, compared with 4% of 

regularly employed men), but not nearly to the degree that self-employed women are to 

have a self-employed husband. The weight of the evidence suggests that women are 

more likely to join their spouses in self-employment than are men. 

Motherhood and the Polarization of "Good" and "Bad" Jobs in Self-Employment 

The growing propensity of self-employed women in non-professional occupations 

to work part time caused me to wonder to what extent this could be driven by mothers. 

Mothers could be pulled into this form of employment to balance work with family 

responsibilities, or they may be pushed into it because the workplace environment is not 

conducive to meeting family needs. To get a handle on the link between motherhood. 
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self-employment, job status, and hours worked, it is necessary to make several 

simultaneous comparisons. In what follows, I compare childless women with mothers, 

the self-employed with the regularly employed, professional women with non

professional women, and women who work part-time, full-time, and over-time. Given 

the complexity of these comparisons, first I will use data only from the 1990 census, then 

I will discuss recent trends in the patterns described using 1970 through 1990 data. 

To begin with the overall distributions of usual hours worked by mothers and 

childless women, turn to tables 2.26 and 2.27. Table 2.26 shows the distribution of hours 

worked for all childless women and distinguishes between the self-employed and the 

regularly employed. Among the regularly employed in 1990, childless women are most 

likely to work fiill-time (64%), less likely to work part-time (24%), and only a small 

minority work over-time hours (11%). Their counterparts in self-employment show a 

different distribution. While the modal category for childless self-employed women is 

full-time (44%), it is a less fi-equent choice than that of regularly employed women. 

Compared with regularly employed childless women, the self-employed are more likely 

to work part-time (32%) and overtime (24%). In general, the self-employed show greater 

variability in hours worked than do the regularly employed. But what about mothers? 

Regularly employed mothers exhibit the same pattern that regularly employed childless 

women do, but with a tendency to work part-time at a higher rate (see table 2.27). In 

1990, regularly employed mothers are most likely to work full-time (65%), then part-time 

(28%), with an even smaller minority (compared with regularly employed childless 

women) to work over-time hours (8%). The final category is self-employed mothers. 
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This is the only group (of those discussed above) for whom part-time is the modal 

category for hours. Self-employed mothers are most likely (compared with all other 

women and among themselves) to work part-time (43% in 1990). Full-time hours 

characterize only 38% of self-employed mothers' labor supply, and a minority work over

time hours (19% in 1990, although they are more likely to work over-time than regularly 

employed mothers). The high rates of part-time employment among self-employed 

women seem to be mainly driven by mothers. 

Does this pattern hold when we break these categories down further, by 

professional status? Looking only at professional women, among the childless (see table 

2.28), the self-employed are again more likely to work part-time and over-time 

(compared with regularly employed childless professional women). What stands out, 

however, is the finding that the modal category for hours work by self-employed 

childless professionals is over-time! Fully 38% of self-employed childless professional 

women work over-time hours, while 36% work full-time, and 27% work part-time in 

1990. If there are any giass-ceiling breakers among self-employed women, it looks most 

likely to be the childless professionals! Again, how do mothers compare among the 

professionals? The data in table 2.29 show the same more-even dispersion of self-

employed mothers (vis a vis regularly employed mothers) across the three hours 

categories that we saw above. Here, the modal category is part-time employment (38% 

in 1990), closely followed by M-time (37%), with over-time hours being the minority 

(25%). Among professional women who are mothers, then, the self-employed are more 

likely to work both part-time and overtime hours. Among self-employed professional 
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women, the patterns of hours worked is quite divergent, with childless women working 

over-time hours and mothers working part-time hours. 

The propensity of self-employed professional mothers to work part-time cannot 

account for the original finding that self-employed mothers are significantly more likely 

(than regularly employed mothers) to work part-time, because the proportion of 

professional mothers working part-time in self-employment (28% in 1990) falls below 

the overall proportion of self-employed mothers who work part-time (43% in 1990). This 

leads into the next analysis - the distribution of non-professional women's usual hours 

worked per week. 

Tables 2.30 and 2.31 show the distribution of usual hours worked for non

professional women by motherhood status and by employment type. In this group, 

among childless women, the pattern of hours worked among the self-employed and 

regularly employed is remarkably similar. While the self-employed remain slightly more 

likely to work both part-time and over-time hours, the modal category for each 

employment type is full-time. Next, let's turn to mothers (see table 2.31). Here is the 

striking finding that, in 1990, nearly 50% of the self-employed in this category work part-

time! This proportion is substantially higher than that for professional mothers, and for 

all childless women (regardless of employment status) in 1990. In fact, part-time hours is 

the modal category of usual hours worked for non-professional self-employed mothers. 

It is followed, in rank order, by full-time and over-time hours. While part-time hours is 

the work arrangement of 30% of regularly employed non-professional mothers, they are 

much more likely to work full time (64%) in 1990. In fact, among non-professional 
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women in regular employment, mothers are no more likely to work part-time than are 

childless women' Given these comparisons, it appears that among non-professional 

women, mothers are using self-employment in order to work fewer hours. This finding is 

most consistent with the theory that predicts women would use self-employment to blend 

family and work responsibilities. 

The claim that mothers are using self-employment to meet work and family 

demands may not be limited to the non-professional mothers. Patterns in hours worked 

across time by professional mothers reveal an interesting trend in the 1970-1990 era. If 

the self-employed and regularly employed are examined together, part-time work for 

mothers in the professions declined from 34% in 1970 to 23% In 1990 as a proportion of 

professional women's labor force participation. At the same time, self-employed mothers 

in the professions became somewhat more likely to work part-time: the proportion of 

self-employed professional mothers working part-time increased from 32% in 1970 to 

38% in 1990. A second trend further supports the idea that mothers in the professions 

may also be using self-employment to balance work and family responsibilities. Whereas 

the proportion of regularly employed professional mothers saw a mild increase in 

working overtime hours (6% to 11%), self-employed professional mothers became 

slightly less likely to work overtime (28% to 25%). 

DISCUSSION 

To sum up, what are the general sex differences in self-employment participation? 

Are gendered theories necessary to understand women's self-employment? And do these 
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sex difTerences in self-employment align with those differences in "good jobs" and "bad 

jobs" in self-employment? I address each of these questions in this final section. 

Overall, self-employment has been growing since the 1970s, although this trend is 

most dramatic for women, who had lower initial rates of self-employment. The rise in 

women's self-employment has occurred alongside the rise in women's employment 

participation overall. Both self-employment and regular employment appear to be 

pulling women who were previously out of the labor market into paid work. The rise in 

women's self-employment cannot simply be an artifact of women's increased 

employment participation overall, however, because it has a occurred at a significantly 

higher rate. While men's self-employment has grown since the 1970s, the increase has 

been very small. During this same era, regular employment declined among men and the 

proportion of men out of the labor force increased. Thus, the small growth in self-

employment among men appears to come fi-om men who were formerly regularly 

employed. This pattern among men is probably best explained by industrial restructuring 

in which many men have been laid off due to corporate downsizing. The trends in 

women's self-employment do not follow this pattern, however. 

To explain women's self-employment, one must take women's structural positions 

in the economy and in the family into account. One notable finding regarding family 

influences is the high propensity in all decades for wives to join husbands in self-

employment, but not for husbands to join wives. This finding fits with claims that while 

families are assets for men's ventures into self-employment, they are not for women's 

ventures (Arum 1997; Loscocco and Leicht 1993). Returning to the two gendered 
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theories that try to explain women's self-employment, it is clear that both help account for 

women's self-employment, but apply to different groups of women. 

First, consider the Glass Ceiling Breakers argument. According to this theory, 

high-achieving women enter self-employment as a route of escaping the glass ceiling 

they encounter as employees. These women are likely to be professionals who would 

work long hours to succeed as consultants or small business owners. As the evidence 

shows, this profile fits only one group of women; childless self-employed professionals. 

This particular group is exceptional in the number of hours they work (over-time is the 

modal category) in comparison not only to regularly employed professional women, but 

also in comparison to non-professional mothers in both regular and self-employment. 

Self-employed professionals with children in the home show a slight tendency to be using 

self-employment as a means to balance work and family, but as discussed above, the 

tendency is not strong. The group of women for whom the theory arguing that mothers 

will use self-employment to reconcile family and work responsibilities fits best is self-

employed mothers in the non-professional occupations. Fully half of these mothers work 

only part-time. Many work in jobs such as childcare and hairdressing; these jobs would 

be easy to blend with caring for one's own children. Clearly, self-employed women are a 

heterogeneous group. Unlike men, for whom family status has no effect on self-

employment participation, family is central to many self-employed women's work. Thus, 

self-employment appears to offer the promise of helping women reach economic equity 

with men, but only for one select group of women - self-employed professionals without 

children. Future research on women's self-employment should distinguish not only 
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between professionals and non-professionals, but among women with and without 

children. 

What about the growing polarization of bad jobs and good jobs in self-

employment? Are these jobs dividing along gendered lines? There is some support for 

an affirmative answer. Within the professional category, men are more likely to report 

being managers, indicating that they are running their own small businesses. Professional 

women are more likely to be in services, and do not report managing their own 

businesses to the same extent. This may indicate that self-employed professional women 

are more fi-equently consultants and own-account free-lancers, rather than managing a 

small business with employees. The largest distinction by sex in job type is seen at the 

non-professional level of self-employment. In this category, men certainly appear to 

have better jobs. They most frequently report working as skilled craftsmen or tradesmen 

~ as plumbers, carpenters, or auto mechanics. These are well paying occupations. Non

professional women who are self-employed are most frequently working in personal 

services ~ as hairdressers, childcare workers, or personal care attendants. These 

occupations are notoriously at the bottom of the pay scales (England 1992). Thus, within 

the non-professional category, the polarization of good jobs and bad jobs does seem to 

align with sex differences ~ with the result being that women are worse off in labor 

market position. 

The sex difference is not the only pattern that aU'gns with good and bad jobs ~ 

among women motherhood greatly affects job type and work patterns. Mothers are much 

more likely to be in self-employment, and in particular, part-time non-professional self-
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employment. These jobs would be expected to have the lowest pay. However, they may 

not necessarily be considered "bad jobs" by their occupants. It is in non-professional 

self-employment that mothers are able to work the fewest hours. Not only are they 

working the least hours of all men and women in the labor market, but the types of jobs 

performed by women in this category may be the most conducive to balancing work and 

family demands. These jobs include child care worker, personal attendant, and 

hairdressing. Being able to take others' children into their home for day care, or run a 

beauty shop out of the basement, both allow mothers to stay at home and be available to 

their children. Similarly, running errands or caring for an adult could also allow mothers 

to bring their children with them to work. While I cannot tell from these data whether 

mothers are choosing these work arrangements for their compensating differentials and 

mother-friendliness, this is a researchable hypothesis. Future research should examine 

the factors behind women's entrance into self-employment to understand the decision-

maing process more clearly. 
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TaUe 2.5 Women's Bnplaymcnt Participation, 1940-90 
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Table 2.12 Dislribution ofSclf-Onplaycd Women Across Occupational Categories, 
1940-90 
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TaMe 2.22 Percentage of Women Who Are Mothers, by Employment Status, 1940-
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Table 244 Percent of Women Who Are Mothen in Non-Profesiional/ Non-
Managerial, by Eknployment Statui, 1940-1990 
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CHAPTERS 
GENDER, FAMILY, AND JOB CHARACTERISTICS; DETERMINANTS OF 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT PARTICffATION FOR A YOUNG COHORT, 1979-1998 

What are the factors that lead to participation in self-employment? Are these 

factors the same for women and men? Little research has examined this process with a 

national, longitudinal, probability sample. Using an event history model and data 

spanning 20 years, in this chapter I uncover the factors leading men and women into self-

employment. My main contributions are testing hypotheses from general theories of self-

employment participation and formulating and testing gendered theories of self-

employment participation. In addition, I add to the literature on self-employment by 

using a national longitudinal probability sample, and by examining the factors leading to 

self-employment. 

Past research has offered some explanations of self-employment participation. 

On the macro level, much research has focused on how changes in structural 

opportunities (such as government policies, labor markets, industrial economies, 

technology, and class structure) have produced changes in self-employment participation 

(Arum 1997; Arum, Budig, and Grant 2000; Blau 1987; Camoy and Castells 1997; Grant, 

Wallace, and Pitney 1995; Steinmetz and Wright 1989). Such explanations have been 

sometimes conflicting. For example, some have argued that a weak economy marked by 

high unemployment pushes people into self-employment as a last resort (Phillips 1962; 

Johnson 1981) while others claim that a strong economy pulls people into self-

employment (Piore and Sable 1984). On the individual level, human capital, 

occupational status, motivation, working conditions, and discrimination faced in wage 
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employment are thought to affect self-employment participation (Arum 1997; Cromie 

1987; Hossfeld 1990; Polivka 1996). Finally, some evidence has shown that family 

factors and sex of worker influence self-employment participation (Arum 1997; Boden 

1996; Carr 1996). However, in contrast to the well-developed body of research that 

documents the effects of immigration status, ethnicity, and race on self-employment 

participation, little research has examined the way in which gender affects self-

employment participation. 

WHY STUDY GENDER AND SELF-EMPLOYMENT? 

Self-Employment is an increasingly fi'equent work alternative for women, but we 

know little about why women are entering self-employment. While women are less 

likely than men to become self-employed, women's propensity for self-employment is 

growing, both absolutely and in relation to men's. Between 1975 and 1995, women's 

self-employment participation grew by 60%, compared with men's growth of 20% (Blau 

1998). This skyrocketing trend for women's self-employment is not merely an artifact of 

women's increased labor force participation overall. Over the same period women's 

labor force participation grew only 23% (Blau 1998). 

Women's increasing participation in self-employment has not gone unnoticed by 

policy makers who have tried to encourage female business owners through programs for 

female entrepreneurs and pro-female-owned business policy enactments. For example, in 

1994 the US Congress established the lACWBE (Interagency Conunittee on Women's 

Business Enterprise) to better coordinate the Small Business Administration's efforts on 

the behalf of female entrepreneurs. This committee includes 13 senior government 
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officials appointed by the president. Women's businesses have also caught presidential 

attention. Most recently, on May 23, 2000, President Clinton signed an executive order 

calling for government to meet or exceed a 5% contract goal for women-owned small 

businesses. Government has also been promoting self-employment for women at the 

other end of the spectrum. Many welfare-to-work projects are advocating self-

employment for poor women. Microenterprise programs attempt to help women with 

backgrounds of chronic unemployment, poverty, and displacement enter self-employment 

(IWPR2000). 

Despite the growing importance of women's self-employment and political 

support for women's small businesses, there has been relatively little research on the 

characteristics of and the fate of self-employed women. There has been a lot of popular 

discourse claiming that self-employment is beneficial for women because they can 

circumvent sex discrimination in the regular workforce, and thereby do as well, or better 

than, men who are self-employed (USSBA 1985). However, research supporting this 

claim that women use self-employment to break through the glass ceiling has been based 

on small samples and rarely uses national samples (Cromie 1987; Kalleberg and Leicht 

1991). And other research has found self-employment to be a less equitable work 

situation for women than regular employment due to discrimination they face from 

creditors, contractors, and consumers (Clark and James 1992; Losccoco and Robinson 

1991; Lustgarten 1995).'* 

^ Problems of consumer discrimination have also been documented for minority 
entrepreneurs (Boqas and Bronars 1989). 
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Research on gender and self-employment has often focused on female small 

incorporated business owners, and has neglected less profitable self-employed non

professional women and unincorporated female-owned businesses (Clark and James 

1992; Kalleberg and Leict 1991; Loscocco and Robinson 1991). As Arum (1995) 

argued, not distinguishing between professional and non-professional self-employment 

obscures the extent to which participation in self-employment is occurring in desirable or 

undesirable positions. The question of whether self-employment growth is being driven 

by undesirable "bad" jobs or "good" has been explored cross-nationally for men 

(McManus 2000). However, few studies have asked if there are any sex differences in 

the degree to which good and bad jobs are driving self-employment participation. I 

intend to remedy these gaps in the literature on self-employment and gender and to 

emphasize the less profitable self-employment in non-professional and non-managerial 

occupations. 1 will focus on explaining the factors that affect self-employed entrance, 

and how these factors dififer both by gender and by whether the self-employment is in a 

professional or managerial position. 

TRADITIONAL THEORIES OF SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

Macro-Structural Theories: the role of the economy, the state, and technology 

There are three main "demand-side" arguments and two "supply side" accounts 

that try to explain the fall and rise of self-employment over the last century. None of 

these arguments explicitly incorporates gender. One nongendered theory is what I call 

the "bad economy" argument. This argument posits that if the economy is slow and 

unemployment is increasing, people are driven into self-employment as a last resort 
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(Meager 1992). The bad economy claim is a counter cyclical argument in that self-

employment rises with depression/recession and decreases with a growing economy 

(Johnson 1981; Phillips 1962). Support for this argument is weak at best, and the 

tremendous growth of self-employment during the buoyant economy of the 1990s refutes 

this claim. However, to control for the effects of the economy on self-employment 

participation, I include the rate of unemployment in the respondent's county as an 

independent variable. 

The second account is the "good economy" argument. Theories in this camp 

claim that when there is low unemployment, workers have more bargaining power with 

employers and can demand higher wages and other benefits (Piore and Sable 1984). 

Workers have greater bargaining power because employers are competing over scarce 

employees. Employers respond to higher labor costs by outsourcing work previously 

done within the firm. Self-employed persons and small businesses thus And much greater 

demands for their services as contractors with larger businesses. This increased demand 

for contracted work draws people into self-employment. 

One last factor that could cause change in self-employment rates is the 

accessibility of new technology (Blau 1987). In this view, self-employment and home 

based businesses are increasing because technology available to home users has vastly 

increased—PC's, fax machines, copiers, printers, etc. Although I cannot test this 

argument with the study 1 outline below, I can control for changes in technology over 

time by controUiag for period effects. 
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Worker Characteristics 

Two "supply-side" theories of why workers become self-employed are the 

Disadvantaged Worker argument and the Class Mobility Hypothesis. The Disadvantaged 

Worker argument can be made along three lines. First, those workers without an 

attractive mix of human capital become self-employed because they can't get a job in the 

regular labor market. Here self-employment is a last resort for individuals who lack 

experience, education, or stable employment histories. A second version of this 

argument is that workers in bad jobs may be more likely to turn to self-employment to 

improve their work situation. The markers of bad jobs could include irregular hours 

(night or evening shifts, rotating shifts, or on-call work), low pay, lack of employer-

provided health or life insurance benefits, small firms (that are often less stable and have 

shorter promotion ladders), and highly feminized jobs (the percent female of one's 

occupation has been correlated with lower pay, less authority and control, etc.) In both of 

the above scenarios, workers without jobs should be more likely to become self-

employed than currently employed workers, and this has been documented for white men 

(Evans and Leighton 1990). A third way in which workers are disadvantaged is if they 

belong to groups that are discriminated against, such as racial or ethnic nunorities or 

women. Workers who face high discrimination in employment may turn to self-

employment to circumvent this discrimination. This argument will be expanded in the 

next section for women. Of course, e"en the self-employed can be hampered by 

discrimination - from creditors, customers, and contracts, just to name a few sources. 
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The second theory posits that self-employment is a route to the "American 

dream." The Class Mobility Hypothesis argues that self-employment provides a 

stepping-stone to upward class mobility (Carr 1996; Steinmetz and Wright 1989). Self-

employment is part of the American dream of bettering yourself, or "making it" to wealth 

and a higher class position through entrepreneurship. If this theory is true, I would 

expect to find that highly skilled, motivated people would be more likely to enter self-

employment. 

GENDERED THEORIES OF SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

But do the above processes work for women, also? Carr (1996) argued that these 

hypotheses might help explain differences in men's and women's self-employment 

participation. Using 1979-80 CPS data, Carr (1996) argued that women's reasons for 

entering self-employment follow a "Misfit Hypothesis" (what I call the Disadvantaged 

Worker argument), while men's follow the Class Mobility Hypothesis. Carr bases this 

claim on the general finding that self-employment pays lower annual earnings overall 

(not controlling for number of hours worked and human capital measures). Carr claims 

that since self-employment generally yields lower earnings than wage employment, and 

since women earn less than men in both forms of employment, women need a financial 

cushion that men do not to become self-employed—marriage. Being married provides 

women with a "backup" - their husbands' earnings if the woman's business should fail. 

In a cross-sectional study using the NLSY (National Longitudinal Survey of Youth) panel 

in 1990, Schiller and Crewson (1994) found that marriage significantly increased 

women's likelihood of entering self-employment. 
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CatT (1996) finds support for her gendered story of self-employment that women 

are disadvantaged workers while men are aspiring entrepreneurs.^ Can* doesn't discuss 

one important finding in her results. In her descriptive analysis, there is a bifurcation of 

women's hours in self-employment—a large group below 15 hours per week and another 

group above 41 hours. This points to both theories applying to women, not just the misfit 

hypothesis. Women may go into self-employment with two different main goals. One 

group of women may enter self-employment to escape the "glass ceiling" or 

discrimination they face in wage employment (these are the upwardly mobile group). A 

second group of women (mothers) may enter self-employment to better balance work and 

family commitments (the "misfits") due to the constraints mothers face that I outline next. 

1 propose two theories that take women's and men's structural positions in the 

family and in the economy into account. The first 1 call the Work and Family Conflict 

theory of women's self-employment, the second I term the Glass Ceiling Breakers theory. 

Work and Family Conflict 

The gendered structural theories of women's self-employment are intimately tied 

with the individual-level theories. The first theory relates to the ability of mothers to 

balance work and family responsibilities and is an institutional argument. Parent-fnendly 

jobs have not become institutionalized despite increases in women's employment. For 

women, the lack of childcare, inadequate wages, restricted or nonstandard working 

schedules, means that mothers of young children have a difBcult time, either being hired 

^ Carr (1996) tests the theories above, but uses poor controls for human capital, number 
of hours worked, and occupation and industry characteristics. For example, she measures 
work experience by whether the respondent worked at least one hour in the previous year. 
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or finding a job that allows them to handle their family responsibilities. Presser (1995) 

argued that nonstandard work schedules (defined as rotating shifts, evenings, nights, and 

weekends) may be more compatible to child-rearing than regular 9 to 5 hours because 

parents can work different shifts and "trade off' on childcare duties. In fact, Presser 

(1995) found that women with children under 5 years old are more likely to work 

nonstandard schedules than are mothers of older children, childless women, and all men. 

She further found that women and men in self-employment have the highest weekend and 

variable day employment (Presser 1995). At the same time, Presser found that having a 

child over five had a negative effect on women's propensity to work nonstandard hours. 

This may be because women desire to work while their children are in school. Presser's 

findings suggest that women of young children may turn to self-employment to make 

work more compatible with child responsibilities. Connelly (1992) has also argued that 

mothers, especially mothers of young children, are more likely to be self-employed and 

that self-employment is more fiiendly for child-rearing than is wage employment. To 

examine whether the lack of nonstandard hours in wage employment causes women to 

enter self-employment, I use a self-reported measure that asks whether the respondent's 

shift is at a nonstandard time (evening or night hours) and whether the shift is fixed (same 

hours every day) or rotating.^ 

^ However, other research indicates that mothers may be worst off in self-employment. 
Glass and Fujimoto (1995) find that large firms, followed by small firms with pro-family 
cultures, provide the most family responsive policies. Large firms are most likely to 
provide the most leave—parental, sick, vacation, and personal. They are also most likely 
to provide, give vouchers for, or offer referrals for childcare. FinaUy, large firms are 
most likely to have flexible schedules in terms of hours, days, home-based work, and 
part-time work. Glass and Fujimoto also found that small, pro-family firms also provided 
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If the above arguments are true, we should expect to see a disproportionate share 

of mothers in self-employment relative to mothers in wage employment. Predictions for 

this argument would be that more mothers than non-mothers enter self-employment due 

to the institutional constraints mothers face in wage work. Past research has found that 

children encourage women's self-employment participation. Boden (1996) finds that 

fertility increases women's entrance into self-employment, although family has no affect 

on men's self-employment. Similarly, Carr (1996) finds that being married and being a 

parent positively affect women's entrance into self-employment but have no effects on 

men's self-employment. Arum (1997) also finds that being married and number of 

children positively affects women's entrance into professional self-employment, but not 

men's entrance into professional self-employment. 

Glass Ceiling Breakers 

The second theory is that of the glass ceiling breakers. It is well documented that 

women face discrimination in the workplace (England 1992; Reskin and Roos 1990). 

Research has shown that men and women are not treated equally at work, even when they 

have the same job qualifications and are hired to perform the same job. The concept of 

the glass ceiling was developed to describe the seemingly invisible barrier that women 

encounter when they try to enter the most lucrative and prestigious positions in their 

specialty (Reskin and Phipps 1988). If the source of discrimination is the employer, then 

these benefits. In contrast, self-employed women, although they work at home and may 
have more scheduling flexibility, get no provisions for paid leave or help with childcare. 
This leads Glass and Fujimoto (1995) to conclude that self-employment is not the best 
place for low work/family conflict. If they are correct, mothers must turn to self-
employment only as a "last resort" to resolve work and family conflict. 
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a work situation where a woman is her own boss would eliminate this type of 

discrimination.^ Therefore, self-employment could provide high achieving women with a 

means of breaking through the glass ceiling. 

If women are using self-employment to circumvent discrimination in the paid 

labor market, how would we identify them? The implicit assumption is that these women 

would be "high-fliers," or high-achieving women fhistrated by discrimination. Thus, I 

expect glass-ceiling breakers to be disproportionately highly skilled, experienced, and 

educated. In addition, I expect that this story will best apply to women entering 

professional self-employment. 

METHODOLOGY 

I use a discrete-time event history model to analyze the transition rates into self-

employment. While discrete time models generate ties in the data (an example of a tie 

would be two respondents becoming self-employed in the same year); such ties are 

handled with the Exact Method." Event history analysis enables me to include truncated 

or censored observations (i.e. respondents who never enter self-employment or leave self-

employment) in calculating the hazard that any one respondent has at a given time of 

changing states. Previous research shows that serious biases result from excluding such 

observations (Sorensen 1977; Tuma and Hannan 1978). Additionally, event history 

analysis enables complete use of longitudinal data in that it allows the incorporation of 

^ Of course, the self-employed could face other kinds of discrimination, such as from 
creditors or customers. 
^ The Exact method of handling ties "assumes there is a true but unknown ordering for 
the tied event-times (i.e., time is continuous)" and that "ties are merely the result of 
imprecise measurement of time" (Allison 1995:127-9). 
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time-varying covariates, such as education. 

I run one basic model: given non-self-employment, I estimate the hazards of 

entering self-employment, and include a dummy variable indicating whether the person is 

employed or nonemployed as a independent time-varying variable. Cases in which there 

is no change between origin state and the end of the observation are treated as censored. 

In addition to running this model for all jobs together, I also analyze a competing hazards 

model where the hazards are entrance into professional self-employment versus non

professional self-employment. I test for interactions on all variables with sex to see if 

different factors affect women's and men's participation in self-employment. Findings 

for these analyses are reported in the text. Finally, in results not shown, I ran all models 

separately for those who reported that their self-employment activity was their "main 

job" versus those who reported moonlighting in self-employment (working in self-

employment in addition to a regular wage job). Results did not differ between the two 

models. 

Data and Measures 

The panel data for these analyses are drawn from the 1979-1998 years of the 

National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), which is a multi-stage stratified national 

probability sample of 12,686 persons who were aged 14 to 21 when first interviewed in 

1979. Subsequent survey waves have continued annually. The NLSY over-sampled 

various populations (i.e. minority racial groups, impoverished groups). 

I calculated the percent female in each detailed occupation/industry cell fi'om 

1990 Census data (U.S. Bureau of Census 1993). NLSY data are coded into 1970 
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occupation and industry codes each year. I matched these codes to 1990 occupation and 

industry codes. The Dictionary of Occupational Titles (U.S. Department of Labor 1977) 

contains data on 12,099 occupations. Department of Labor observers coded occupations 

for their demands. DOT variables were transformed into averages for each 1980 detailed 

Census occupation (for a description of this matching method, see England 1992, Chapter 

3). 

Principal Variables and Predictions 

The principal dependent variable for this study is self-employment. I define the 

respondent as self-employed if they answered yes to the survey question asking "are you 

self-employed in this job?" I distinguish between two subgroups. I separate those 

respondents who become self-employed in professional or managerial occupations versus 

those self-employed in non-professional/non-managerial occupations. These variables 

are time-varying within spells. 

Human Capital and Labor Supply 

Independent variables include measures of human capital measures are education, 

experience, seniority in most recent wage earning job, hours worked in most recent job, 

number of breaks in employment, number of job changes, and a measure of work-

relevant cognitive capabilities (Aldrich, Renzulli, and Langton 1998; Blanchflower and 

Oswald 1998). All of these variables, plus wealth, may impact success in either regular 

or self-employment. Past experience in self-employment has also been found to be 

important in determining the success of self-employment. I include the size of firm of 

previous employment since research shows this factor, along with experience and 
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seniority, impact the amount of business skill relevant to self-employment that one 

acquires (Strohmeyer and Leicht 2000). These variables may explain why men and 

women enter self-employment at different rates. One way past experience negatively 

affects women's self-employment earnings is that women often have less relevant 

experience for being self-employed or being a business owner than men have (Loscocco 

and Robinson 1991). Employed women are more likely to be in non-techm'cal fields like 

personnel, public relations, and service industries, none of which, Loscocco and 

Robinson (1991) claim, best prepare them for self-employment. To check for this, I 

interact experience, working in a small firm, and all industry dummies with sex. 

Most controls for human capital and labor supply characteristics are included as 

time-varying covariates. In the models predicting the hazard of entering self-

employment, I include usual hours worked per week the current job (if employed), years 

of seniority (experience with one's current employer), years of general experience, usual 

hours worked per week, hourly earnings, and number of jobs ever held. Nonemployed 

respondents' values for job characteristics, such as seniority, percent female in one's 

occupation by industry cell, and hourly wage, are set at zero (controlling for 

nonemployment pulls out the distorting effect of these zeroes on seniority coefficients). 

All models include whether the respondent is currently enrolled in school part-time 

(where enrolled=l) and education (measured as highest grade completed). One non-time-

varying measure included in all models as a human capital measure is score on the 
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AFQT, the Armed Forces Qualifying Test, which is a crude measure of work-related 

cognitive skill.' 

For the competing hazards analyses, I follow Arum's (1997) recommendation of 

splitting self-employment into professional and non-professional categories, particularly 

in light of the growth of the flexible economy and its demand for highly skilled workers. 

Job Characteristics 

Controls for sex composition of the cell formed by cross-tabulation Census 

detailed (3 digit) occupation with detailed industry pertain to the job held at the annual 

interview immediately prior to entering self-employment, or date of censor for those who 

do not change on these variables. Models control for whether the job has regular week

day, day-time hours by including a dummy indicating nonstandard hours. I also include 

benefits offered through the respondent's current job as controls - life insurance and 

health insurance. Since small-firm may be less stable employment and provide shorter 

internal promotion ladders, and thus be a marker for a less desirable job, I include a 

dummy variable indicating whether the respondent worked for a small firm (less than 20 

workers). Finally, I include 11 dummies for industry of occupation held before entering 

self-employment (or last occupation held if never self-employed). For this set of 

dummies, agriculture, forestry fishing and mining are the omitted categories. I also 

interacted each of these dummies with sex. 

' The AFQT is made up of four subtests, one each in arithmetic reasoning, mathematical 
knowledge, word knowledge, and paragraph comprehension. Like all standardized tests, 
the AFQT is an imperfect and potentially biased measure. However, the AFQT was the 
only measure available in the data that provided a general estimate of fairly basic 
cognitive skills that may be relevant to jobs. 
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Family Variables 

Previous research also indicates that family measures are important. I include 

marital status, number of children, amount of spouse's earnings, family wealth, self-

employed spouse. Controls for family status include a dummy for marital status 

(currently married=l, else=0), an interaction term for being married and being female 

(where significant), and an interaction term for being female and the number of children a 

respondent has.'° I include these variables because married mothers may be in a better 

financial position to become self-employed or to leave the labor force altogether to take 

care of a baby than single or divorced mothers. I also include a measure of the amount of 

family wealth and of annual spouse's earnings to tap the income a respondent has access 

to other than own earnings. Finally, I include a dummy variable indicating whether the 

respondent's spouse is self-employed in his/her primary job. 

I include aspirations for paid work and plans for children. Work and fertility 

aspirations are measured by the respondent's wish to be working for pay only, to be 

raising a family only, or to be doing both at age 35 (question asked when respondent was 

14 years old). I use a dummy variable (=1) for desiring to be a homemaker only if the 

respondent specified that s/he wished to be raising a family only upon reaching age 35. 

Demographic Variables 

Time-varying controls for demographic characteristics include respondent's age 

measured in years and age squared, whether the respondent lived in a rural, suburban or 

Multiple specifications for children were tested - including presence of an infant, 
number of young (0-5) and older (5-18) children, and dummy variables for one, two, and 
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inner city (rural omitted), and region of residence (dummy variables for south, northeast, 

and north central, with west being the omitted category). I also include a control variable 

for the unemployment rate of the county in which the respondent resides to capture the 

effects of local labor market changes and economic strength on one's hazard of self-

employment. 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Findings 

Table 3.1 presents descriptive statistics, separately by sex and self-employment 

status, for all variables used in the analysis. This table is supplemented by table A-3.1 in 

Appendix A, which gives the descriptive statistics further broken down by 

professional/managerial occupational status. The following discussion draws on both 

tables. Several patterns appear in looking at the descriptive statistics. In terms of family 

characteristics one sees that self-employed persons are more likely to be married, and this 

is more true of self-employed women, and especially for non-professional self-employed 

women, who report the highest rates of marriage (74%!). Self-employed persons tend to 

be married to significantly higher-earning spouses (on the average of $10,000 more per 

year for women) than are the regularly employed, and this is most true of self-employed 

women. Similarly, the self-employed report greater family incomes and family wealth 

than do the regularly employed. The tendency for self-employed women to have higher 

rates of marriage has been found in past research (Carr 1996). This may indicate that 

women need a sort of'"safety cushion" - of a husband's earnings and benefits, such as 

three or more children. Results showed a linear and monotonic effect for number of 
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health insurance, to support her participation in self-employment. The fact that non

professional self-employed women have the highest rates of marriage lends support to 

this argument. If a husband's earnings and benefits provide a safety cushion for women 

entering self-employment, those women with the least earning power (e.g., non

professional child care providers) would be most in need of this cushion to become self-

employed. Compared with all men and regularly employed women, self-employed 

women are most likely to report that their spouse is also self-employed (13%). Again, 

this figure is the highest for non-professional self-employed women (1 S%). This curious 

finding will be discussed below. 

In terms of number of children residing at home, there appear to be few 

differences between the regularly employed and self-employed, within each sex category. 

Looking at Table A-1, there is some indication that self-employed professional men are 

the most likely to have no children at all, and that self-employed non-professional women 

have a slight edge in having the most children living in the home. 

Turning to the human capital and labor supply variables, Table 3.1 shows that 

self-employed men report working the most hours per week (43), followed by regularly 

employed men and women (40), and self-employed women (32). This is complicated 

when we look at Table A-1. Here we see that it is only non-professional men who work 

more hours when self-employed, whereas professional men, like all women, report 

working fewer hours when they are self-employed. In general, it appears self-

employment allows women and professional men to work fewer hours per week. 

children. 
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From the descriptive findings, self-employed persons do not seem to be less 

desirable workers, as the disadvantaged worker argument suggests. On average, self-

employed persons have slightly more education, experience, and much higher AFQT 

scores than their regularly employed counterparts. This is true across sex and 

professional categories. 

Self-employed men and women tend to work in different industrial sectors than 

their regularly employed counterparts. Compared with regularly employed men, self-

employed men are more likely to work in construction and business and repair services; 

they are less likely to work in manufacturing and professional services industries. Self-

employed women are more likely than regularly employed women to work in business 

and repair services and personal services; they are less likely to work in professional 

services. Comparing across the sexes, self-employed men are more likely to be found in 

construction and transportation/public utilities than are self-employed women. Self-

employed women are more likely to be concentrated in personal services, business and 

repair services, and professional services, compared with self-employed men. 

Findings from Event History Analyses 

While the patterns found in the descriptive statistics are interesting, they do not 

necessarily imply causal relations. Event history analysis gives us better purchase on 

sorting out these relationships. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 present findings from event history 

models predicting the hazard of becoming self-employed. The coefficients and standard 

errors are presented. The results discussed below focus on the third column of Table 3.2, 

and the third and fifth columns of Table 3.3. These colunms give the percent change in 



the dependent variable (hazard of self-employment) given a one-unit increase in the 

independent variable. These percentages are derived from the risk ratios (not shown) to 

present a more intuitive table. For example, where a risk ratio was equal to 1.06 for the 

eflFect of the number of children, I have presented this effect as a positive 6% change in 

the likelihood of becoming self-employed for each additional child the respondent has. 

Where a risk ratio for the effect of being enrolled in school part-time is 0.74,1 present 

this result as a -26% efifect on the likelihood of becoming self-employed. All analyses 

were run both including all persons self-employed (as a main job or their "extra job") and 

including only those who reported that they were self-employed and it was their main 

job. Results did not differ between the two models, so fmdings fi-om models including all 

forms of self-employment are presented. Only significant results are discussed. 

While Table 3.2 shows the effects of variables on the propensity to become self-

employed overall. Table 3.3 gives the results of a competing hazards model of entrance 

into professional vs. non-professional self-employment. To give substance to these 

categories, what are the leading occupations for men and women in professional vs. non

professional self-employment? In the professional category, men and women tend to 

hold the same occupations—their jobs are categorized as restaurant, bar, or other business 

manager. This, in conjunction with their report of self-employment indicates that they 

are the owners of these establishments. In the non-professional / non-managerial 

category, men and women are in very different occupations when self-employed. Men 

cluster into trades and crafts occupations, such as auto mechanic and carpenter, whUe 
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women most often are childcare providers, hairdressers, or other service and clerical 

occupations. 

Looking at the effects of family variables we see that each additional child 

increases a man's likelihood of self-employment by 6%. The effect of children on 

women's chance of becoming self-employed is greater. Each additional child increases a 

female respondent's likelihood of self-employment by 15% (6% + 9%). While marriage 

has no effect on men's participation in self-employment, being married increases 

women's likelihood by 33% (and this is net of spouse's earnings and family wealth)! 

Clearly, children and marriage matter more for women than men, in terms of self-

employment participation, and both encourage self-employment for women. But what 

kind of self-employment do marriage and children encourage? Tale 4 provides the 

answer. Marriage and children encourage non-professional self-employment for women, 

but not professional self-employment. For each additional child, a woman's likelihood of 

non-professional self-employment increases by 16%, and being married increases non

professional self-employment 36%. These variables do not affect men's self-

employment and have no positive effects on women's likelihood of entering professional 

self-employment. These findings may indicate that marriage and children push women 

into non-professional self-employment by virtue of the incompatibility of many non

professional women's jobs with family responsibilities (difficult to get time off, low pay, 

etc.). Professional women, whose jobs are often more flexible and allow a woman 

control over her schedule, may be more compatible with family demands and thus, 

marriage and children don't push these women into self-employment. 
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Although I control for usual hours worked, it could be that marriage and children 

encourage self-employment as a side job, or as a way to make extra money in addition to 

a regular job. Indeed, research on self-employment activities of women leaving welfare 

has found that they usually combine self-employment with other income-making 

activities in order to get by (IWPR 2000). To check this, in results not shown I dropped 

those respondents who were "moonlighting" in self-employment (working it in addition 

to working a regular job) from the self-employed category. No results on any of the 

variables in the analysis changed, except in respect to the effect of the local economy, 

which I discuss below. 

Aspirations regarding employment and family also seem to matter. Those who 

reported an early desire to be a homemaker only have an 11% higher likelihood of 

becoming self-employed than do those who said they wanted to work only or to balance 

work and family. 

Spouse's annual earnings have a small, but positive, effect on the likelihood of 

self-employment, each additional $1,000 earned by one's spouse increases the risk of 

self-employment by .3%. Table 3.3 shows that spouse's earnings encourage self-

employment in professional/managerial occupations only. Although this variable did not 

interact by sex, it is apparent firom table 3.1 that the spousal gap in pay between the self-

employed and regularly employed is much larger for women. The effect for family 

wealth is small for men (each additional $1,000 increases men's likelihood of self-

employment by only .3%) and wealth has no effect on women's propensity to become 

self-employed. Looking at table 3.3, the positive effect of wealth on men's self-
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employment participation only exists for those men entering non-professional self-

employment. The finding that this small effect exists for men only may simply reflect the 

types of jobs women and men enter when self-employed, particularly among the non

professionals. For example, more capital may be needed to start up a plumbing business 

(to purchase tools, rent an office) compared with running a daycare out of one's home. 

A major finding regarding spousal influence on self-employment is shown by the 

large effect of having a spouse who is self-employed on the respondent's hazard of self-

employment. Having a self-employed spouse increases one's likelihood by 94%! 

Although this effect did not significantly interact by sex, this may simply be a problem of 

statistical power. As Table 3.1 shows, women are far more likely to have a self-

employed spouse than are men. Thirteen percent of self-employed women have self-

employed spouses, compared with 1-3% of regularly employed women and all men. This 

effect has not been documented in the literature and begs the question, in what kind of 

work are these self-employed couples engaged? Using data derived from respondents' 

reports of their spouses' occupations and self-employment status results in the following 

pairings, 

WheiiHEis...» SHE is.... 
* Dentist, Physician • Dentist, Dental Hygienist, Bill 

* Restaurant/Bar Manager 
collector. Receptionist 

* Restaurant/Bar Manager, 

- Mechanic, Carpenter, Plumber, Salesman 
Cashier, Waitress 

- Secretary, Book-keeper, 

• Electrician, Welder, Barber, Cleaner, 
Architect 

Accountant, Sales Clerk, Typist 
• The Same Occupation as His 
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These results show that women with self-employed husbands appear to join their 

husbands' enterprises in predominantly clerical and service support roles/' In a few 

cases, women work in the same occupation as their husband, for example they both are 

dentists, barbers/hairdressers, or architects. In general, having a self-employed husband 

seems to draw women into non-professional self-employment, more so than professional 

self-employment. This claim is supported by the findings in Table 3.3 that show 

respondents with self-employed spouses are three times more likely to enter non

professional self-employment, while being 83% more likely to enter professional-self 

employment, compared with those with a non-self-employed spouse. 

Turning to human capital and labor supply characteristics, it appears that 

education encourages self-employment. Each additional year of education increases the 

likelihood of self-employment by 3%. Table 3.3 further illuminates this finding by 

showing this effect to be true only for those entering non-professional self-employment. 

In analyses not shown, I interacted education with sex in all models and found that 

These findings raise a question, are women who report being self-employed but who 
describe their work in such a way that gets them classified as a waitress or receptionist 
really "self-employed"? This question is relevant particularly because they are reporting 
that their husband is self-employed. In a certain sense, they could be considered to be 
employees of their husbands' in the man's business. The data do not provide tax records 
on respondents' businesses, so I do not have a technical classification for self-employed 
women whose husbands are also self-employed. I decided to base my self-employment 
category on those who self-define as self-employed. The self-employed wives in these 
couples could very well be co-owners of a business with their husbands, and simply 
describing the work they do on the job in a way that gets them classified as performing 
clerical support or waitressing in their own establishments. Since this reflects a typical 
division of labor in a married household, I do not think it disqualifies these women as 
self-employed workers. However, I have run the models and dropped those respondents 
with self-employed spouses. None of the results are changed when these respondents are 
dropped. 
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education encourages professional men's self-employment only, and has no effect on 

women's propensity to become self-employed. Current enrollment in school discourages 

self-employment, especially non-professional self-employment, by -26%. Job 

experience also encourages self-employment (and this is net of age of respondent); 

looking at table 3.3, we see that this is true only for non-professionals. It may be that 

non-professionals need more on-the-job training and experience before entering self-

employment while professionals gain this experience through formal education. This 

claim is supported by the fact that higher scores on the job-skills exam (AFQT) positively 

predicts only professional self-employment. Respondents with high job turnover are 

more likely to become self-employed. Each additional job ever reported by a respondent 

increased her/his likelihood of self-employment by 7%, and this is true for all types of 

self-employment. Non-employed respondents are more likely to become self-employed 

than are employed respondents, and this is especially true for women. Being non-

employed increases the likelihood of self-employment by 34% for men and by 65% for 

women. However, non-employment only encourages self-employment in non

professional occupations, as Table 3.3 shows. 

Working in a job with evening, night, rotating, or on call hours increases the 

chance that one will become self-employed in a non-professional job by 27%. In 

addition, working for a small firm (less than 20 people) greatly increases the likelihood of 

becoming self-employed - by 83%. Working in an occupation and industry combination 

that is highly feminized decreases the chance of self-employment for men, and for 

women entering professional self-employment. Women in highly feminized jobs are 
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more likely to enter non-professional self-employment. For example, a woman working 

in a job that is 80% female would be twice as likely to enter non-professional self-

employment AND be 30% less likely to enter professional self-employment than a 

woman worked in an integrated job (50/50). The opportunity to obtain life and health 

insurance through one's current job dramatically decreases the likelihood of self-

employment, especially for women. When health insurance is available through one's 

job, men are 16% less likely and women, 41% less likely, to enter self-employment. If 

we consider that the absence of health and life insurance, regular hours, and being in a 

small firm or highly feminized job to be markers of less desirable or less stable jobs, 

given that all lead to greater risks of self-employment, it could be argued that bad jobs are 

pushing people into self-employment. 

The industry in which one works also influences whether one becomes self-

employed. Using the agriculture, fishing, forestry, and mining industries as the omitted 

category, working in construction, business and repair services, or personal services 

industries all increase the chance of becoming self-employed, according to table 3.2. 

However, these results are only true for entering non-professional self-employment as 

table 3.3 shows. The results are more complicated when looked at across professional 

status and sex categories. The industries that most encourage self-employment in a 

professional occupation are entertainment and recreation services (by 306%!), and 

professional services (93%). In analyses not shown, I also examined industrial effects by 

sex. The positive effects of working in financial services, entertainment and recreational 

services, or in professional services all are less for women in general, and for women 



108 

entering professional self-employment in particular. While working in the financial 

industry increases men's likelihood of self-employment by 5%, it discourages women's 

self-employment by -45%, and this finding is stable across professional status categories. 

Employment in the professional services discourages men fi'om entering self-employment 

by -7%, and this effect is larger for women (-31%). Employment in the entertainment 

and recreation industry encourages men to enter both types of self-employment by 3% 

but discourages women by -32%. Looking at self-employment in non-professional jobs 

separately, working in the manufacturing industry discourages self-employment more for 

men (-31%) than for women (-15%). And being employed in the public administration 

industry discourages men from non-professional self-employment more than for women 

(-36% and -15%, respectively). 

The variable meant to capture the eflFects of the economy's strength on self-

employment participation shows that the "good economy" theory is supported. Results 

show that the higher the unemployment rate, the less likely respondents are to become 

self-employed. A strong economy appears to lift all boats in this case. Or does it? As 

table 3.3 shows, a strong economy encourages non-professional self-employment, not 

professional self-employment. In analyses not shown, I dropped persons fi'om the 

analysis who were moonlighting in self-employment (working in self-employment in 

addition to a regular job) and found that a good economy encourages women, and not 

men, to become self-employed in non-professional jobs. 

In terms of personal characteristics, women are less likely to enter self-

employment compared with men, as are blacks and Hispanic men. Being female 
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eliminates the negative effect of being Hispanic on the liicelihood of becoming self-

employed, however. Since this could be due to the high domestic employment of 

Hispanic immigrant women, in results not shown, I tested for the effect of being an 

immigrant on becoming self-employment. It was not significant, nor did it change the 

results. As previous research has shown, older respondents are more likely to become 

self-employed, and this effect is stronger for women. Interestingly, age does not affect 

the likelihood of men entering professional self-employment. This could reflect the "dot

com" era where very young entrepreneurs (often male) start-up internet-related 

businesses. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter set out to discover the factors that encourage and discourage self-

employment participation, and to examine whether these factors differed by sex. I 

examined theories developed by past research on self-employment participation, which 

has largely been based on the experiences of men. I also tested gendered theories that 

take women's structural positions in the economy and the family into account. Of the 

theories examined, I find the most support for the disadvantaged worker argument and 

the gendered argument about work and family conflict. Importantly, I discovered that the 

explanatory power of these theories varies by the type of self-employment entered 

(professional vs. non-professional). I will deal only with these major findings in the 

conclusion. 

In general, "bad" jobs encourage men and women to enter non-professional self-

employment. The aspects of the job that are unappealing has a gendered dimension. 
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Both men and women are more likely to become self-employed in non-professional 

occupations when their job lacks regular or daytime hours, life insurance, and health 

insurance; when they are employed in small firms, which are usually less stable and 

lower-paying than larger firms; and when they work in the low-paying personal services 

industry, business and repair services industry, or in the construction industry, which is 

vulnerable to economic cycles. For women, working in a highly feminized occupation 

encourages non-professional self-employment. Finally, those who have no job at all (the 

ultimate "bad" job if you want one) are more likely to become self-employed, and this 

effect is significantly stronger for women (19% of women who become self-employed 

were not employed before becoming self-employed, compared with 12% of men). These 

findings are consistent with the predictions of the less desirable jobs story offered by the 

disadvantaged worker argument. What isn't explained by the gender-neutral bad jobs 

argument is the impact of family factors on women's self-employment participation. 

However, to the extent that many job conditions are incompatible with women's family 

responsibilities, family unfiiendly jobs are "bad" jobs for married women and/or mothers. 

The evidence that women with greater family responsibilities are more likely to 

become self-employed is clear. Married women and mothers have much greater 

likelihoods of entering self-employment and marriage and children have little or no 

effects on men's propensity to become self-employed. The positive effect of marriage is 

net of spouse's wages (marriage is a cushion argument), which gives more weight to the 

idea that it is the additional responsibilities women gain when married that lies behind the 

marriage effect. Family factors matter most for women who enter non-professional self-
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employment. A surprising factor that highlights the role of family in women's self-

employment activity is the large positive effect of having a self-employed spouse on 

one's hazard of self-employment. As noted in the results section, women are much more 

likely to have a self-employed spouse than are men. The opportunity to join a husband's 

self-employment venture encourages women to become self-employed, particularly in 

non-professional administrative support occupations. Whether the woman is best 

considered a partner in the family business or a sort of employee of her spouse, certainly 

her ability to take time off work for childcare or other family responsibilities would be 

more supported by her husband than by a disinterested partner/employer. Partnering with 

a spouse offers the same, if not greater, opportunities to blend work and family that solo 

self-employment does for women. 

In addition to the straightforward effects of family factors on women's self-

employment, the characteristics of women's job situations that create or ease the conflict 

between work and family are important. The women who enter non-professional self-

employment are not leaving professional or managerial jobs in regular employment. 

Notably, 90% of women who enter non-professional self-employment were employed in 

non-professional jobs while regularly employed. Very few women who are employed in 

professional occupations become self-employed in non-professional occupations. Thus, it 

is women in non-professional jobs and who have family responsibilities that are entering 

non-professional self-employment. Non-professional jobs often lack characteristics of 

professional and managerial jobs that could ease women's struggle to balance work and 

family responsibilities. Non-professional jobs usually pay less, have less authority, less 
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control over the pace and timing of work, more rigid schedules, and daily tasks are more 

heavily monitored than professional jobs. All of these factors reduce a woman's ability 

to check up on her child from work, take time from work for family-related demands, and 

afford quality childcare. 

Other markers of bad jobs affect women's self-empioyment more than men's. 

While working in a highly feminized job discourages men fi'om self-employment, it 

encourages women to enter non-professional (but not professional) self-employment. 

Not having a job has a stronger positive effect on women's self-employment participation 

than it has for men's. At the same time, a marker of a good job, having a job with 

employer-sponsored health care, discourages self-employment more for women than for 

men. 

In general, self-employment appears to be an alternative to a less than ideal wage 

employment position. In such a light, women's rising self-employment participation 

during the past 20 years may not be the positive symbol of women's progress as it has 

been portrayed, particularly when one examines the self-employment activities of young 

women during the child-bearing years. Future research on gender and self-employment 

needs to carefiilly examine what types of self-employment, professional or non

professional, are being pursued before any decisions about the desirability of self-

employment are made. 
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Table 3.1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Range of Values for All Variables, by Sex 
and Self-Employment Status, 1998 

Regularly Self-Employed Regularly Self-Employed 
Employed Men Men Employed Women 

N=3389 N=635 Women N=449 
N=3834 

Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE) 

Family 
Variables 
Number of 
Children in 
Home 1.171 0-8 1.227 0-6 1.718 0-9 1.822 0-8 

(1.300) (1.329) (1.281) (1.346) 
Median Age of 
Youngest Child 3.9 3.6 6.4 5.8 

Currently 
Married 0.538 0-1 0.600 0 -1 0.548 0 - 1 0.675 0 -1 

(0.499) (0.490) (0.498) (0.469) 
Desire to be a 
Homemaker 
Only 0.145 0-1 0.157 0-1 0.089 0 - 1 0.085 0 -1 

(0.648) (0.635) (0.715) (0.721) 
Spouse is Self-
Employed 0.009 0 -1 0.035 0-1 0.032 0 - I 0.127 0-1 

(0.094) (0.183) (0.175) (0.333) 
Spouse's Annual 
Earnings 0- 0- 0- 0-
(median) $11,261 197,920 $11,619 197,920 $23,758 197,920 $33,523 97,920 

Family Wealth 0- 0- 0— 0-
(median) $15,498 253,240 $23,459 253,240 $14,836 253,240 $25,387 253,240 

Human Capital 
and Labor 
Supply 
AFQT 
(percentiles) 39.055 1-99 44.267 1-99 37.282 1-99 45.706 1-99 

(29.777) (29.496) (27.265) (28.976) 
Education 

(28.976) 

(highest grade) 12.955 0-20 13.129 4-20 13.142 0-20 13.590 3-20 
(2.478) (2.542) (2.427) (2.572) 

Part-Time School 
(2.572) 

Enrollment 0.027 0-1 0.025 0-1 0.055 0-1 0.049 0 -1 
(0.162) (0.157) (0.229) (0.216) 
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Regularly Self-Employed Regularly Self-Employed 
Employed Men Men Employed Women 

N=3389 N=635 Women N=449 
N=3834 

Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE) 

Experience 
(years) 12.327 0-18 13.286 2-18 10.481 0-18 11.430 1 -18 

(4.107) (3.553) (4.874) (4.252) 
Seniority (years) 5.566 1-18 5.912 1 -18 5.160 1-18 4.530 0-18 

(5.345) (5.075) (5.162) (4.212) 
Median Usual 
Hours Worked 
Weekly 40 0 - 144 4 3  0 - 1 2 0  4 0  0 - 1 1 5  32 0 -168 

Hourly Earnings 0- 0- 0- 0-
(median) $15.00 649.03 $16.00 377.90 $11.37 206.04 $10.00 135.65 

Number of Jobs 
Ever Reported 10.459 0-45 11.483 1-47 8.966 0-44 10.871 2-31 

(6.018) (6.480) (5.362) (5.407) 
Job 
Characteristics 
Irregular Shift O . l l l  0 - 1  0.258 0 - 1 0.086 0 - 1 0.278 0 - 1 

(0.314) (0.438) (0.280) (0.449) 
% Female in 
Occupation * 
Industry 0.286 0 -1 0.239 0 - 1 0.616 0-1 0.632 0 -1 

(0.241) (0.225) (0.251) (0.284) 
Life Insurance 
Offered thru Job 0.631 0-1 0.313 0-1 0.536 0-1 0.236 0 -1 

(0.483) (0.464) (0.499) (0.425) 
Health Insurance 
Offered thru Job 0.745 0-1 0.383 0-1 0.623 0 - 1 0.310 0-1 

(0.436) (0.486) (0.485) (0.463) 
Working in 
Small Firm (<20 
workers) 0.269 0-1 0.690 0-1 0.204 0-1 0.653 0-1 

(0.444) (0.463) (0.403) (0.477) 
Construction 

(0.477) 

Industry O.lOl 0-1 0.246 0-1 0.009 0 -1 0.049 0-1 
(0.301) (0.431) (0.094) (0.216) 

Manufacturing 
Industry 0.234 0 -1 0.057 0 -1 0.112 0-1 0.038 0-1 

(0.423) (0.231) (0.315) (0.191) 
Transportation & 
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Regularly Self*Employed Regularly Sclf-Employed 
Employed Men Men Employed Women 

N=3389 N=635 Women N=449 
N=3834 

Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE) 

Public Utilities 0.115 0-1 0.065 0 - 1 0.051 0-1 0.009 0 - 1 
(0.319) (0.246) (0.220) (0.094) 

Wholesale/Retail 
Trade 0.135 0-1 0.115 0-1 0.136 0-1 0.180 0-1 

(0.341) (0.319) (0.343) (0.385) 
Financial 
Services & Real 
Estate 0.037 O-I 0.038 0 - I 0.064 0 -1 0.022 0 - I 

(0.190) (0.191) (0.246) (0.148) 
Business & 
Repair Services 0.094 0 - 1 0.172 0-1 0.073 0 -1 0.232 0-1 

(0.291) (0.377) (0.261) (0.422) 
Personal Services 0.005 0 -1 0.028 0 - 1 0.013 0-1 0.169 0-1 

(0.071) (0.166) (0.111) (0.375) 
Entertainment & 
Recreation 
Services 0.015 0-1 0.036 0 - I 0.029 0 - 1 0.033 0 -1 

(0.122) (0.187) (0.168) (0.180) 
Professional 
Services 0.105 0-1 0.063 0 - 1 0.289 0 - I 0.149 0-1 

(0.306) (0.243) (0.453) (0.357) 
Public 
Administration 0.059 0-1 O.Oll 0-1 0.056 0 -1 0.002 0 - 1 

(0.235) (0.104) (0.230) (0.047) 
Demographic 
Characteristics 
Local 
Unemployment 
Rate 2.257 1-6 2.201 1-6 2.256 1-6 2.283 1 -6 

(0.960) (0.839) (0.946) ( l . O l l )  
Inner City 

( l . O l l )  

Residence 0.327 O-I 0.274 O-I 0.309 0-1 0.254 0-1 
(0.469) (0.446) (0.462) (0.436) 

Suburban 
(0.436) 

Residence 0.485 0-1 0.493 0-1 0.497 0 -1 0.526 0-1 
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) 

Northeastem 
U S .  0.161 0-1 0.129 0-1 0.154 0-1 0.160 0-1 

(0.367) (0.336) (0.361) (0.367) 
Southern U.S. 0.396 0-1 0.356 0-1 0.420 0-1 0.330 O-I 
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Regularly Self-Employed Regulariy Self-Employed 
Employed IVIen Men Employed Women 

N=3389 N=635 Women N=449 
N=3834 

Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE) 

(0.489) (0.479) (0.494) (0.471) 
North Central 
U.S. 0.231 0-1 0.263 0 -1 0.228 0 - 1 0.238 0-1 

(0.421) (0.441) (0.420) (0.427) 
Personal 
Characteristics 
Age 36.730 33-41 36.866 33-41 36.841 33-41 37.169 33-41 

(2.253) (2.272) (2.250) (2.199) 
Hispanic 0.202 0 - 1 0.154 0-1 0.193 0-1 0.192 0-1 

(0.401) (0.362) (0.395) (0.394) 
Black 0.315 0-1 0.219 0-1 0.316 0-1 0.180 0-1 

(0.465) (0.414) (0.465) (0.385) 
Mother's 
Education 10.796 0-20 11.420 0-20 10.698 0-20 11.318 0-20 

(3.170) (3.051) (3.107) (3.299) 
Analysis 
Variables 
Year of Entry 
into Risk Set 81.942 79-98 81.767 79-93 81.603 79-98 81.341 79-89 

(2.814) (2.687) (2.602) (2.511) 
Duration until 
Event or Censor 
(years) 13.239 0-19 7.888 0-19 14.183 0-19 10.510 0-19 

(5.476) (5.275) (5.008) (5.351) 
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Table 3.2 Effects on Hazard of Becoming Self-Employed from Event History Models 
Coefficient 
(Std. Err.) 

Change in DV, given 
a 1 unit increase in IV 

Family Variables 
Number of Children 0.055 * 6% 

(0.031) 
Female * Number of Children 0.084 * 9% 

(0.044) 
Married 0.009 

(0.068) 
Female "• Married 0.282 *** 33% 

(0.097) 
Desire to be a Homemaker 0.117 * 11% 

(0.062) 
Self-Employed Spouse 0.665 *** 94% 

(0.118) 
Spouse's Annual Earnings 0.002 0.2% 

(0.001) 
Family Wealth 0.003 *•* 0.3% 

(0.001) 
Female * Family Wealth -0.003 - 0.3% 

0.001 
Human Capital & Labor Supply 
AFQT 0.000 

(0.001) 
Education (years) 0.033 3% 

(0.012) 
Enrolled in School Part-Time -0.296 -26% 

(0.082) 
Experience (years) 0.023 ** 2% 

(0.011) 
Tenure in Current Job (years) 0.000 

(0.000) 
Usual Hours Worked Per Week -0.005 

(0.004) 
Usual Hours Squared 0.000 ** 0% 

(0.000) 
Number of Jobs 0.067 7% 

(0.005) 
Hourly Earnings -0.000 

(0.000) 
Non-Employed 0.291 34% 

(0.087) 
Female * Non-Employed 0.254 ** 29% 

(0.115) 
Job Characteristics-Previous Job 
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Coefficient Change in DV, given 
(Std. Err.) a 1 unit increase in IV 

Irregular Shift 0.233 *•* 26% 
(0.056) 

Percent Female in Job -0.003 *•* -0.3% 
(O.OOl) 

Life Insurance -0.255 -22% 
(0.076) 

F e m a l e L i f e  I n s u r a n c e  0.187 
(0.131) 

Health Insurance -0.172 - 16% 
(0.076) 

Female Health Insurance -0.287 -25% 
(0.131) 

Small Firm (<20 workers) 0.605 **• 83% 
(0.047) 

Construction 0.188 ** 21%' 
(0.096) 

Manufacturing -0.254 *** -22% 
(0.089) 

Public Utilities -0.280 -24% 
(0.117) 

Trade -0.143 • - 1 3 %  
(0.084) 

Financial Services -0.296 -26% 
(0.124) 

Business and Repair Services 0.195 •• 22% 
(0.091) 

Personal Services 0.507 66% 
(0.134) 

Entertairmient & Recreation Services -0.155 
(0.157) 

Professional Services -0.205 - 18% 
(0.091) 

Public Administration -0.225 • -20% 
(0.132) 

Demographic Characteristics 
Local Unemployment Rate -0.056 »** -5% 

(0.022) 
Suburban -0.063 

(0.050) 
Inner City 0.055 

(0.068) 
South -0.114 •* - 1 1 %  

(0.047) 
North East -0.136 •» -13% 
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Coefficient 
(Std. Err.) 

Change in DV, given 
a 1 unit increase in IV 

(0.058) 
Personal Characteristics 
Female -1.733 - 82% 

(0.267) 
Hispanic -0.201 *** - 18% 

(0.078) 
Female * Hispanic 0.212 * 24% 

(0.116) 
Black -0.345 -29% 

(0.063) 
Age 0.044 *** 5% 

(0.016) 
Female * Age 0.040 4% 

(0.010) 
Mother's Education 0.027 **• 3% 

(0.008) 
Notes: *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, two-tailed tests 

Models control for missing data on family wealth and year of interview, year 
squared, and year cubed. 
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Table 3.9 Effects of Becoming Self'Employed from Event History Models, by 
Occupation Type 

Professional/Managerial Non-Professional/ Non-
Occupations Managerial Occupations 

Coefficient Change in DV, Coefficient Change in DV, 
(Std. Err.) given a 1 unit (Std. Err.) given a lunit 

increase in IV increase in IV 
Family Variables 
Number of Children 0.005 0.049 

(0.064) (0.033) 
Female * Number of Children O.IOS** 11% 

(0.046) 
Married 0.168 -0.011 

(0.136) (0.073) 
Female * Married 0.313*»» 37% 

(0.105) 
Desire to be a Homemaker 0.353* 30% 0.092 

(0.186) (0.066) 
Self-Emptoyed Spouse 0.605*'* 83% 1.118»»» 206% 

(0.278) (0.104) 
Spouse's Annual Earnings 0.003'** 0.3% 0.002 

(0.001) (0.001) 
Family Wealtli 0.000 0.004**» 0.4% 

(0.002) (0.001) 
Female • Family Wealth -0.003 -0.3% 

(0.001) 
Human Capital & Labor Supply 
Armed Forces Qualifying Test (percentiles) 0.010»** 1% -0.001 

(0.003) (0.001) 
Education (years) 0.270»»* 31% -0.020 

(0.031) (0.014) 
Enrolled in School Part-Time -0.005 -0.369»** -31% 

(0.157) (0.098) 
Experience (years) 0.014 0.029*» 3% 

(0.028) (0.012) 
Tenure in Cunent Job (years) -0.000 0.000 

(0.001) (0.000) 
Usual Hours Worked Per Week 0.010 -0.006 

(0.013) (0.005) 
Usual Hours Squared -0.000 0.000»* 0% 

(0.000) (0.000) 
Number of Jobs 0.073»*» 8% 0.066*** 7% 

(0.013) (0.005) 
Hourly Earnings 0.000 -0.001 

(0.000) (0.001) 
Non-Employed 0.196 0.279*** 32% 

(0.185) (0.094) 
Female • Non-Employed 0.344#« 4io/„ 

(0.122) 
Job Chanicteristics-Pre>'ious Job 
Irregular Shift 0.146 0.241**» 27% 

(0.144) (0.060) 
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Professional/Managerial Non-Professional/ Non-
Occupations Managerial Occupations 

Coefficient Change in DV, Coefficient Change in DV, 
(Std. Err.) given a 1 unit (Std. Err.) given a lunit 

increase in IV increase in IV 
Percent Female in Job -0.003 -0.003*** -0.3% 

(0.003) (0.001) 
Female * Percent Female in Job -0.014*** -1% 0.007*** 7% 

(0.004) (0.002) 
Life Insurance -0.133 •0.178*** -16% 

(0.170) (0.068) 
Health Insurance -0.275 •0.212*** -19% 

(0.183) (0.076) 
Female * Health Insurance -0.151 

(0.100) 
Small Firm (<20 workers) 0.419«*» 52% 0.633*** 88% 

(0.124) (0.052) 
Construction Industry -0.225 0.183* 20% 

(0.380) (0.100) 
Manufacturing Industry 0.225 -0.331*** -28% 

(0.246) (0.095) 
E'ublic Utilities Industry -0.012 -0.311** -27% 

(0.340) (0.124) 
Trade Industry -0.092 -0.175** - 16% 

(0.256) (0.089) 
Financial Services Industry -0.256 -0.310** -27% 

(0.350) (0.134) 
Business and Repair Services Industry 0.219 0.168* 18% 

(0.276) (0.096) 
Personal Services Industi>' -0.350 0.457*** 58% 

(0.738) (0.139) 
Entertainment & Recreation Services Industry 1.402*** 306% -0.751*** - 53% 

(0.281) (0.211) 
Professional Services Industry 0.656*** 93% -0.518*** -40% 

(0.219) (0.105) 
Public Administration Industry 0.417 -0.365** -31% 

(0.303) (0.148) 
Demographic Characteristics 
Local Unemployment Rate -0.057 -0.051** -5% 

(0.061) (0.024) 
Suburban -0.052 -0.057 

(0.142) (0.054) 
Inner City 0.127 0.023 

(0.173) (0.074) 
South -0.061 -0.146*** . 14% 

(0.124) (0.051) 
North East -0.300** -26% •0.118* -11% 

(0.152) (0.063) 
Personal Char4cteristics 
Female -1.868*** -85% -1.955*** -86% 

(0.718) (0.309) 
Hispanic -0.091 -0.132* -12% 

(0.177) (0.068) 
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Professional/Manageriiil 
Occupations 

Cocificient Change in DV, 
(Std. Err.) given a 1 unit 

increase in IV 

Non-Professional/ Non-
Managerial Occupations 

Coefficient Change in DV, 
(Std. Err.) given a lunit 

increase in IV 
Black •0.351* -30% -0.303*»* -26% 

(0.188) (0.067) 
Age 0.061 0.038»* 4% 

(0.043) (0.018) 
Female • Age 0.068*** 7% O.OSS*** 4% 

(0.023) (0.011) 
Mother's Education 0.019 0.029*** 3% 

(0.021) (0.009) 

Notes: *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, two-tailed tests 
Models control for missing data on wealth and for linear, squared and cubed 
effects of year of interview 
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CHAPTER4 

BOON OR BUST? SEX DIFFERENCES IN RETURNS TO SELF-

EMPLOYMENT 

Since the 1970s, self-employment has been a growing phenomenon in the U.S., 

along with most westernized nations. Women's increasing participation in self-

employment, particularly in the U.S., has resulted in a small but growing literature that 

examines the causes behind women's entrance into self-employment. Less well studied 

are the consequences of self-employment for women and men in terms of earnings. 

Three central questions have not been definitively answered: Does self-employment 

increase or decrease workers earnings in the United States? Do the returns of self-

employment to earnings differ by sex? And, if returns do differ by sex, what mechanisms 

can explain this difference? 

Several recent studies have shown greater returns in earnings for self-employed 

men compared with self-employed women.'^ In Lustgarten's (1995) cross-sectional 

study using 1990 Census data, self-employed men not only earn more than self-employed 

women, but their earnings advantage over women is even greater than regularly 

employed men's earnings advantage over regularly employed women. Data from the 

National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (hereafter NLSY) also reveal that the returns 

from self-employment to earnings, unadjusted for control variables, are higher for men 

(Fairlie 2000; Williams 2000). These gross differences in earnings may mask important 
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variation among the self-employed, however. Arum's (1997) research divided the self-

employed and regularly employed into professional and non-professional categories. His 

tables show that within the professional category, men receive higher returns to self-

employment than women, however, their sex advantage in returns is smaller than the one 

that non-professional men receive. Arum's (1997) research points to the complexity of 

the effects that self-employment has on the earnings of men and women. 

EXPLAINING THE SEX DIFFERENCE IN RETURNS TO SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

The question that these findings raise about self-employment's differential returns 

to earnings by sex is why men are benefit more from self-employment than women. Five 

main explanations could account for why women's returns to earnings from self-

employment are lower than men's returns. 

One explanation is based on human capital and labor supply. Self-employed 

women may have less work experience and/or less experience being self-employed than 

their male counterparts. Lack of experience could lead to lower earnings in self-

employment because on-the-job learning may be more costly. In regular employment, 

employers generally pay employees who are learning the job. In self-employment, there 

is no employer investing in one's skills; and those who do not know the job may earn 

considerably less. Self-employed women may also invest less time and effort into their 

businesses when they have demanding family responbilities. Of course, these human 

capital gaps must be larger among the self-employed than the regularly employed in 

order for them to explain the sex difference in returns. 

The findings fi'om the cited papers are not fi'om regression results, but are my 
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A second explanation is based upon industrial and occupational sex segregation. 

Men and women may enter different occupations and industries in self-employment, and 

men may enter the more lucrative jobs and sectors at a higher rate than women. Again, 

this phenomenon (segregation of women into lower-paying job types) must be more 

pronounced in self-employment than in regularly employment to explain the sex 

difference in returns. 

Third, discrimination may differently impact self-employed women vis a vis 

regularly employed women. While self-employed women may escape employer 

discrimination in wage employment, discrimination from financial lenders and/or fi'om 

clients may result in a greater sex disparity in earnings among the self-employed. 

Fourth, family structure may impact those in wage employment and self-

employment differently. Past research has shown that whereas families are assets for 

men's self-employment success, they are often liabilities for women's ventures (Loscocco 

and Leicht 1993). Due to the incompatibility of family responsibilities and many work 

settings, mothers may choose self-employment for the greater flexibility it affords, and 

trading higher earnings for the compensating "mother-friendliness" of self-employment. 

Finally, the differential effects of self-employment on men's and women's 

earnings may be spurious. Unmeasured personal factors, such as motivation, may afifect 

both earnings and selection into self-employment. To understand what effects self-

employment has on the relative earnings of men and women, research must consider 

factors suggested by these five arguments. 

calculations fi^om descriptive tables reporting differences in earnings. 
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Human Capital and Labor Supply 

Self-employed women may have less human capital, compared with regularly 

employed women and with all men. Self-employed women may lack work experience 

and/or lengthy experience in self-employment. Lack of experience could lower 

productivity in self-employment and/or make clients less confident in one's product. 

Self-employed women may also receive lower returns to their human capital, such as 

education or experience. If true, these factors would lower the wages of self-employed 

women relative to regularly employed women and all men. To examine these factors, 

some of my models include education, experience, and seniority (for employees) or 

length of time self-employed (for the self-employed). 

In terms of labor supply, one explanation for why women benefit less from self-

employment is that they may invest less time in the work compared with regularly 

employed women and with all men. Since the self-employed have more discretion over 

the amount and intensity of their work responsibilities (there's no boss standing over their 

shoulders), women, possibly to accommodate family demands, may work fewer weeks 

per year, fewer hours per week, and put less effort into their working hours. To separate 

the effects of effort and time on the job, some of my models include work effort 

demanded by one's occupation, weeks worked per year, and usual hours worked per 

week. 

Occupational and Industrial Sex Segregation 

Another explanation for the sex differential in returns to earnings for self-

employment argues that the disparity is due to sex segregation in occupations and 
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industries of the self-employed. While the regularly employed are also highly segregated 

by sex, so that women are concentrated in the lower-paying industries, industrial sex 

segregation in regular employment may be exacerbated in self-employment, leading to 

lower returns for women and higher returns for men. Previous research has argued that 

sex segregated industries cause self-employed women to earn less than self-employed 

men (Loscocco and Robinson 1991), but has not established that this argument lies 

behind the sex differential in returns to self-employment. To control for the effects of 

industry on self-employment earnings, my models include eleven industrial sectors. 

Occupational sex segregation may also affect returns to self-employment in two 

ways: if the self-employed are more segregated than the regularly employed, or if the 

self-employed are differently segregated so that women are more concentrated in lower-

paying occupations when self-employed than when regularly employed. Past research 

has found evidence of differential occupational sex segregation between employment 

types. Using several indices of segregation, Wharton (1989) examined the extent of 

occupational sex segregation in private-sector, public-sector, and self-employment. Her 

data show that by 1981, overall sex segregation was lowest in the public sector, and quite 

comparable between private-sector and self-employment (both of which are more 

segregated than public sector employment). Wharton also looked at finer categories of 

occupations.*^ Looking only at 1981 she found that, within the self-employed category, 

the three occupational categories with the highest sex segregation were clericals (female). 

These categories are Professionals, Semiprofessionals/technidans, Managers, Sales, 
NonofSce clericals, Office clericals, Crafis, Operatives, Laborers, and Service 
occupations. 
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crafts (male), and service (female). The least segregated self-employed occupations were 

managers, sales, and semiprofessionals/technicians. Comparatively, among private-

sector workers, the most segregated occupational categories were office clericals 

(female), crafts (male), and laborers (male) and the least segregated were managers, 

professionals, and sales. These findings show that high sex segregation persists in 

clerical and crafts occupations across both employment types, while managers and sales 

occupations remain the least segregated across employment types. Service is much more 

segregated (female) occupation in self-employment, compared with regular employment. 

While 61% of private-sector service workers would have to change occupations to 

desegregate the service occupations, fully 86% of self-employed service workers would 

have to do so. Given that service occupations are among the lowest-paying ones in the 

occupational hierarchy, the higher concentration of self-employed women (compared 

with regularly employed women) in these occupational categories may account for 

women's lower returns to self-employment. To examine the effects of occupational sex 

segregation on earnings, in some models I include a measure of percent female in the 

respondent's occupation-by-industrial cell. This measure is more precise than the typical 

percent female in one's occupation measure used in most occupational sex segregation 

research. I also include other occupational characteristics that have been found to affect 

earnings. These are described in the data section. To examine the effects of occupational 

placement on the returns to self-employment, [ run separate models for managers, 

professionals, and other workers. 
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Discrimination 

Women may have lower returns to self-employment due to client and/or 

lender discrimination. There is evidence of consumer discrimination based on 

race. Botjas and Bronars (1989) found that consumer discrimination not only 

lowers the average earnings of black self-employed workers, it also truncates the 

higher end of the earnings distribution for self-employed blacks compared with 

self-employed whites. Such discrimination could also apply to self-employed 

women. Loscocco and Robinson (1991) found that, in 1980, nineteen percent of 

male-owned sole proprietorships were able to obtain start-up capital from banks 

while only one percent of female-owned sole proprietorships did so. In 1987, less 

than 1% of all government contracts were awarded to women owned businesses, 

although women-owned businesses made up 10% of all firms in the U.S. (Skolnik 

and Chmelynski 1993). Self-employed women often turn to other sources of 

funding. For example, while male entrepreneurs are more likely to borrow from 

banks and to obtain government loans than are women, women are more likely to 

resort to family and fiiend sources for money than are men (Loscocco and 

Robinson 1991). 

Possibly because of this lack of financial support, women's businesses are 

more prevalent in low startup capital sectors, which further cramps getting loans 

for expansions since these businesses lack physical capital (machinery, land, 

plants) that is required for backing a loan (Loscocco and Robinson 1991). While 

some argue that the sex disparity in obtaining external capital is because women 
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are concentrated in industries that need less start-up capital, Hisrich and O'Brien 

(1981) found that female entrepreneurs in male dominated industries also report 

difficulty in obtaining external sources for funding. It is difficult to know whether 

the lack of access to capital drives women into lower-paying industries, such as 

service industries, or whether self-employed women's choice of industry (due to 

past socialization or wage labor experience) causes them to need less, and thus 

ask for less, external funding. Somewhat disturbingly, some research simply 

argues that because self-employed women earn less, employ fewer people in their 

businesses, and thereby contribute less to the US economy, there is no economic 

rationale for public efforts to encourage or support women-owned businesses 

(Clark and James 1992). Such a stance all but guarantees women's self-

employment activities will never be as lucrative as men's. 

While these forms of discrimination may explain why self-employed 

women earn less than self-employed men, it is not obvious why women's returns 

to earnings from self-employment would be different from men's. In regular 

employment, women also encounter discrimination, albeit from somewhat 

different sources; mainly in hiring and promotion. In order for consumer/lender 

discrimination that self-employed women face to lower women's returns to self-

employment, the earnings effect of the consumer/lender discrimination would 

have to be greater than the earnings effect of hiring and promotion discrimination 

in regular employment. 
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Unfortunately, I do not have measures of hiring, promotion, consumer, or 

lender discrimination in the dataset. Indeed, researchers largely have been unable 

to measure these forms of discrimination in national datasets. Because I cannot 

measure these forms of discrimination, they form a residual category of 

explanation for women's lower returns to self-employment. 

Family Factors 

Why might family differently aSect men's and women's self-employment 

endeavors? Loscocco and Leicht (1993) outline an asymmetry of family effects on the 

success of self-employment. They claim that responsibility for the second shift limits the 

number of hours a woman can devote to her business (of course this is true for regularly 

employed women as well). Male-owned businesses often get free labor fi-om family 

members, especially the wife, whereas female business owners do not get the same type 

and amount of help with their business from their husbands. This implies that whereas 

families are assets for male-owned businesses, they are liabilities for female-owned 

businesses. This argument seems further supported by the fact that owners of female-

owned businesses are twice as likely to be single compared with male business owners; 

and while 19% of female business owners are single heads of households, only 7% of 

male business owners are (Loscocco and Leicht 1993). Using cross-sectional data, 

McCrary (1998) also shows that marriage and children have positive effects on men's 

earnings from self-employment, but negative effects for women. 

While family responsibilities could depress women's returns to self-employment, 

they may also be the cause behind being self-employed. Self-employment could provide 
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those with family responsibilities benefits over wage employment. The ability to be 

available for children if working from home, the flexibility to arrange one's schedule 

independently to meet family commitments, and the savings fi'om using less paid child 

care could all act as compensating differentials to lower wages for self-employed 

mothers. Thus, if women are using self-employment to balance work and family 

demands, they would be likely to be wives and mothers, and especially those working in 

less-demanding, non-professional occupations. 

Emplover Discrimination. Familv Status, and Self-Emplovment Interactions 

However, self-employed women are not composed entirely of wives and mothers. 

Thus, not all women may be trying to balance work and family commitments—and even 

those women with families might not enter self-employment only for its family-

fhendliness. Women may go into self-employment to combat two types of 

discrimination found in regular employment: sexist institutional norms and 

hiring/promotion discrimination. 

It has long been argued that jobs are designed with the idea that workers do not 

have non-work distractions. It is widely documented that, despite the growth of married 

women with children in the labor force, family-friendly workplaces are not common. 

The lack of childcare, inadequate wages, and restricted or nonstandard working schedules 

all make it difScult for mothers of young children to either be hired or to find a job that 

allows them to handle their family responsibilities. Thus, one group of women (mothers) 

may enter self-employment to balance work and family commitments. 
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A second group of women may enter self-employment to escape the "glass 

ceiling" or discrimination they face in wage employment. It is well demonstrated that 

women face discrimination in the workplace that results in lower earnings (England 

1992; Reskin and Roos 1990). Research has shown that men and women are not treated 

equally at work, even when they have the same job qualifications and are hired to 

perform the same job. The concept of the glass ceiling was developed to describe the 

seemingly invisible barrier that women encounter when they try to enter the most 

lucrative and prestigious positions in their specialty (Reskin and Phipps 1988). If the 

source of the sex gap in earnings is the discriminating employer, then a work situation 

where a woman is her own boss would eliminate this type of discrimination. Therefore, 

self-employment could provide high achieving women with a means of breaking through 

the glass ceiling and gaining greater earnings parity with men. 

[f women are using self-employment to break the glass ceiling, how can we 

identify them? The implicit assumption is that these women would be "high-fliers," or 

high-achieving women fiiistrated by discrimination. If so, these women would be likely 

to be professionals or managers of their own small business and, perhaps, less likely to be 

mothers (though some may be mothers). The attempt to avoid the glass ceiling through 

self-employment has a sound basis. There is some evidence that returns to skills are 

higher in self-employment (Devine 1994; Fairlie 2000). Other research has found 

evidence that highly skilled women whose returns to skills are lower than men's in their 

fields are more likely to become self-employed (Boden 1998). 



134 

Building on the ideas that 1) self-employed women can be distinguished into two 

groups (the glass-ceiling breakers and the mother-workers) and 2) the self-employed can 

be distinguished into meaningful professional and nonprofessional groups (Arum 1997), I 

predict an interaction effect between gender, self^employment, and professional status. 

Mother-workers may choose self-employment occupations with the greatest flexibility 

and the most ease in blending work with family care, and such work may be more 

frequently in non-professional occupations. Given the compensating differentials of 

flexibility and family-compatibility, mother-workers in non-professional occupations 

may experience the lowest returns to self-employment. At the same time, the glass 

ceiling breakers would be most likely to be in upwardly mobile professional occupations 

that may or may not have family compatibility. Given the demands and potential family-

unfnendliness of this employment situation, childless and unmarried professional women 

may experience the highest returns to self-employment. 

Unmeasured Heterogeneity 

A difference in women's and men's returns to self-employment in earnings 

does not necessarily imply that there is a causal effect of self-employment on 

earnings that varies significantly by sex. Unmeasured factors that lead to self-

employment may also predict low wages for women but higher wages for men. 

For example, men and women may have different motivations for becoming self-

employed. Cromie (1987) found that while both men and women entrepreneurs 

cited the same top three reasons for becoming self-employed (desires for 

autonomy and for achievement, and dissatisfaction with wage job), men and 
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women differed on other reasons that are relevant to potential earnings. Men 

more frequently cited a desire to earn more money as the impetus for becoming 

self-employed. In contrast, women more frequently cited child rearing 

responsibilities and career dissatisfaction as reasons for entering self-employment. 

Similarly, Polivka (1996) found that female independent contractors were more 

likely to cite increased flexibility as a reason for being self-employed while male 

independent contractors more often cite a desire to be one's own boss. Sex 

differences in motivations for being self-employed are but one example of 

characteristics that are exogenous to both self-employment participation and 

earnings and affect both differently by sex, thereby causing relationships between 

sex, self-employment and earnings that are not causal. 

Given limited data availability for self-employment research, most past 

studies have used cross-sectional data that does not deal well with the problem of 

unmeasured heterogeneity (McCrary 1994; Evans and Leighton 1989). Some 

studies using data from the Current Population Survey measured variables twice, 

one year apart, and used first-differences, the simplest of fixed-effects models 

(Boden 1999; Carr 1996). While this is an improvement over cross-sectional 

data, two time points fairly close together produce very conservative estimates. 

All studies used control variables, but datasets often lack many relevant measures 

such as motivations or detailed human capital. Three studies that have examined 

sex differences in self-employment earnings have used data-rich longitudinal 

surveys. Arum (1997) used the Panel Study of Income Dynamics while Fairlie 
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(2000) and Williams (2000) used National Longitudinal datasets. Only one study 

has used a fixed-efifects approach (Fairlie 2000) to measure earnings growth for 

the self-employed and wage-employed, however the sample was limited to less-

educated young business owners. 

The approach this chapter takes is to use fixed effects regression analysis 

on time-series cross-sectional pooled data where the person-year is the unit of 

analysis. Effects are fixed for years and persons. Person-fixed effects models 

produce the coefficients that would be obtained if dummy variables are put into 

the model for persons and years. The model nets out time invariant unmeasured 

differences between persons. The advantage of this approach is that fixed effects 

reduces omitted variable bias by eliminating such bias for unchanging 

unmeasured variables that have additive effects on earnings and self-employment 

status. These variables could include motivations (as discussed above), innate 

intelligence, aspirations and preferences, or unmeasured human capital. The fixed 

effects approach allows me to reduce selectivity bias into self-employment. 

Reducing selectivity bias into self-employment is important because positive 

selectivity (on earnings) into wage employment (compared to self-employment) 

has been found in earlier studies (Gill 1988; Rees and Shah 1986). Year fixed-

effects control for the effects of time. Thus, period effects, such as a recession or 

new legislation regarding self-employment policies, are controlled. 

Fixed-effects models have the limitation that if an unmeasured 

characteristic affects self-employment participation and interacts with another 
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variable affecting earnings, the models will not eliminate this type of bias. For 

example, if career aspiration increases self-employment and interacts with job 

experience to create steeper wage trajectories rather than having a simple additive 

earnings increment of a certain percent each year, the coefficient for the effect of 

self-employment on the log of earnings would be biased. However, fixed-effects 

models, by eliminating certain classes of bias that arise firom omitted variables, 

are a great improvement over OLS models. 

DATA, MEASURES, AND MODELS 

Data 

The panel data for these analyses are drawn fi-om the 1979-1998 years of the 

NLSY, which is a multi-stage stratified national probability sample of 12,686 persons 

who were aged 14 to 21 when first interviewed in 1979. Subsequent survey waves were 

administered annually through 1994, then biannually through 1998. The NLSY over-

sampled various populations (i.e. blacks. Latinos, low-income groups). The NLSY has 

many desirable properties. The data set is relatively large and loss through attrition is 

low. The longitudinal nature of the data allows for fixed-effects analyses which aid in 

reducing unobserved heterogeneity and increase confidence in results. The NLSY 

contains detailed work history, human capital, and personal characteristics data not found 

in other large samples commonly used in the self-employment literature (e.g.. Current 

Population Survey). Most importantly, it allows me to observe individuals over a 

significant part of their career and young adult life cycle; this is the period in the life 

cycle where one would expect to find the greatest need for balancing work and family 
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commitments. A drawback of the data set is that it does not observe people beyond half

way through their careers and, thus, does not observe the long-term returns to self-

employment. I limit my sample to those employed part-time or full-time during at least 

two of the years from 1979 to 1998, since fixed-effects models require at least two 

observations on each person. I also limit the sample to non-farmers and persons not in 

the military. 

I calculated the percent female in each detailed occupation/industry cell from 

1990 Census data (U.S. Bureau of Census 1993). NLSY data are coded into 1970 

occupation and industry codes each year. I matched these codes to 1990 occupation and 

industry codes. 

The Dictionary of Occupational Titles (U.S. Department of Labor 1977) contains 

data on 12,099 occupations. Department of Labor observers coded occupations for their 

demands. DOT variables were transformed into averages for each 1980 detailed Census 

occupation (England 1992, Chapter 3) and merged onto the NLS dataset according to 

respondents' occupation classified in 1980 occupational codes. 

Measures of effort (occupational averages) were provided from the 1977 Quality 

of Employment Survey (Quinn and Staines 1979, averages calculated and provided by 

Randall Filer). They were merged onto the data according to Census occupation codes. 

Measures 

Principal Variables and Predictions 

The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of hourly earnings. The hourly 

earnings variable is created by the NLSY. The survey collects earnings data in a variety 
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of ways and computes hourly earnings based on total weekly earnings divided by number 

of hours worked. 

The primary independent variable is whether the respondent is self-employed. I 

define respondents as self-employed if they answered yes to the survey question asking 

"are you self-employed." In the NLSY, respondents can report on up to five jobs per 

year. If the respondent was self-employed in any of these jobs, I used data (earnings, 

industry, occupational characteristics, etc.) tied to that specific job. The NLSY 

respondents also identify their "primary" or most current job among these five jobs. 

Since it is possible that some respondents are "moonlighting" in self-employment 

(working in a self-employment situation as an extra job in addition to working a regular 

wage employment job), I checked all results by running analyses on only those 

respondents who report that their self-employment job is their primary job. Results did 

not significantly differ. Thus, results from this second set of analyses are not reported. 

Other Variables 

My control variables draw on previous research discussed above. Human capital 

variables include number of years of employment experience and years of seniority 

(experience with one's current employer, if regularly employed, and experience in self-

employment, if self-employed). Experience in self-employment has been found to be 

important in determining the success of self-employment (Evans and Leighton 1989). 

These measures cover the entire lifecycle back to 1978. All models include whether the 

respondent is currently enrolled in school status (where enrolled=l) and education 

(measured as highest grade completed) since these variables are likely to affect 
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employment status and type of job. Labor supply variables include the number of jobs 

ever held since 1978, usual weekly hours at work, number of weeks worked per year, and 

whether one's shift is irregular. Shifts that are classified as irregular include non-daytime 

hours, rotating shifts, and weekend hours; this measure is included because there is often 

a wage premium associated with working non-standard hours. 

Occupational characteristics, such as cognitive skills required by the job, on-the-

job training requirements, authority involved in the job, work effort demanded by the job, 

and nurturance demanded by job are also included. Cognitive skill demanded by the 

occupation is measured with a scale created by England (1992; 137-139). This scale is 

based on a factor analysis of numerous items, mostly taken from the Dictionary of 

Ocmpatioml Titles. The measure for authority of job is a dummy variable coded 1 if the 

occupation is in management or has foreman or supervisor in its title. All of these 

variables were merged onto the dataset by the appropriate 3-digit occupational census 

category. The measure of work effort was calculated as an occupational average from the 

Quality of Employment Survey and merged on by 3-digit occupational census category. 

This measure is the ratio of the amount of effort one's job requires relative to the amount 

of effort respondents said it takes to watch television. The last measure for nurturance of 

the job is a dummy variable that indicates whether the job requires nurturant behavior and 

is measured using a coding scheme developed by England (1992:138-139). England 

(1992) demonstrated that jobs involving nurturing skills are usually paid less than non-

nurturing jobs. 
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To factor out the eflfects of industrial sex segregation, 1 include dummy variables 

for eleven industrial sector categories (with agriculture, forestry, and fishing as the 

omitted category); manufacturing, public utilities, construction and mining, wholesale 

and retail trade, financial services, business and repair services, other professional 

services, personal services, entertainment services, and public administration. 

A more detailed control variable for industrial and occupational sex segregation is 

also included. The percent female in the respondent's job is calculated from 1990 census 

data. It is the percent female in the cell formed by cross-tabulation Census detailed (3 

digit) occupation with detailed industry. The percent female pertains to the respondent's 

"main job" or the self-employed job, if self-employed and self-employment is not the 

"main job." 

Previous research also indicates that family measures are important. I include 

marital status by using dummy variables that indicate if the respondent is married or 

divorced, with never married as the reference category. (The divorced category actually 

includes divorced, separated, and widowed respondents, however, in this young sample, 

there are very few widow(er)s.) I also include the total number of children residing in the 

home as reported by the interview date of each year (1979 through 1998). In models that 

analyze the effects of family status, gender and self-employment, I interact number of 

children with being self-employed and with being female separately, and then include a 

third-order interaction between number of children, self-employment status, and female. 

Demographic controls include respondent's age measured in years, residence in an 

a major city, in a suburban area, residence in a rural area (the omitted categoy), and 
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region of residence (dummy variables for south, northeast, and north central, with west 

being the omitted category). 

Models 

The focus of the models is on the effect of self-employment on earnings, and the 

interaction of self-employment status with sex. The interaction of self-employment status 

with sex of respondent reveals whether the return to earnings for being self-employed 

differs by sex. To model this, I use fixed-effects regression models to analyze NLSY 

data arranged in a pooled time-series cross-section with person-years as the units of 

analysis. Effects are fixed for years and persons. The Hausman test was conducted for 

all models to assess whether random-effects models were adequate. In each case, the test 

indicated a need for fixed-effects models. 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Findings 

To provide a picture of the self-employed, table 4.1, using data only from 1998, 

shows similarities and differences between self-employed women and men. Compared 

with their counterparts in regular employment, self-employed women and men are similar 

in that the following relationships between self-employment status and other variables 

obtain; Demographic—self-employed persons are more likely to be white, have parents 

with slightly higher education, and are less likely to live in the south or in inner cities.'"* 

Family factors—self-employed persons are more likely to be married, have higher family 

Notably, Hispanic women are equally represented among the self-employed as they are 
among the regularly employed. In fact, Hispanic women's share of service occupations 
is greater when self-employed than when regularly employed. 
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incomes and assets, and earn more per hour. Human capital—the self-employed work 

more weeks per year, have slightly more education, and report more job changing over 

the course of their careers, compared with the regularly employed. The relationship 

between self-employment and sex differs in that, compared to their counterparts in 

regular employment, I) among men, the self-employed work substantially more hours, 

have had more experience in their current job, and cluster into professional/managerial 

occupations and crafts occupations, while 2) among women, the self employed work 

fewer hours, have less experience and cluster into professional/managerial and service 

occupations. 

Given that self-employed men and women cluster into a small number of 

occupational categories, my next step was to look closer at these occupations for men and 

women. The data in table 4.2 provide a closer look at women's self-employment in 

professional/managerial (hereafter called "professional" for brevity) and the primary non

professional category of self-employed women—service occupations. 

Looking at these two major occupational classes in table 4.2, self-employed 

women are more likely to be married and have slightly younger children, compared with 

regularly employed women. Self-employed women tend to have higher earning spouses, 

higher family incomes, and higher assets than regularly employed women. Finally, self-

employed women in both occupational classes earn less annually than their counterparts 

in regular employment. 

The descriptive profile suggests that the reasons why self-employed women earn 

less than regularly employed women are not the same across these two occupational 
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classes. Self-employed professional women earn as much per hour as regularly 

employed professional women, however they work many fewer hours and are less likely 

to work year-round. Thus, self-employed professional women's lower annual earnings 

seem to come from working less. This is not the story for women in service occupations. 

In this category, self-employed women work the same number of hours and number of 

weeks as regularly employed women, but they earn less per hour. Their lower hourly 

earnings account for their lower annual earnings. Why do self-employed women in 

service occupations earn less? The answer seems to be because of the jobs that they hold. 

One-half of self-employed women in service occupations perform childcare for pay. 

Clearly this form of work pays less. 

Turning to table 4.3, one can compare the characteristics of self-employed men in 

professional occupations with those of women in the same occupations in 1998. Self-

employed men in professional occupations are more likely to be married and have lowest 

median age for their youngest child than regularly employed men and than all women in 

this occupational category. While self-employed professional women work less than 

their regularly employed female counterparts, self-employed professional men work more 

than their male counterparts in regular employment. Regularly employed professional 

men are likely to be engineers and computer specialists while their female counterparts in 

regular employment tend to be RN's and elementary teachers. Self-employed 

professional women and men tend to have similar job titles, although men are more likely 

to be lawyers. 
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Whereas there were no differences in professional women's hourly earnings 

across employment categories, self-employed professional men earn less hourly than 

regularly employed male professionals. What does this mean for the sex earnings gap? 

Overall, the sex gaps in hourly earnings are $2.43 for the regularly employed and $6.80 

for the self-employed; within the professional category, the earnings gap grows for 

regularly employed women and men from $2.43 to $3.50 per hour while, it shrinks for 

the self-employed from $6.80 to $2.49 per hour. This change is largely due to the lower 

earnings of self-employed professional men compared with regularly employed 

professional men. 

In contrast to the findings for hourly earnings, sex disparities in annual earnings 

are larger among the professionally self-employed than among the professionally 

regularly employed. This is probably due to self-employed professional women's 

working the fewest weeks and hours. 

Fixed-EfTects Regression Findings 

What effect does self-employment have on the earnings of men and women? 

Looking at the results for all workers in table 4.4, overall, it appears that men gain while 

women lose, in terms of earnings, from self-employment. The gross returns to self-

employment (net of the unchanging personal characteristics controlled for by the fixed-

effects method) for all workers show that self-employment positively affects men's 

wages by raising them 5%. This self-employment premium for men is unaffected by the 

additive effects of control variables for demographic, family, human capital and labor 

supply, as shown by continuing down the column for all male worker's returns to self-
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employment. While adding occupational characteristics diminishes the penalty a little, 

adding industry variables returns the premium to its earlier value. 

The overall story for women is the opposite of that for men. While men receive 

an earnings premium for being self-employed, women receive a penalty. Self-

employment results in 20% lower hourly earnings for all female workers. And again, this 

penalty remains relatively unchanged by the additive effects of demographic, family 

status, human capital, labor supply and occupational characteristics. However, when 

controls for industrial sector are added to the model, the penalty for self-employment for 

women is cut by almost one third. Controlling for industrial sector reduces the penalty 

from 21% to 15%. This implies that self-employed women are more heavily 

concentrated in low-paying industrial sectors than are regularly employed women, and 

taking this into account explains almost one-half of the self-employment penalty. 

However, a 15% penalty remains unexplained for self-employed women. 

Do these findings hold for both professionals and non-professionals? The last 

four columns of table 4.4 provide the answer, and it is no! There is no sex difference in 

returns to self-employment for male and female professionals. Both men and women 

who are professionally self-employed gain a gross earnings premium of 10%. Once all 

control variables are taken into account, the premium for professional self-employment 

remains virtually unchanged. What appears to drive the sex difference in self-

employment returns to earnings is the differential returns for the non-professionals. Non

professional men gain an earnings premium of 5% from self-employment, which is 

virtually unchanged with the addition of control variables. While the positive return for 
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non-professional self-employment is smaller than the return for professional self-

employment, men are advantaged by being self-employed in both occupational groups. 

The same cannot be said of female self-employed non-professionals. 

Women in non-professional occupations experience a 35% penalty in earnings for 

self-employment in the gross, demographic, and family models. Controlling human 

capital reduces this penalty a little (2 percentage points), while including occupational 

characteristics reduces the penalty significantly—from 33% to 27%. This reduction 

indicates that non-professional self-employed women are working in less demanding 

occupations, and this accounts, in part, for their lower returns to self-employment. As is 

the pattern for self-employed women overall, the addition of controls for industrial sector 

dramatically reduces this penalty to 18%. Again, the segregation of non-professional 

women into the lowest paying occupations and industries explains almost one-half of the 

penalty for being self-employed. A substantial penalty of 18% remains, however, despite 

the addition of control variables for human capital, labor supply, demographic 

characteristics, family factors, occupational characteristics, and industrial sector. 

What about the effects of family characteristics on the returns to self-employment 

for women and men? Table 4.5 shows these effects for all workers, and then divides 

workers into professional and non-professional categories. (For complete regression 

results with family status interactions on all workers together, see table A-4.1 in 

Appendix A.) 

Looking only at the category of "all workers" first, table 4.5 reveals that single 

men gain the most from being self-employed; self-employment increases their hourly 
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earnings by 9%. Married men also gain from self-employment, regardless of parental 

status. Self-employment increases married men's earnings by 2% per hour. For women, 

the picture is decidedly less rosy in terms of returns to self-employment. Overall, self-

employed women experience an earnings penalty and this penalty varies by marital and 

parenthood status. The hourly earnings of childless single self-employed women are hurt 

the least from being self-employed - their earnings drop by only 3%. Marriage increases 

the penalty by S%, raising the penalty for self-employment it 8% for childless married 

women. Children have a larger negative effect on self-employed women's earnings. 

Mothers incur the largest penalties of all - with a 10% penalty for single mothers with 

one child and a 15% penalty for married mothers with one child. Each additional child 

further decreases self-employment returns by 7% so that a married woman with two 

children would incur a -21% return to self-employment. 

Are these results similar for all occupations, or do they differ by professional 

status? The last two rows of table 4.S give the coefiBcients. The most striking finding is 

that childless women in professional occupations, regardless of marital status, receive the 

same positive return to self-employment as do professional men. All self-employed men, 

regardless of marital and parenthood statuses, receive a 14% increase in earnings for 

being self-employed, and professional childless women, regardless of marital status, are 

equally advantaged in terms of returns from self-employment to hourly earnings. 

Mothers however, married or single, receive a smaller benefit for being self-employed 

compared with other professionals. Professional mothers with one child in the home 

receive only a 6% increase to hourly earnings from self-employment. Each additional 
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child decreases professional women's returns to self-employment by 8%. Thus, women 

with two or more children incur negative returns to self-employment. Unlike the overall 

figures for all workers, among professionals, marriage does not reduce returns to self-

employment for either women or men. 

The pattern of returns among the non-professionals mirrors those for all workers 

together. Again, single men, with or without children, benefit most from being self-

employed. Being self-employed increases their hourly earnings by 7% (table 4.S). As in 

the figures for all workers, married men, while still advantaged by self-employment, are 

less so, compared with single men. This advantage is small—non-professionally self-

employed married men earn 0.3% more per hour, compared with regularly employed 

men. Whereas non-professional men gain an earnings premium for being self-employed, 

non-professional women incur an earnings penalty, and this penalty increases with 

marriage and children. Childless women have the smallest penalties for being self-

employed. Childless single women's earnings are reduced by 9% if self-employed and 

childless married women's earnings are reduced by 13%. While marriage adds a 

significant 4% to the penalty for self-employment among women, each child a woman 

has reduces her return to self-employment by an additional 7% per child. Single women 

with one child incur a 16% earnings penalty for self-employment while married women 

with one child incur a 20% penalty. Unlike professionally self-employed women, being 

married results in a lower return to self-employment for female non-professionals. 

Similar across both groups of women is the effect of children on returns to self-

employment. Children dramatically decrease returns to self-employment for all women. 
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DISCUSSION 

What purchase do the five explanations offered at the outset of this chapter give in 

interpreting these findings? Considering the last explanation first, the methods used by 

this chapter - fixed effects analysis using longitudinal data - give greater confidence in 

conclusions insofar as they reduce omitted variable bias. The returns and penalties to self-

employment identified here are probably causal. 

The small impact of human capital and labor supply variables in explaining 

women's lower overall return to self-employment was striking. It suggests that sex 

differences in human capital are only slightly larger among the self-employed than the 

regularly employed. Finding that human capital and labor supply explained only 1 to 2 

percent of the sex differential in returns to self-employment, in results not shown 1 

interacted self-employment and sex with each human capital and labor supply measure. I 

found that self-employed women had the highest returns to human capital and labor 

supply, compared with self-employed men and all regular employees. The one exception 

was for experience - while each additional year of experience decreased self-employed 

men's (earnings) returns to self-employment by 1%, it decreased women returns by 2%. 

Devine (1994) has also noted that women's returns to skill are higher if they are self-

employed. The higher returns to labor supply measures for women are, however, offset 

by their lower amounts of labor supply, as shown in table 4.1. Possibly this is the reason 

that human capital and labor supply measures have no purchase on explaining the sex 

differential in earnings returns to self-employment in the additive models. 
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Like human capital and labor supply measures, including occupational 

characteristics in the additive models did not explain much of the sex differential in 

returns to earnings from self-employment. For all workers together, adding occupational 

characteristics slightly increased women's penalty, and slightly decreased men's 

premium, for self-employment. This effect appears to come from the non-professionals 

because adding occupational characteristics did not affect the returns to self-employment 

among the professionals. Including occupational characteristics reduces women's self-

employment penalty from -33% to -27%, or by 6 percentage points. This indicates that 

non-professional self-employed women are in less demanding jobs, and that accounting 

for this fact explains a part of the penalty they incur. Likewise, non-professional self-

employed men appear to be in less demanding occupations. Including these variables 

reduced their return to self-employment by 2 percentage points. 

Given the impact of occupational sex segregation on earnings in regular 

employment, I wondered if this effect was stronger among the self-employed. In results 

not shown, I interacted percent female with sex and self-employment. Occupational sex 

segregation does affect returns to self-employment for women, but not for men. For 

every ten percentage point increase in the percent female of one's occupation and 

industry, women's returns to self-employment decrease by an additional S%. The sex 

composition of the respondent's occupation had no effect on the returns to self-

employment for men, however. 

Whereas adding occupational characteristics explained some of the sex 

differential in earnings returns to self-employment, including variables for industrial 
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sector explained about one-third of self-employment penalty for women, both for all 

workers together and for non-professionals only. Clearly, industrial sex segregation in 

self-employment contributes heavily to the sex differential in returns to earnings from 

self-employment. But this is all coming from segregation among non-professionals. 

Even more notable are the findings that significant industrial sex segregation is causing 

the earnings of self-employed non-professional women to be much lower than those of all 

non-professionals while there is no evidence of industrial sex segregation affecting 

returns to self-employment among professionals. In fact, including industrial sector 

increases the returns to self-employment among professionals, indicated that self-

employed professionals are more concentrated in higher-paying industries. However, as 

the descriptive evidence showed, non-professional self-employed men and women work 

in distinctly separate realms. As seen in table 4.2, self-employed women are heavily 

concentrated in these service industries, especially in the personal service industries, 

which include the leading occupations for non-professional women - childcare worker 

(comprising almost 50% of all self-employed non-professional women) and 

hairdressing.'^ 

In addition to the concentration of self-employed women in the lowest paying 
industries, self-employed women receive an extra disadvantage from wor^ng in these 
industries. In results not shown, I interacted industrial sector with self-employment and 
sex. Findings revealed that while self-employment in personal services and professional 
services increase men's earnings by 22%, and 25% (respectively), they have the opposite 
effect for women. Self-employment in personal services decreases women's earnings by 
an additional 30%, and for professional services, by 2%. Curiously, these two service 
industries that depress self-employed women's earnings are the same industries that raise 
self-employed men's earnings the most. 
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Despite the great contribution of sex segregation in industries and occupations to 

explaining the sex differential in returns to self-employment, not all of the difference is 

explained, at least for non-professionals. Next, let's consider the role of family structure. 

Simply adding controls for marital status and number of children did nothing to explain 

women's negative return to self-employment. However, the detailed examination of the 

great variation in returns to self-employment by parenthood and marital status, gained by 

interacting marital status and number of children with sex and self-employment and 

looking at the effects separately by occupational status, uncovered important 

relationships. There is clear evidence to support the idea of two distinct groups of 

women among the self-employed. The first is the mother-workers. I argued that this 

group would be self-employed to gain greater flexibility to meet family and work 

commitments. Several factors lead me to believe this is true. First of all, self-employed 

women are more likely to be in non-professional than in professional work. While this 

might reflect the limited opportunities for professional self-employment, it also could 

indicate that women are more likely to use self-employment to work in less demanding 

occupations—ones that also grant them full control over their schedules, which is not true 

for many of these non-professional occupations in regular employment. Secondly, 

among the non-professionals, childcare work captures almost 50% of the self-employed 

women! Performing childcare for pay, particularly out of one's own house, would 

clearly enable a mother to simultaneously care for her own child. 

The finding that mothers in non-professional occupations incur such a large 

penalty for self-employment suggests that there might be some compensating 
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diflferentials to induce them to participate in this form of work. Table 4.4 shows that non

professional women, as a group, are working in less demanding occupations and that this 

accounts for part of their penalty for self-employment. The additional finding that 

married mothers, who have the cushion of a husband's earnings, take the largest hit in 

earnings for being self-employed indicates that self-employment may be a luxury for 

those mothers who can afford it. Of course, there are other explanations for why non

professional women would be self-employed in spite of the earnings penalty. For 

example, if the job market were tight for non-professional positions, women could be 

forced into self-employment. However, the job growth and low unemployment that were 

prevalent in the U.S. for much of the time period these analyses cover mitigate against 

this conclusion. One could also argue that there is negative selectivity for women into 

non-professional self-employment, such that factors that predict low earnings also predict 

higher fertility and a higher propensity to become self-employed. To the extent that these 

unobserved factors are unchanging characteristics, the fixed-effects methods used in this 

chapter make this argument less plausible. In addition, the detailed human capital and 

labor supply controls included in the analyses further reduce the likelihood of this 

argument. 

The most plausible counter-argument to my mother-worker hypothesis is that of 

lender and client discrinunation. Sexist lenders may simply refuse to give start-up or 

expansion loans to women in non-professional self-employment. However, it is not 

obvious why this would affect returns to earnings more for mothers and wives than for 

childless and single women. If access to capital were the reason behind lower returns to 
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those with greater family responsibility, one would think married women who have 

access to their husband's income would have a smaller penalty for self-employment than 

would single women. My results find the opposite - married women earn less when self-

employed, compared with single women. In a simitar vein, while client discrimination 

could depress the earnings of non-professional self-employed women, it is not obvious 

why clients would discriminate more against married women and mothers. Lender and 

client discrimination may be behind the overall lower earnings of non-professional 

women who are self-employed, but these types of discrimination do not lend themselves 

to explaining the lower earnings returns to self-employment experienced by mothers and 

wives. 

While there is strong evidence for existence of a group of "mother-workers," so 

too is there evidence of a second group of self-employed women - the glass ceiling 

breakers. This group of women would enter self-employment to escape employer 

discrimination in hiring and promotions that they face in the regular workplace. Women 

who hit the glass ceiling in the regular workplace would most likely be professionals with 

"careerist" orientations. As such, they would be less likely to be mothers due to the 

importance they place on their careers. Indeed, the evidence reveals that childless 

women in professional occupations, regardless of marital status, receive the same 

earnings return for being self-employed as do professional men. Their parity with men, 

in terms of returns to self-employment, is unaffected by controls for human capital, labor 

supply, occupational characteristics, or industrial sector. 
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While professional women with one child receive a smaller earnings premium for 

self-employment, this premium disappears and becomes a penalty for mothers with two 

or more children in the home. Mothers in professional occupations, if they have two or 

more children, are better off, in terms of earnings, if they are in the regular workforce. 

This could be because they, like non-professional mothers, are trading earnings for the 

greater flexibility that self-employment affords for meeting family and work 

responsibilities. It could also be due to the fact that, unlike mothers in professional jobs 

in regular employment, self-employed professional mothers receive no benefits. Benefits 

such as paid vacation, paid sick leave, and (in rare cases) paid maternity leave are not 

available to self-employed women. The loss of these benefits has been argued to 

decrease the returns necessary to draw women into self-employment, especially mothers 

(Glass and Fujimoto 1995). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Is self-employment a boon or a bust for participants? Clearly the answer for men 

is that it is a boon. All men appear to gain from being self-employed, although these 

gains are greater for men in professional self-employment. What about women? Here 

the answer is less clear. To the extent that women with greater family responsibilities are 

trading earnings for compensating differentials such as flexibility or the ability to work 

from home, self-employment could be a boon for women, though not in monetary terms. 

However, women in non-professional occupations receive an earnings penalty for self-

employment even when they have no children or are single. It is not clear at that these 

women are trading wages for compensating differentials. More likely, the concentration 
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of non-professional self-employed women into low-paying industries and occupations, 

and the lending and client discrimination they face, contribute to their earnings penalty. 

To the extent that these segregation and discrimination patterns persist, self-employment 

will be a bust for non-professional women. 

But what about women in professional occupations? Much has been made of the 

successes of female business owners in the popular press. Self-employment for women is 

viewed as a marker of progress toward gender equality in the workplace. My findings 

indicate that a select group, childless professional women, do receive equivalent returns 

to self-employment as do professional men. However, despite the equivalent returns to 

self-employment among men and childless women, one should not ignore that women's 

earnings are lower in both self-employment and regular employment. While, for male 

and childless female professionals, self-employment does not make the sex gap in pay 

worse, it also does nothing to reduce the sex gap in pay found among regularly employed 

professionals. Women's disadvantage in earnings is merely replicated for self-employed 

childless professionals. For all other women, self-employment exacerbates the sex gap in 

pay. This is especially true for mothers and non-professionals. The ability of self-

employment to reduce the sex gap in pay and to increase gender equity in terms of 

earnings is extremely unlikely, according to these analyses. Unless the returns to self-

employment for non-professional women and mothers improve, or occupational and 

industrial sex segregation decreases among the self-employed, or, in the extreme case, 

professional childless women flood the self-employment ranks, self-employment will not 

be a boon for women's earnings parity with men. This does not mean that self-
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employment is an unqualified bust for women, either. To the extent that employers fail 

to make work compatible with family responsibilities, self-employment may enable 

women, who bear the brunt of these responsibilities, with a means to combine work and 

family; however, this help comes at the cost of lower earnings. 
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Table 4.1 Means for Regularly and Self- Employed Men and Women, Selected 
Characteristics, 1998 

Regularly Employed Self Employed 
Men Women Men Women 

N=3112 N=3171 N=544 N=377 

Familv Characteristics 
% Vfarried 57% 55% 61% 64% 
Number of Children 1.7 1.9 1.7 2.0 
Earnings 
Hourly Earnings $15.80 $12.37 $20.50 $13.70 
Family Income $52,415 $52,193 $68,316 $62,008 
Human Caoital 
Annual Hours Worked 2173 1763 2524 1748 
Annual Weeks Worked 45 44 49 45 
Years Experience in Current Job 288.92 267.75 312.84 230.05 
Total Number of Jobs 10.6 9.5 11.4 10.7 
HS Diploma 47% 42% 43% 40% 
Some College 21% 28% 24% 27% 
Bachelor's Degree 12% 12% 13% 15% 
Graduate Degree 9% 9% 8% 10% 
Occuoational Class 
Professional/Managerial 31% 36% 42% 35% 
Sales 3% 4% 6% 5% 
Clerical 6% 28% 3% 16% 
Service 11% 18% 7% 34% 
Crafts and Trades 19% 2% 20% 3% 
Operators 19% 9% 8% 3% 
Laborers 10% 2% 11% 3% 
Farmers 0% 0% 3% 1% 
Social Class Backeround 
Mother's Highest Grade 10.8 10.7 11.5 11.3 
Father's Highest Grade 10.9 10.8 11.6 11.5 
Reeional Characteristics 
High Unemployment 7% 7% 5% 8% 
Inner City 31% 31% 27% 25% 
Suburbs 49% 50% 49% 54% 
Western USA 20% 18% 23% 24% 
South 40% 43% 35% 33% 
North Central 23% 23% 27% 25% 
Demoeraphics 
% Black 30% 32% 21% 19% 
% Hispam'c 20% 19% 15% 20% 
Age 36.7 36.8 36.8 37.2 
Source: 1998 NLSY 
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Table 4.2 Leading Occupational Classes for Self-Employment for Women, Selected 
Characteristics, 1998 

Professional Occupation Service Occupation 

Regularly Self-Employed Regularly Self-Employed 
Employed Employed 

Family 
Characteristics 
% Married 62% 78% 43% 64% 
% 1 or Fewer 46% 46% 30% 29% 
Children 
Median Age of 6.5 5 8.5 7.5 
Youngest Child 
Mean # of Children 1.6 1.6 2.2 2.2 
Eamines and Assets 
Median Hourly $14.80 $14.90 $7.15 $6.35 
Earnings 
Median R's Annual $29,000 $20,000 $11,000 $5,200 
Pay 
Median Husband's $32,000 $41,000 $24,000 $35,000 
Wage 
Median Family $54,704 $60,000 $31,000 $44,000 
Income 
Median Savings $4,000 $6,500 $975 $2,500 
Account 
% Business Owners 35% 18% 
Human Caoital and 
Labor Sunolv 
Median AFQT 51 57 16 28 
Median Total Hours 2080 1976 1664 1664 
Worked 
Median Years on 4.2 3.4 2.0 2.7 
Current Job 
Median # of All Jobs 8.5 10.5 7.5 9.5 
% Worldng Year- 77% 75% 59% 59% 
Round 
Some College or 73% 79% 39% 40% 
More 
Leading Manager nec Manager nec Nursing Child Care 
Occupations: 15% 28% Aides 17% Worker 29% 

RN10% Rest/Bar Cleaners 9% Child Care, Priv. 
Element Manager 10% Waitresses Hsehld20% 

Teacher 9% 8% Hairdresser 14% 
Demoeranhics 
% White 60% 70% 36% 49% 
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Professional Occupation Service Occupation 

Regularly Self-Employed Regularly Self>Employed 
Employed Employed 

% Black 22% 14% 48% 28% 
% Hispanic 18% 16% 16% 23% 
Southerner 42% 31% 44% 33% 
Inner City 28% 23% 36% 25% 
Suburban 55% 57% 42% 50% 
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Table 4.3 Leading Occupational Classes for Self-Employment for Men, Selected 
Characteristics, 1998 

Professional Occupation Crafts and Trades 
Occupations 

Regularly Self- Regularly Self-
Employed Employed Employed Employed 

Familv Characteristics 
% Married 68% 85% 59% 80% 
% 1 or Fewer Children 52% 47% 42% 40% 
Median Age of 4.5 3.5 6 5.5 
Youngest Child 
Mean U of Children 1.4 1.5 1.8 2.1 

Eamines and Assets 
Median Hourly 18.30 17.39 14.00 13.75 
Earnings 
Median R's Annual 42,000 41,000 30,000 28,000 
Earnings 
Median Wife's Annual 18,000 15,000 13,500 12,500 
Earnings 
Median Family Income 60,000 70,000 43,000 50,500 
Median Savings 5,000 8,000 3,000 4,500 
Account 
% Business Owners 41% 37% 

Human Capital and 
Labor Sunnlv 
Median AFQT 68 61 30 30 
Median Total Hours 2288 2500 2080 2300 
Worked 
Mean Years on Current 6.1 6.1 5.6 6.3 
Job 
Median # of All Jobs 8.5 10 10 10 
% Working Year- 87% 87% 78% 81% 
Round 
% Some College or 77% 68% 25% 22% 
More 
Leading Occupations: Managers nee Managers nec Foremen nec Carpenters 

27% 47% 18% 21% 
Engineers 10% Lawyers 4% Auto Auto 

Computer Rest/Bar Mechanic Mechanic 
Specialist 7.5% Managers 3% 10% 13% 

Carpenters Painter 8% 
8% 
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Professional Occupation Crafts and Trades 
Occupations 

Regularly Self- Regularly Self-
Employed Employed Employed Employed 

DemosraDhics 
Southerner 39% 34% 37% 37% 
"/•White 64% 72% 57% 62% 
% Black 20% 13% 23% 19% 
% Hispanic 17% 15% 20% 19% 
Inner City 26% 25% 25% 26% 
Suburban 58% 54% 53% 53% 
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Table 4.4 Coefficients from Fixed-Effects Models for Effects of Self-Employment on Men's and 
Women's Hourly Eamines (In) A 1 Workers, Professionals, and Non-Profess onals 

All Workers Professionals Non-Professionals 

MEN WOME 
N 

MEN WOME 
N 

MEN WOME 
N 

Gross 5% -20% 11% 11% 5% -35% 

Demographic Variables* 5% -20% 11% 11% 5% -35% 

Demograohic and Family 
Variables 

5% -20% 10% 10% 5% -35% 

Demographic, Family and 
Human Capital and Labor 
Supply Variables' 

5% -19% 8% 8% 5% -33% 

Demographic, Family, Human 
Capital and Labor Supply, and 
Occupational Characteristics 
Variables'' 

4% -21% 8% 8% 3% -27% 

Demographic, Family, Human 
Capital and Labor Supply, 
Occupational Characteristics 
and Industry Variables' 

5% -15% 10% 10% 4% -18% 

Source: NLSY1979-1998 

Notes; a. Demographicvariablesareresidenceinani'nnercity, inasuburb, inthe 
south, in tlie northeast, and in the northcentral states. 

b. Family variables include married, divorced, and number of children. 
c. Human capital and labor supply variables are education, experience, seniority  ̂(or 

self-employment experience), enrollment in school, number of jobs ever held, 
usual hours worked per week, and irregular shift. 

d. Occupational characteristics include cogm'tive skills demanded by job, on-the-
job training required by job, work effort, percent female in occupation/industry 
cell, nurturant skill, and authority of job. 

e. Industry variables are construction, manufacturing, public utilities, trade, 
financial services, business and repair services, personal services, professional 
services, entertainment services, public administration, and 
agriculture/forestry/fishing (the omitted category). 
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Table 4.5 Effects of Self-Employment on (Ln) Houriy Earnings, by Sex, Marital Status, 
Parenthood Status, and Professional Status 

MEN WOMEN 

Single Married Single Married 

No 
Child 

I 
Child 

No 
Child 

1 
Child 

No 
Child 

1 
Child 

No 
Child 

I 
Child 

All Workers' 9% 9% 2% 2% -3% -10% -8% -15% 

Professionals 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 6% 14% 6% 

Non-
Professionals 

7% 7% 0.3% 0.3% -9% -16% -13% -20% 

Source: NLSY 1979-1998 

Note: ' The full model for all workers is given in the appendix. 

All models include demographic, family, human capital, occupational 
charactenstics and industry variables. 
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CHAPTERS. 

CONCLUSION 

In the introduction to this dissertation, I posed three overarching questions I 

hoped to answer. Those questions are; Why are women and men pursuing self-

employment at increasing rates? What are the consequences of self-employment for 

women and men? Do these processes and outcomes vary by sex? To answer these 

questions, I drew from previous research on self-employment (which had mostly been 

conducted on male subjects). I tested the ability of several generic theories on self-

employment to see if they could explain both women's and men's participation in self-

employment. Of all the generic theories, one stood out as a plausible explanation, given 

the data. That theory was the Disadvantaged Worker theory. Findings indicated that 

workers turn to self-employment as a way to exit a "bad" job situation. While this theory 

offers some insight into the overall growth of non-professional self-employment, it, along 

with the other generic theories, offers few clues about why women's self-employment is 

rising at a faster rate than men's. What each of the three empirical chapters made clear is 

that one must take women's structural positions in the economy and in the family into 

account to explain their growing participation in, and differential returns to, self-

employment. 

Women's growing self-employment appears to be due to three factors. One factor 

that they share with men is that poor jobs and nonemployment push workers into self-

employment. In addition, for women, there is evidence that women with husbands and 
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especially with children appear to be using self-employment to balance work and family 

demands. Finally, an elite group of women - highly skilled childless professionals -

appear to be using self-employment to escape the glass ceiling found in regular 

employment. 

Self-employment is not a homogenous category. In addition to examining self-

employment patterns and outcomes by sex, 1 examined these processes separately by 

professional status. Despite the positive portrayal of the self-employed in the media, self-

employment is not equally beneficial for all categories of workers. Less successful self-

employed non-professional women and unincorporated female-owned businesses have 

been overlooked in past research (Clark and James 1992; Kalleberg and Leicht 1991; 

Loscocco and Robinson 1991). As Arum (1997) argues, not distinguishing between 

professional and non-professional self-employment obscures the extent to which 

participation in self-employment is occurring in desirable or undesirable positions. In 

this dissertation, I place equal emphasis on the less profitable self-employment in non

professional and non-managerial occupations and on the more profitable self-

employment in professional/managerial occupations. (For brevity, I refer to these as 

"professional" and all others as "non-professional" below). 

In what follows, I highlight the central contributions of this dissertation to our 

understanding self-employment. These the findings for the Disadvantaged Worker, Work 

and Family Conflict, and Glass Ceiling Breakers theories for explaining self-employment 

participation in general, and women's self-employment participation in particular. 
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DISADVANTAGED WORKER 

Examination of the Disadvantaged Worker argument revealed that this gender-

neutral theory helped to explain part of why women and men are entering self-

employment. The Disadvantaged Worker argument can be made in three ways. First, 

those workers without an attractive mix of human capital become self-employed because 

they are unable to gain employment in the wage labor market. This strain of the 

argument did not explain why men and women become self-employed. The second 

version of the argument is that workers who face high discrimination in regular 

employment may turn to self-employment to circumvent this discrimination. While this 

version of the Disadvantaged Worker argument did not hold for minorities (they are less 

likely than whites to become self-employed), there is evidence that highly skilled 

professional women may be using self-employment to break through the glass ceiling. 

This is discussed in detail below. The third way in which this argument is made is best 

termed the "discouraged worker" version. It posits that workers in bad jobs may be more 

likely to turn to self-employment to improve their employment situation. I found this 

version to be true. 

Bad jobs encourage self-employment in one particular class - non-professional 

occupations. When jobs lack regular day-time hours, health insurance, and life insurance, 

this pushes women and men into self-employment. Working for inherently less stable 

small firms and working in the low-paying service industries also make self-employment 

a more popular choice. Several of the unappealing characteristics of jobs vary by gender. 

While nonemployment (the worst job, if you desire one) encourages movement into self-
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employment, this effect is significantly stronger for women. Finally, for women, 

working in a highly feminized occupation encourages non-professional self-employment. 

This last factor spells financial doom for these women. Highly feminized jobs are 

notoriously paid less, and self-employed non-professional women end up being in still 

more sex segregated occupations and industries. As chapter 4 demonstrates, the greater 

sex segregation in industries and occupations among the self-employed relative to the 

regularly employed accounts for over one-half of the earnings penalty non-professional 

women face for being self-employed. 

WORK AND FAMILY CONFLICT 

One gendered theory of women's participation in and earnings returns to self-

employment is the Work and Family Conflict argument. This theory posits that because 

parent-fi-iendly jobs have not become institutionalized in the regular workforce, despite 

the increased participation of married women and mothers, women with high conflict 

between meeting work and family obligations turn to self-employment as a solution to 

this conflict. Support for the gendered theory of Work and Family Conflict is found 

across the three empirical chapters. Findings from the event history analysis of NLSY 

data show that married women and mothers have much greater likelihoods of entering 

self-employment, whereas marriage and children have little or no effects on men's 

propensity to become self-employed. The positive effect of marriage on the likelihood of 

self-employment for women is net of spouse's wages, which gives more weight to the 

idea that it is the additional responsibilities women gain when married that lies behind the 

positive effect of marriage (husbands create more work and family conflict for women 
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who then turn to self-employment to reduce the conflict). Family factors matter most for 

women who enter non-professional self-employment. These findings are further 

supported by the descriptive findings in the IPLFMS data - mothers are much more likely 

to be self-employed, particularly as part-time non-professionals. 

Marriage and children strongly encourage self-employment, particularly in non

professional occupations. The benefit married women with children must be seeking is 

greater flexibility in hours worked, control over the intensity of their work, and control 

over the setting for their work. Money cannot be the main reward for mothers entering 

self-employment, particularly if they enter non-professional occupations. In terms of 

earnings, the worst employment situation for a mother is non-professional self-

employment, and yet that is exactly where mothers are most likely to be self-employed. 

The IPUMS data show that fiilly one-half of non-professional self-employed mothers 

work part-time or less. Many work in jobs such as childcare and hairdressing. While 

these jobs could be easily blended with mothering responsibilities, particularly if they are 

based out of the home, these jobs are also the lowest paying ones among the self-

employed. 

As the event history analysis papers shows, women who enter non-professional 

self-employment are not leaving professional jobs in regular employment. In fact, 90% 

of women who enter non-professional self-employment were employed in non

professional jobs while regularly employed. At the same time, very few women who are 

regularly employed in professional occupations enter self-employment in non

professional occupations. Thus, it is wives and mothers in non-professional occupations 
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in regular employment who are flooding the self-employment ranks. Why? One reason 

could be that, in regular employment, women with greater family responsibilities have a 

more diflRculty meeting both work and family obligations if they are non-professionals. 

Non-professional jobs often lack characteristics of professional jobs that could ease 

women's struggles to balance work and family responsibilities. First, non-professional 

jobs pay less. This means that women in non-professional occupations have fewer 

financial resources to "outsource" work in the home. This includes eating out in 

restaurants, paying for non-parental childcare, and hiring a housecleaner. Secondly, non

professional occupations typically have less authority and are more heavily monitored 

than professional jobs. This makes it difficult for non-professional women to take time 

during the day to check on their children by phone, arrange for child care or doctor visits, 

etc. compared with professional women who usually have private offices and phone lines. 

Thirdly, workers non-professional occupations have less control over the pace and timing 

of work, and more rigid schedules. Women with greater family responsibilities in non

professional occupations in regular employment would have a more difficult time taking 

time out from work or rearranging their work schedule to meet family commitments. 

Family-unfriendly jobs in the regular employment setting provide the reasons why 

women might want to leave regular employment for self-employment. But this tells only 

half of the story. While women may desire self-employment, what jobs are available to 

them in self-employment? Due to the great influx of women into the workforce, 

particularly of mothers with young children, the demand for childcare has grown 

dramatically since the 1970s. Given the lack of a government response to this growing 
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need for working mothers, and the inability of childcare centers to keep up with demand, 

much of the child care provided in the U.S. is through small, home-based operations by 

individual women. 

Currently, childcare is the leading occupation of non-professionally self-

employed women. However, according to IPUMS data, this occupational category did 

not even appear in the top five leading occupational categories for non-professional self-

employed women prior to 1980. Childcare work for non-professional self-employed 

women has eclipsed all other occupations for this group. Furthermore, childcare work is 

at the bottom of the earnings scale whether involving regular employment or self-

employment. 

GLASS CEILING BREAKERS 

The other gendered theory explored throughout the dissertation is that of the glass 

ceiling breakers. This theory builds on the discrimination version of the Disadvantaged 

Worker argument. As the Disadvantaged Worker argument posits, workers who face 

discrimination in regular employment will turn to self-employment to escape it. Applied 

to women, this argument becomes that of the glass ceiling breakers. Women in the wage 

labor force frequently face hiring, promotions, and wage discrimination. Women who 

are highly skilled professionals are said to encounter the glass ceiling that limits the 

upward mobility in their careers. This glass ceiling describes employer discrimination in 

the hiring and promotion of women which occurs to an increasing degree as women 

ascend organizational hierarchies. According to the glass ceiling breakers argument, 

such women turn to self-employment as a way of circumventing employer discrimination 
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and thereby enabling them to break through the glass ceiling in the upward trajectory of 

their careers. 

The evidence shows that highly skilled professional women who enter self-

employment are qualitatively different from other women in self-employment. The 

IPUMS data reveal that these women work exceptionally long hours (over-time work 

hours is their modal category) in comparison with regularly employed professional 

women, and also in comparison to mothers in both self- and regular employment. 

Compared with regularly employed women and with women self-employed in non

professional occupations, childless professional self-employed women do reap the 

highest returns (in terms of earnings) from self-employment. Professionally self-

employed mothers with one child at home receive a smaller positive return to self-

employment, while mothers with more than one child at home experience earnings 

penalties for being self-employed. Thus, it is a very elite group of women - childless 

professionals - who are rewarded for being self-employed. If the comparison group for 

childless professionals is limited to all other working women, it appears that this elite 

group is breaking through the glass ceiling in terms of earnings. In the absence of an 

employer, childless professional women earn the most, net of human capital, 

occupational characteristics, industrial sector, and demographic controls. 

But are they really breaking through the glass ceiling? It is true that childless 

women professionals are as rewarded from self-employment as male professionals in 

percentage returns. Both receive a 12% increase in earnings from being self-employed. 

This does not mean, however, that they have reached earnings parity with men. In 
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regular employment, men earn more per hour than women do. Starting with this 

difiference, equal percentage returns for self-employment only perpetuate the sex gap in 

pay in percentage terms. Of course, the dollar gap in earnings grows with equal returns. 

Finally, the characteristics that define the female, childless, self-employed 

professional appear to predict her demise as a significant segment of all self-employed 

women. As chapter 3 shows, children greatly increase women's probability of becoming 

self-employed, particularly in non-professional occupations. And chapter 2 verifies that 

the percentage of self-employed women who are mothers has grown during the 1940 to 

1990 period. Thus, childless women have declined as a percent of all self-employed 

women. Furthermore, the proportion of women who are mothers was greater for the 

regularly employed than for the self-employed until 1980. In 1980 and 1990, there were 

more mothers among the self-employed than among the regularly employed. For the 

growing numbers of mothers and non-professionais among women in self-employment, 

self-employment does not appear to be a viable route for breaking through the glass 

ceiling (since this only seems to apply to childless professional women). 

CONCLUSIONS 

To sum up, what is the impact of self-employment on men and women in the 

U.S.? For men, it appears to only increase their prospects for success. Both professional 

and non-professional men gain, in terms of hourly earnings, fi-om self-employment. For 

women, on the other hand, only professionals with one or fewer children gain in terms of 

earnings fi-om self-employment, and this group is a small segment of self-employed 

women that appears to be shrinking as mothers increasingly come to dominate self-



175 

employment. All other women lose earnings from being self-employed. Given the 

current returns and trends in the make-up of the self-employed, the sex gap in pay can 

only be increased with the growth of self-employment in the U.S. economy. 

This does not mean that self-employment is necessarily a poor employment 

situation for women, however. The largest and growing group of self-employed women 

- mothers in non-professional occupations - can arguably benefit in non-earnings ways 

from self-employment. They may save the costs of childcare if their business is home-

based, and this could make up for part of the earnings penalty they incur from being self-

employed. More importantly, the non-pecuniary benefits of combining self-employment 

with being with their children may compensate for the loss in earnings. However, it is 

important to note that this perpetuates the family division of labor in which men prioritize 

earnings while women trade off earnings for child rearing. 
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Table A-2.1. Leading Occupations of Self-Employed and Regularly Employed Men and 
Women, 1940-1990 

Self-Employed Men Regularly Employed 
Men 

Self Employed Women Regularly Employed 
Women 

1940 1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Painter-constr. & 
maint 
3. Carpenter 
4. Truck & Tractor 
Driver 
3. Physician & Surgeon 

1. Laborer 
2. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
4. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
5. Manager, Otlicial, 
Proprietor 

1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Laundress, private 
household 
3. Barber/ Beautician 
4. Boarding &Lodging 
Housekeeper 
3. Dressmaker (not 
factory) 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Woiicer 
2. Private Household 
Worker 
3. Salesman / Salesclerk 
4. Teacher(nec) 
5. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 

1950 1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesman/ Sales 
Clerk 
3. Tmck & Tractor 
Driver 
4. Carpenter 
5. Physican & Surgeon 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Laborer 
3. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
4. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
5. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 

1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesmen/ Salesclerk 
3. Barber/Beautician 
4. Dressmaker (not 
factory) 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Typist, Secretary 
4. Salesman / Salesclerk 
5. Private Household 
Worker 

1960 1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
3. Carpenter 
4. Physician & Surgeon 
5. Lawyer & Judge 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Laborer 
3. Manager, OtKcial, 
Proprietor 
4. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
5. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 

1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Barber/Beautician 
3. Salesmen / Salesclerk 
4. Nurse, professional 
5. Musician / Music 
Teacher 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Typist, Secretary 
3. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
4. Salesman / Salesclerk 
5. Private Household 
Worker 

1970 1. Manager, OtTicial, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
3. Carpenter 
4. Barber/ Beautician 
5. Physician & Surgeon 

1. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Laborer 
3. Manager, OtTicial, 
Proprietor 
4. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
5. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 

1. Manager, Otiicial, 
Proprietor 
2. Barber / Beautician 
3. Salesman / Salesclerk 
4. Bookkeeper 

1. Typist, Secretaiy 
2. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
4. Salesman / Salesclerk 
5. Teacher (nec) 

1980 1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
3. Carpenter 
4. Auto Mechanics & 
Repairmen 
5. Lawyer & Judge 

1. Laborer 
2. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
4. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
5. Salesman/ Salesclerk 

1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Barber / Beautician 
3. Salesman / Salesclerk 
4. Attendant, prof. & 
pers. Service 
5. Bookkeeper 

1. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Typist, Secretary 
4. Teacher(nec) 
5. Salesman / Salesclerk 

1990 1. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
2. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
3. Carpenter 
4. Auto Mechanic & 
Repairmen 
5. Truck & Tractor 
Driver 

1. Manager, Official, 
I^prietor 
2. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
3. Laborer 
4. Salesman/ Salesclerk 
5. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 

1. Manager, OtTicial, 
Proprietor 
2. Attendant, prof & 
pers. Service 
3. Salesman / Salesclerk 
4. Barber / Beautician 
5. Bookkeeper 

1. Clerical & Kindred 
Worker 
2. Typist, Secretaiy 
3. Operative & Kindred 
Worker 
4. Manager, Official, 
Proprietor 
5. Teacher (nec) 

Data Source: IPUMS 
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Table A-2.2. Leading Industrie! off Sclf-Employed and Regularly Employe J Men Mid Womtn, 1940-1990 
Self-Employed Men Regularly Employed 

Men 
Self Employed Women Regularly Employed 

Women 

1940 1. Constiuction 
2. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Agriculture 
4. Misc. Wholesale 
Trade 
3. Hospitals 

1. Construction 
2. Railroads & Railway 
3. Misc. Wholesale 
Trade 
4. Agriculture 
5. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 

1. Private Household 
2. Misc Personal 
Services 
3. Hotels & Lodging 
Places 
4. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 

1. Private Household 
2. Educational Services 
3. Apparel & 
Accessories 
4. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
3. General Merchandise 

1930 1. Construction 
2. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Agriculture 
4. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
5. Med. Service (no 
hospitals) 

1. Construction 
2. Railroads & Railway 
3. Motor Veh. & Equip. 
Man. 
4. Misc. Machinery 
Manu. 
3. Agriculture 

1. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
2. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Misc Personal 
Services 
4. Hotels & Lodging 
Places 
3. Educational Services 

1. Private Household 
2. Educational Services 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. Apparel & 
Accessories 
3. General Merchandise 

I960 1. Construction 
2. Agriculture 
3. Medical Services 
(not hospital) 
4. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 

1. Construction 
2.Educational Services 
3. Misc. Machinery 
Manu 
4. Fabricated Steel 
Products 
3. Electrical Machinery 
& Equip. 

1. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
2. Misc. Personal 
Services 
3. Medical Services (not 
hospital) 
4. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Educational Services 

1. Educational Services 
2. Private Household 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. Hospitals 
3. General Merchandise 

1970 1. Construction 
2. Agriculture 
3. Medical Services 
(not hospital) 
4. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
5. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 

1. Construction 
2. Educational Services 
3. Motor Vehicles & 
Equipment 
4. Electrical Machinery 
& Equip. 
3. Fabricated Steel 
Products 

1. Misc. Personal 
Services 
2. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. Educational Services 
3. Medical Services (not 
hospital) 

1. Educational Services 
2. Hospitals 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. General Merchandise 
3. Food Stores (not 
dairy) 

1980 1. Construction 
2. Agriculture 
3. Medical Services 
(not hospital) 
4. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
5. Misc. Business 
Services 

1. Construction 
2. Educational Services 
3. Public Administration 
4. Misc. Machinery 
Manu. 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 

1. Misc. Personal 
Services 
2. Misc. Business 
Services 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. Hotels & Lodging 
Places 
3. Real Estate 

1. Educational Services 
2. Hospitals 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. General Merchandise 
3. Public 
Administration 

1990 1. Construction 
2. Agriculture 
3. Misc. Business 
Services 
4. Medical Services 
(no hospital) 
5. Auto Repair 
Services 

1. Construction 
2. Educational Services 
3. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
4. Misc. Business 
Services 
3. Public Administration 

1. Educational Services 
2. Misc. Business 
Services 
3. Misc. Personal 
Services 
4. Medical Services (not 
hospital) 
3. Real Estate 

1. Educational Services 
2. Hospitals 
3. Medical Services (not 
hospital) 
4. Eating & Drinking 
Places 
3. Banking & Credit 
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Table A-3.t. Means and Standard Deviations on Selected Variables, by sex, 
occupational class, and employment type, 1998 
Sex MEN WOMEN 
Occupational Professionals Non- Professionals Non-
Class Professionals Professionals 
Employment Regular Self- Regular Self- Regular Self- Regular Self-
Type Emp Emp Emp Emp 

N=689 N=92 N=2241 N=487 N=873 N=64 N=1958 N=308 

Family 
Variables 
No Children 0.355 0.416 0.412 0.382 0.270 0.255 0.234 0.217 

(0.479) (0.493) (0.492) (0.486) (0.444) (0.436) (0.424) (0.412) 
Number of 
Children 1.332 1.322 1.239 1.302 1.419 1.500 1.567 1.759 

(1.229) (1.429) (1.280) (1.282) (1.117) (1.224) (1.174) (1.271) 
Age of 
Youngest 3.531 2.404 4.119 3.799 5.241 4.424 7.047 6.115 

(4.387) (3.372) (5.107) (4.797) (5.202) (4.812) (5.832) (5.376) 
Married 0.723 0.751 0.609 0.650 0.678 0.615 0.583 0.737 

(0.448) (0.432) (0.488) (0.477) (0.467) (0.487) (0.493) (0.440) 
Self-Employed 
Spouse 0.021 0.006 0.011 0.048 0.039 0.126 0.041 0.153 

(0.143) (0.079) (0.104) (0.214) (0.194) (0.332) (0.198) (0.360) 
Spouse's Tot. $ 15,799 15,424 9,448 10,882 29,538 35,752 20,720 32,983 

(26,036) (21,089) (15,653) (20,595) (35,570) (50,911) (28,710) (38,812) 
Family Income 78,872 100,937 48,181 69,681 69,539 82,310 48,713 65,820 

(56,698) (74,535) (36,189) (61,272) (49,540) (74,917) (38,641) (50,507) 
Wealth 21,364 35,573 12,648 21,094 18,969 34,904 12,192 23,077 

(33,593) (58,756) (17,583) (33,787) (26,269) (57,491) (17,792) (36,207) 
Desire to be 
Homemaker 0.068 0.085 0.081 0.060 0.091 0.106 0.155 0.156 

(0.292) (0.279) (0.273) (0.238) (0.287) (0.287) (0.362) (0.363) 

Human Capital & Labor Supply 
Education 15.547 16.060 12.619 12.895 15.113 15.881 12.763 13.374 

(2.500) (2.819) (2.060) (2.144) (2.308) (2.446) (1.933) (2.170) 
Enrolled in 
School (PT) 0.047 0.057 0.019 0.019 0.070 0.115 0.051 0.019 

(0.212) (0.231) (0.138) (0.136) (0.255) (0.319) (0.220) (0.137) 
Experience (yr) 13.807 13.889 13.366 13.975 13.324 13.349 11.720 12.045 

(3.222) (2.984) (3.540) (3.351) (3.287) (3-142) (4.229) (3.930) 
Tenure 6.274 6.259 6.206 6.490 6.571 5.797 5.059 5.022 

(5.204) (5.277) (5.730) (5.439) (5.546) (5.056) (5.107) (4.470) 
Number of Jobs 9.710 13.727 10.386 10.889 9.954 11.533 9.571 11.099 

(5.222) (7.809) (6.217) (6.589) (5.530) (4.715) (5.431) (5.695) 
AFQT(med.) 78 78 40 46 63 76 38 47 

Usual Hours 
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Sex MEN WOMEN 
Occupational Professionals Non- Professionals Non-
Class Professionals Professionals 
Employment Regular Self. Regular Self- Regular Self- Regular Self-
Type Emp Emp Emp Emp 

N=689 N=92 N=224l N=487 N=873 N=64 N=1958 N=308 

(median) 45 40 40 45 40 35 40 32 

Hourly 
Earnings (med) $20.94 $21.15 $13.33 $15.50 $16.02 $21.15 $9.60 $9.30 

Total Earnings 
(med) $50,000 $44,900 $30,000 $32,000 $30,500 $32,000 $17,500 $15,000 

Job Characterii tics 
Health 
Insurance 0.914 0.409 0.803 0.419 0.828 0.434 0.725 0.310 

(0.280) (0.492) (0.398) (0.493) (0.377) (0.496) (0.446) (0.462) 
Life Insurance 0.822 0.338 0.673 0.334 0.747 0.387 0.611 0.214 

(0.383) (0.473) (0.469) (0.471) (0.435) (0.487) (0.487) (0.410) 
% Female 
(median) 37.9% 26.9% 14.0% 12.8% 61.2% 47.6% 75.2% 65.9% 

Small Firm 0.272 0.666 0.345 0.782 0.261 0.728 0.321 0.820 
(0.445) (0.472) (0.475) (0.413) (0.439) (0.445) (0.467) (0.385) 

Demographic Variables 
Unemployment 
Rate 2.071 2.108 2.155 2.110 2.084 2.225 2.185 2.120 

(0.744) (0.806) (0.846) (0.743) (0.786) (0.901) (0.833) (0.810) 
Inner City 0.223 0.345 0.242 0.203 0.240 0.261 0.244 0.210 

(0.416) (0.475) (0.428) (0.402) (0.427) (0.439) (0.430) (0.407) 
Suburban 0.628 0.531 0.514 0.547 0.582 0.495 0.522 0.556 

(0.483) (0.499) (0.500) (0.498) (0.493) (0.500) (0.499) (0.497) 
Northeast 0.208 0.109 0.169 0.145 0.193 0.219 0.161 0.161 

(0.406) (0.311) (0.375) (0.352) (0.395) (0.414) (0.368) (0.367) 
South 0.352 0.322 0.358 0.321 0.383 0.281 0.378 0.313 

(0.478) (0.467) (0.479) (0.467) (0.486) (0.450) (0.485) (0.464) 

Personal Characteristics 
Hispanic 0.046 0.042 0.076 0.046 0.057 0.029 0.065 0.059 

(0.210) (0.201) (0.265) (0.209) (0.232) (0.167) (0.246) (0.235) 
Black 0.071 0.064 0.158 0.092 0.094 0.074 0.175 0.076 

(0.257) (0.244) (0.365) (0.289) (0.292) (0.262) (0.380) (0.264) 
Age 37.111 36.974 36.960 37.009 36.948 38.092 36.953 37.190 

(2.335) (2.218) (2.321) (2.353) (2.287) (1.983) (2.312) (2.243) 
Mother's 
Education 12.753 13.407 11.181 11.706 12.233 13.241 11.038 11.688 
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Sex 
Occupational 
Class 
Employment 
Type 

Professionals 

Regular Self-
Emp 

N=689 N=92 

CN 
Non-

Professionals 
Regular Self-

Emp 
N=2241 N=487 

wot 
Professionals 

Regular Self-
Emp 

N=873 N=64 

MEN 
Non-

Professionals 
Regular Self-

Emp 
N=1958 N=308 

Father's 
Education 

(2.404) (2.696) 

13.411 13.942 
(3.375) (3.466) 

(2.688) (2.480) 

11.195 11.832 
(3.298) (3.260) 

(2.657) (2.740) 

12.664 13.251 
(3.464) (3.329) 

(2.549) (2.526) 

11.036 12.046 
(3.062) (3.386) 

Source: 1998 wave of the NLSY 
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Table A-4.1 Unstandardized Fixed-EfTects Coeflicients from the Regression of Hourly 
Eamines (In) on Selected Independent Variables: NLSY 1979 to 1998 

Coefficient 
Standard Error 

Intercept 1.003 •** 
0.039 

Self-Employment and Family Variables 
Self-Employed 0.086 »*• 

0.012 
Female*Self-Employed -0.118 *** 

0.023 
Married 0.104 **• 

0.006 
FetnaIe*Married -0.055 

0.007 
Self-Employed*Married -0.071 

0.018 
FemaIe*Self-Employed*Married 0.082 

0.030 
Divorced 0.054 

0.006 
Number of Children -0.003 

0.003 
Female*Number of Children -0.006 » 

0.004 
Self-Employed*Number of Cliildren -0.004 

0.008 
Feniale*Self-Employed'''Number of Children -0.070 *** 

0.013 

Human Capital and Labor Supply 
Education 0.073 

0.002 
Experience (years) 0.034 *** 

0.001 
Seniority (years) 0.012 

O.OOl 
Currently Enrolled in School -0.158 

0.005 
Number of Previous Jobs O.OOl 

O.OOl 
Usual Hours Worked Per Week -0.004 

0.000 
Number of Weeks Worked Per Year 0.003 

0.000 
Irregular Shift -0.022 •** 

0.004 
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Coefficient 
Standard Error 

Occupational Characteristics 
Cognitive Sidlls Demanded by Job O.Oll 

0.001 
Specific Vocational Training 0.012 »•* 

0.002 
Work Effort Required 0.006 

0.027 
Percent Female -0.082 

0.006 
Nurture -0.041 

0.004 
Authority 0.005 

0.006 

Industrial Sector (Omitted Category=Agricuiture, Mining, Forestry) 
Construction 0.068 

0.008 
Manufacturing 0.059 *** 

0.006 
Public Utilities 0.085 **• 

0.008 
Whole Sale and Retail Trade -0.070 

0.006 
Financial Services 0.012 

0.009 
Business and Repair Services -0.068 

0.007 
Personal Services -0.197 

0.011 
Professional Services -0.042 *•» 

0.007 
Entertainment Services -0.027 ** 

0.011 
Public Administration 0.026 **• 

0.009 
Note: * p< .05, two-tailed test; ** p< .01, two-tailed test, *** p< .OC )5, two-tailed test 

Model also controls for whether the respondent resides in an innercity, a suburb, or 
rural area (omitted category); and southern, norteastem, northcentral, or western 
(omitted category) United States. 
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