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Introduction

It is a well documented fact that labour markets of all western industrialized countries are markedly segregated by gender (e.g. Anker, 1998; Charles and Grusky, 1995; 2004; Nermo, 2000). Even if this does not conceptually imply gender inequality it is clear that separating women and men at work has played and still plays an important role for the overall level of gender inequality in society. Keeping women and men apart in the labour market is one mechanism underlying gender differences in rewards and career prospects (e.g. Arai et al., 2004; Birkelund, 1992; England, 2005; Hultin, 2001; Kilbourne et al., 1994; Petersen and Morgan, 2008; Reskin and Bielby 2005). Thus, assigning men and women to different places and different roles in the labour market makes it easier to treat them unequally (cf. Reskin and Padavic, 1994). Although a totally gender-integrated labour market is not a prerequisite for a gender-equal society, steps towards a more even distribution of women and men across industries, occupations and social positions are urgent in order to reduce the overall level of gender equality in society. 
Most sociologists and economists in the field of gender segregation research define gender segregation in the labour market as the unequal distribution of women and men in the occupational structure.
 
 Moreover, to understand labour market gender segregation it is important to separate between: a) horizontal segregation across manual and non-manual occupations’ where women are over represented in non-manual occupations’ and men in manual occupations and b) vertical segregation which refers to the hierarchical order of occupations within manual and non-manual occupations, where men tend to occupy highly rewarded positions in both spheres (Blackburn and Jarman 2005; Charles 2003; Charles and Grusky 2004). Another aspect of vertical segregation is women’s under representation in supervisory and managerial positions (see e.g. England et al. 1994, Hultin 1998).

The purpose here is to provide a brief overview of research on gender segregation in the labour market in terms of possible explanations, trends and consequence. The report is concluded by an outline of possible new research in this field.
Explanations to the occupational gender segregation

The big question is why gender segregation in the labour market is reproduced. Below follow a brief outline of some explanations, commonly used in sociology and economics, of why women and men are segregated into different spheres of the labour market. These explanations can be divided into theories involving employees’ choices of jobs (supply-side explanations), and constraints that job seekers are faced with where the actions of employers often are in focus (demand-side explanations).
 

Supply side explanations

Men and women largely choose different educational fields and tend to differ in the selection of which college courses to attend (Reskin and Bielby 2005). Despite high female labour force participation and active political reforms in many countries to encourage gender atypical choices, the female share in traditionally male dominated field remains low (Bradely 2000). Gender differences in occupational choices are thereby largely mediated by field of study (Erikson and Jonsson 1998; Borghans and Groot 1999; Smyth 2005). Gender differences in choices may be shaped by e.g. gender-role socialization before adulthood (see Subic et al., 1989 for a review) or gender-role socialization before and during adulthood (e.g., England, 1992). From a neoclassical economic perspective these differences are explained by a rational division of human capital investment between men and women. A family is, according to this view, seen as an economic unit where the family members obtain human capital investment to make the most of family life and market work. Women tend to invest more in non-market work and men put their effort mainly in more market orientated human capital (Becker 1991; Mincer and Polachek 1974). Thus, the division of labour in the household leads to gender differences in the labour market. 

Moreover, as an extension of the theory of wage compensation female dominated occupations are assumed to be more “mother friendly” than male dominated occupations. That is, female dominated occupations are to a higher extent than male dominated occupations adopted to reconcile family and work conflicts by possibility to part-time employment and flexible hours, which in turn result in lower relative wages. Thus, women choose working arrangements compatible with having the main responsibility for children ahead of working conditions that maximize their earnings. However, the support for women’s job being in this sense more mother friendly is rather weak (England 2005; Glass and Camarigg 1992). Likewise, the support for lower wage depreciation for career interruptions in female dominated occupations compared to male dominated occupations is rather weak (Marini 1989). 


The main criticism of the neoclassical view focus on the assumption that men’s and women’s preferences exist prior to labour market processes. Critics argue that women’s and men’s choices of labour market investments are (also) affected by perceptions of what kind of jobs that are open to them (Kanter, 1977; Reskin and Hartmann, 1986; England, 1992) and/or the expected sanctions for making gender-atypical choices (West and Zimmerman, 1987).
 

Gender segregation in the labour market could also be explained by employees’ preferences for working with members of their own gender (i.e., similarity attracts, e.g., Byrne, 1971; cf. Ibarra, 1992), or for choosing work labelled as typical for their own gender (Acker, 1990). For instance, as described by Schelling (1978) small differences in preferences can create a sex-segregated labour market even though no individuals prefer extreme segregation.
 Irrespective of why women and men make gender-typical labour market choices, an unbalanced supply of qualified male and female employees constrains employers’ possibilities to integrate their personnel by gender (see, e.g., Reskin, McBrier, and Kmec, 1999). 

Demand side explanations

The demand side explanations focus on employers (conscious or subconscious) actions or discriminatory practises in recruitment, placement, promotion and dismissal. 

The most obvious is statistical discrimination, which refer to employers’ calculation when they hire, promote or set wages etc. To save time and money employers treat female employees as a group and do their judgments based on women’s average productivity and not on their individual characteristics. Given that women in general are more likely than men to carry the main responsibility for child raring and housework, they are more likely than men to take parental leave and reduce their time in paid work. Employers may therefore be less prone to hire or promote a female employee compared with a male employee (c.f. England 1992; Phelps 1972). 


Another type of discrimination is taste discrimination which implies that employers favour or do not favour a certain collective group, and may be less eager to e.g. employ women or to allocate women to certain jobs/ positions, unless it is possible to offer them lower wages (Becker 1957; England 1992). Employer’s decisions may also be influenced by their co-workers and costumers preferences. For instance, if employers feel that co-workers or costumers have a preference for e.g. male mechanics and female preschool teachers, they may hesitate to make gender atypical recruitments. Reskin, McBrier and Kmec (1999) assert that employers can be openly unwilling to hiring individuals of a certain group because they find them uncomfortable to work with. Similarly, prior research has shown that female-owned establishments are more likely than male-owned establishments to employ women (Reskin, McBrier and Kmec 1999). 
A related explanation based on preferences is referred to as Homo-social reproduction. Kanter (1977) describe this process in organisation where the “manager group” is a closed circle of selected men. Kanter (1977) asserts that when these men to a large extent tend to recruit new men. To avoid uncertainty managers or employers recruit co-workers or subordinates who have characteristics similar to their own, since they find them more trustworthy. Homo social reproduction can also be seen as a supply side explanation, since both men and women to a large extent choose gender-typical occupations.

Occupational (or social) closure is a strategy to protect an occupation’s position by raising a barrier that restricts other individuals from entering the occupation. These strategies may increase rewards of the members’ in the occupation by keeping supply low relative to demand (Tilly 1998). Social closure persists both within and between occupations to protect a sub-groups interest, and have a substantial impact on the occupational reward structure (Weeden 2002). An occupations position in the structure is strengthen by legal boundaries such as requirements of a specific education, educational level, special license or certificates. Gender segregation and inequality in the labour market is maintained since men monopolize desirable positions and occupations (Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs 2002). As an extension of social closure theory, Cockburn (1988) and Acker (1990), among others, emphasize that employers play a primary role in the gender-labelling of jobs (and career paths) in that they often have a certain gender in mind when they create jobs. Advocates of the gendered organizations view assert that organizations are not bureaucratic gender neutral institutions. Instead, organizations are gendered where all actions entail a distinction between masculine and feminine (Acker 1990). There are cultural assumptions about men and women that influence and arrange organizational rewards and determine to which positions men and women are allocated in the organizational structure (Glauber 2008). The real worker, Acker stresses, is a disembodied worker, totally committed to work without any obligations outside work, this “abstract worker is actually a man” (Acker 1990:152). Women are, due to their family obligations, seen as unable to live up to the profile of the disembodied worker. Hence, stereotypes of women as less committed than men to work lessens their value as employees. Organizational structures, such as internal labour market and seniority systems may therefore also influence the gender composition of an occupation (for a review see Reskin, McBrier and Kmec 1999). 

The final explanation here to occupational sex segregation originates from Charles and Grusky (2004), and refers to both supply and demand side. They argue that occupational sex segregation can be explained by two main mechanisms: gender essentialism and male primacy. The first mechanism pertains to gender differences in the types of domains in which women and men are viewed (by themselves and by employers) as competent, and the second mechanism refers to the view that men are viewed or looked upon as more status worthy as compared to women, and thus are assumed to be more suitable for positions of high pay and status. The model explains segregation in terms of the tendency for (a) men to get the best and most desirable occupations and women to get the lesser ones (vertical segregation), and (b) women and men to sort into occupations that are consistent with presumptions about their respective competencies (horizontal segregation). In a recent addition, Levanon and Grusky (2009) expanded the original model by adding two vertical dimensions rather than just one (i.e., adding prestige to income), and by including many more essentialist dimensions of occupations (such as physical, cognitive, and interactional aspects of occupations).
 

In sum, besides perhaps the last explanation, most of the above argue the importance of women’s family responsibility and intermittent labour force participation as a source of discrimination. Thus, the gender division of unpaid work is, in both supply and demand explanations, regarded as an important underlying mechanism for explaining gender segregation in the labour market. 
Occupational gender segregation: trends and cross-national variations

Occupational gender segregation in the labour market is as noted a pervasive phenomenon. During the later half of the 20th century the service sector industry in many industrial countries expanded and women’s labour market participation increased considerably. The inflow of women into manual skilled blue collar work was minor. Instead women to a large extent ended up in lower non-manual positions in the service sector (Charles 2003). Even so, the overall level of occupational gender segregation has decreased during the 20th century in most industrial countries (e.g. Chang, 2000; Charles 1992; Charles and Grusky 2004; Jacobs and Lim 1992 for some cross-national comparisons, Kumlin, 2007; Nermo 1999; Tyrkkö and Westberg, 2001; for Sweden; Russell, et al. 2009 for Ireland; Weeden 2004 for the United States; Brooks, Jarman and Blackburn 2003 for Canada). 

Ghatta and Roos (2005) find that the occupational integration by gender in the United States, to a large extent is an effect of women entering male dominated occupations. This is also supported by Irish and Swedish data showing an increase of women in traditionally “male occupations” such as finance and business (Russell et al. 2009; Nermo 1999; Löfström, 2004)

Studies of trends in vertical level of gender segregation is not as frequent, but the existing studies seem to indicate that the level of vertical segregation follow a similar pattern as the horizontal level and decreased over the 20th century. Charles (2003) shows in a cross-national comparison of ten countries that the vertical segregation is more pronounced in the manual sector than in the non-manual sector in all countries except Japan and USA
. In the United States the level of vertical segregation is relatively low in both sectors. Charles (2003) results indicate that women’s inroad to non-manual professional occupations have been greater than to manual occupations.

An American study using data covering the last century show that the gender integration was especially visible in qualified male dominated professional positions and the reduction in gender segregation largely took place in the non-manual sector because of the increase of female in managerial and professional occupations (Weeden 1998; 2004). In the manual sector the gender segregation instead to some extent increased between 1970 and 1990.
 A second study based on data from the United States show that American women made a significant inroad into the elite and high earnings male professions during the 1970s (Gatta and Roos 2005). Similar trends showing an increase of women in qualified occupations, e.g. managers and executives, has also been found in countries such as Ireland (see Russell et al. 2009) and Sweden (Nermo 1999). 

Cross-national variation of gender segregation 

Cross-national variations in patterns of occupational gender segregation are well established (see, e.g., Charles 2003; Charles and Grusky, 1995, 2004; Anker, 1998; Melkas and Anker 2001; Nermo, 2000 on variations across countries)
. Many of these studies focus on welfare states and labour market structures to explain patterns of segregation. For instance it has been argued that labour markets in typical “male breadwinner societies”, based on conservative corporatist traditions, are less structured by gender than are labour markets in more “individualist” societies, where welfare state policies is characterised by social entitlements based on citizenship. This is because the latter feature high female labour force participation, higher levels of part-time work, and large female-dominated service sectors. Thus “individualist” societies are to a great extent associated with factors of plausible importance for explaining high levels of occupational gender segregation. Conservative countries have instead lower rates of female labour force participation which may result in a relatively more committed and career orientated female work force (e.g. Nermo 2000). Mandel and Semyonov (2005; 2006) argue that social policies in gender egalitarian welfare states, characterized by extensive family and women-friendly social policies, facilitate women’s labour force participation, but is at the same time “costly for women’s occupational and economic attainment” (Mandel and Semyonov 2005, p. 965). The expansion of the public sector makes women more active in the labour market but to a high extent selected into low paying female-typed service jobs with a high proportion of part-time employment (Mandel and Semyonov 2005). Thus, a high level of gender segregation in the Scandinavian countries is a side effect of active family-friendly policies to integrate women in the labour market (cf. Birkelund 1992). Critics assert that these policies exacerbate the statistical discrimination since the employer knows that women in general take long parental leave and carry the main responsibility for care of sick children. Critics further claim that these policies contribute to a larger under representation of women in supervisory positions (Hakim 2000; Mandel and Semyonov 2005; Meyersson Milgrom and Petersen 2009).


Other perspectives, like the Varieties of capitalism perspective (VoC), argue that the variation in gender segregation across-countries is explained by different skills system. According to this view, a labour market becomes gender segregated since women and men differ in skills investments. The VoC view separate between countries with institutions that encourage long-term employment relations and specific skill investment (CME) and countries with liberal market economics (LME) where the skill system is more general (Hall and Soskice 2001). Women have, due to their larger probability to intermittent labour force participation, smaller incentives to invest in specific training. Instead women are more likely to invest in general human capital (Polachek 2004). In CME countries where specific human capital is encourage and highly valued, employers tend to recruit men for these positions, which in turn segregate the labour market by gender (Estévez-Abe 2005). As mentioned above, the Scandinavian labour markets are more markedly structured by gender than the labour market in the United States
. This difference is explained by the fact that CME countries generally are more gender biased than LME countries. Countries with institutions that facilitate long-term relations and specific skill investment, like CME countries, exacerbate gender gaps in skills investment which, in turn, exacerbate gender segregation in the labour market. In CME countries women also tend to be under represented in private and managerial positions (Estévez-Abe 2006). 

The empirically support for the above mentioned possible explanations for cross-national variation in levels of gender segregation is not clear-cut. Charles and Grusky show in their cross-national comparison from 2004 that more conservative countries such as Japan and Italy have the lowest segregation score when using the index of dissimilarity D, while Sweden has the highest score. However, when using their association index A the level of segregation in both Japan and Sweden is closer to the overall average among the studied countries.
 The index is margin free index and is thus not affected by country differences in the occupational structures or by different rates of female labour force participation across countries (Charles and Grusky 2004). Further, Nermo (2000) only find weak support for higher levels of gender segregation in “individualist” societies. In his cross-national comparison the association between gender and occupation is relatively stronger in Finland, Norway and the United Kingdom compared with Austria, Spain, Sweden and the United States. Overall the pattern of sex segregation in these seven countries is rather similar; hence all countries are markedly structured by gender. Charles (2003) show, in her comparison of ten countries, that the level of horizontal and vertical segregation is highest in Sweden and France and lowest in Italy and Portugal. Thus, Charles (2003) show some support for a higher overall level of horizontal gender segregation in gender egalitarian countries. However, it is worth noting that her study shows that women in all countries are under represented in manual sector and that all countries are vertical segregated within both manual and non-manual sector. Further, gender egalitarian welfare states seem to be associated with greater horizontal gender segregation and greater vertical segregation in manual sectors, but a lower level of vertical segregation in the non-manual sector. 
Consequences of a gender segregated labour market

Most studies of consequences of gender segregation in the labour market focus on the gender wage gap, gender differences in career opportunities and returns from education. Studies based on data from several countries indicate lower wages in female than male dominated occupations even after controlling for required qualifications (England 2005; England and Folbre 2005; Boraas and Rodgers III 2003; England 1992b; Kilbourne et al. 1994; de Ruijiter et al., 2003; Petersen and Morgan 2008; Reskin, 1993; Hultin 2001). Studies have also shown that supervisory positions are more common in male than female dominated occupations (Bihagen and Ohls 2007; Birkelund 1992; England 1992b). Prior research also point out a gender difference in access to on-the-job training (Evertsson 2004). Thus individuals in female dominated occupations receive less on the job training, which reduces wages in female dominated occupations (Tomaskovic-Devey och Skaggs, 2002; Baron, Black and Loewenstein, 1993; Reskin and Padavic 1994). Female-dominated occupations also tend to offer fewer opportunities for occupational advancement (Hultin 1998). Overall, these studies show that workers in male dominated occupations on average have higher wages, face better promotion opportunities and have larger access to managerial positions etc. It is however important to note that some studies show that the wage level is highest in integrated occupations (Cotter et al 2004; Hakim 1998; Magnusson 2009a) and that individuals in highly female dominated occupations not have the lowest wages (Magnusson 2009a) (see below).
In recent years gender egalitarian countries has been pointed out as countries with relatively few women in authority positions and for generating a glass ceiling for women (Mandel and Semyonov 2006). In a cross-national comparison, Wright et al. (1995) found that the gender gap in authority positions was more pronounced in Sweden than in the United States and Australia. Albrecht et al. (2003) found a much larger gender wage gap in the upper tail of the wage distribution in Sweden than in United States.
 Furthermore, the gender wage gap in Sweden increases throughout the wage distribution and is largest at the top of the distribution, which they interpret as a significant glass ceiling. Meyersson, Milgrom and Petersen (2009) also find support for the glass-ceiling hypotheses in Sweden and stresses that a large part of this gender differences in authority is due to that men and women differ in educational choices. This is implicitly supported by Evertsson et al. (2009) study indicating that the gender wage gap in Sweden is largest among highly-educated, and that women in the United States have the highest wage parity with men in the highest education group.
However, Sweden is not in this sense unique. A recent study by Arulampalam et al. (2007) found a wider gender wage gap in the top of the wage distribution in nine of eleven studied countries. Many studies report a significant association between gender segregation by educational field and the gender wage gap (Braakmann 2008; Grogger and Eide 1995; Kalmijn and Van der Lippe 1997; Machin and Puhani 2004). 
In a German studies Leuze and Strauss (2009) report important wage differences between graduates of different university subjects. They show that female subjects and occupations dominated by women are less valued in the labour market, and that this explains some of the gender wage gap among university graduates.
 Asienbrey and Brücker (2008) show that, in Germany, the importance of between occupational segregation for the gender wage gap has decline substantially. Instead it is the within occupation segregation that is important for the gender wage gap. The lower wages for young women compared to younger men is not due to a between occupational segregation. Instead the wage penalty for young women is caused by gender differentials in returns for human capital to women’s disadvantages.
Possible future research 
This report has briefly outlined earlier research on gender segregation and stratification in the labour market. We have shown that there is a significant cross-national variation in gender segregation, but also that all European labour markets still are markedly segregated by gender. Even when men and women are employed in the same occupation men and women tend to occupy different hierarchal levels and perform different kind of jobs which reinforce gender inequality (Groshen 1990). For example, male medical doctors work as surgeons while female doctors work with child health care or with gynaecology. We have also shown that gender segregation in the labour market have consequences for the overall gender inequality in the labour market. In the following we outline some areas of future research that may increase our understanding of mechanisms governing gender segregation and stratification and its consequences.

The first area is to develop the study of trends in gender segregation in the labour market. So far relatively little attention has been paid to top wage earners and the labour market elite. These segments of the labour market are of special interest for gender inequality. Not at least, since prior research has shown that women are more likely to be hired or promoted when the establishment is owned or directed by women. Assuming that the labour market elite is one important recruitment channel for e.g. board members in large corporations, compositional changes will indicate the extent to which changes over time will be observed at the very top of the corporate pyramid.

The second research area relates to the above and focuses on young women’s expansion in educational attainment during the later decades. Today young women’s educational attainment surpasses that of young men in many European countries (Bradley 2000; Muller and Wolbers 1999; Smyth 2005). However, at the same time the decline in gender segregation according to field of study has been minor. Studies presented above show that the wage penalty for young women is caused by gender differentials in returns for human capital. More research regarding gender differences in participation in, and occupational returns to, higher education is required. Future research need to focus on the outcomes of higher education and doctoral training and its impact on subsequent labour market careers for women and men across countries. 

The third area of interest is consequences of labour market gender segregation and also the consequences of changes in the occupational gender composition. For instance, what happen when occupations become feminized or when the rate of the female labour force participation increases? Of special interest is to further test two rival explanations often offered when looking at the feminization of occupations, a) the devaluation theory assume that increasing feminization of occupations lead to a decline in the relative wage of these occupations (e.g. England et al. 2007) b) the queuing or relative-attractiveness view argues that an occupations’ salary level affects the gender composition of this occupation, as vacancies in less attractive occupations getting more often filled by women. Thus, women only get entry to jobs men do not want (Reskin and Roos 1990). Addressing this issue can help us assess why an occupation becomes feminized and the consequences of the feminization of particular fields of study and/or occupations. 

The fourth area relates to the negative association found between percent female in an occupation and wage. Recent studies based on data from Sweden (Magnusson 2009a; 2009b), the UK (Hakim 1998) and the US (Cotter et al. 2004) questions this finding by indicating a non linear association between the proportion females in an occupation and occupational prestige and wages. According to these studies gender mixed occupations have the highest prestige and wages. Further investigations of the association between wages and occupational gender composition by cross-national comparison are needed. It is possible that the gender composition in occupations account for more of the gender wage gap in countries characterized by a higher level of gender segregation than in countries characterized by lower levels of gender segregation. Thus, the wage penalty in female dominated occupations should be minor in countries with lower levels of gender segregation.  
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� There seems also to be a wide consensus that a summary index of gender segregation in the labour market applied in comparative studies should be margin-free (Blackburn et. al. 1993; Charles 1992; Siltanen et al. 1995; Watts 1998). Thus, a summary measure of change in the level of segregation in line with the definition above should reflect changes only in the association between occupation and gender. A margin-free study, therefore, implies that changes in the magnitude of gender segregation are independent of interrelated changes over time or between countries in the overall shares of employment by gender and the occupational structure. This is not to say that shifts in the gender composition of the labour force and in the occupational structure are unimportant phenomena. However, it does imply that when these forces are included in measures intended to capture trends or differences between countries in gender segregation they muddle an already complex question (Weeden 1998)


� Baron and Bielby (1986) suggested in their classic study that occupation as the unit of analysis hides important aspects of sex segregation in the labour market. This is, however, chiefly relevant when using occupation or job as dependent or covariate in multivariate analysis. The main interest here is national trends and cross-national variation of the distribution of men and women in the occupational structure.


� For a thorough review of theories of sources of labour market sex segregation, see, e.g., England (1992), Reskin (1993), Reskin, McBrier and Kmec (1999), Charles and Grusky (2004) and Hakim (2004).


� In addition, it is often argued that beliefs about abilities and skills are themselves sex-typed. Irrespective of whether there are any true foundations for such sex-typing, it influences women’s and men’s labour market choices (Charles and Grusky, 2004).  


� This process would be analogous to Schelling’s (1978) model of residential segregation.


� So far, this addition has not been tested on comparative data. However, when applied to U.S. census data, yielded a superior prediction of the level of sex segregation in U.S. occupations (as compared to models not taking these new dimensions into account), see Charles and Grusky 2004).


� The countries included in Charles (2003) study were Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, USA and Japan.


� However, other research pinpoint that the expansion of the lower non-manual sector during the later half of the 20th century increased the levels of vertical segregation within the non-manual sector since women largely are placed in the bottom of the non-manual sector (Charles 2003; Leicht 2008).


� There is a wide range of segregation index and the opinions differ about how to best measure sex segregation (see e.g. Blackburn and Jarman 2006; Charles and Grusky 2004 for a further description).  


� According to Estévez-Abe (2006) male dominated occupations have almost disappeared in the United States. 


� Countries included in the study were Belgium France, West Germany, Italy, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States and Japan. 


�  Bihagen and Ohls (2006), finds that Swedish women are more disadvantaged than men at lower levels of the occupational hierarchy, which contradict the glass ceiling assumption.


� In Germany, the share of female workers with university degrees in the total labour force has increased considerably, by about 45 percent, between 1995 and 2005. The corresponding figure for male workers is about 16 percent (Leuze and Strauss 2009).
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