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This paper examines

Bqual Elﬂid}lent opportunity (EEO)

he effect of enforcement of
vs, between 1967 and 1974, on

‘the earnings of females and males, and on the male/female earnings.
differential, Althoudh discrimination.in employment against women has
bbeen illegal, for more than a decade, between 1967 and 1974 the
'male/female earnings differential relained vir ally unchanged. The
results presentéd in this paper show” that the earnings differential
would have widened by approximately ® percentage points in the .
econony, and 13 points: in the private sector alone, had it not been
for, the enforcement bf Title .VII of the Civil Bdghts Act of 1964 over ,
.this pericd. The'paper’ begins by presenting a theoretical background.
for deterlining the expected effects- of enforcesent of EEO laws O ¢
earnings. It then specifies a model of firms' compliance with Titlé
vII, and a model to estikate the impact of énforcement on the
male/female earnings differgntial, Eollowing that; the ispact of
enforcement between 1967 and 1974 on the. earnings‘of individuals is
estimated for thé economy as a whole, and for the private and
government sectors. Finally, the . distribution of gains and losses in
earnings due to.enforceaent across experience intervals and education
elasses is assessed. (Author) . ) {
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This paper examines the’ effect Qf enforcement of Equal Employment .

Opportunity (EEO) laws, between 1967 and l974 on the esrnings of. females

and‘males, and on~the’male/female e¢arnings differential. A%though discrim;
' % * N ) * . e

Y
\ b

i L
ination in employment against women has Been illegal for more than a ‘

- -~

decade, between 1967 and 1974 the, male/female earnings diffetential

remained virtdally unehanged The resnltd presented in this paper shog

¢ -

that the earnings differential would have widened by approximately 7

.

percentage points in the- economy and 13 percentage points in the private

gector alone had it not been for the enforcement of Title VI of the

Ccivil’ Rights Act of '1964 over “this period _ v

s ¢
P

.- The paper‘begins by preb ting‘the theoretical background to deter-

»
mine the expected effects of enforcement of EEO laws on earnings It
-
then specifies a.model of firls complfﬁnce with Title VII and a model*

3

‘to’ estimafe the impact of enforcement on" the male/female earnings differ-

ential. Following that, the impact of enforcement between 1967 and 1974
{ R
on the earningd of‘}ndividusls is estimated for _the economy as a whole, .
’ w
and/ﬁor the private\and government sectors. Finally, the distribution

of gains.and losses in earnings due” to enforcement across experience,

- N » .
- . 0 ° N Kl
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-4ntervals and education classes 1s assessed. ‘ -
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¢ The Impact of Equal Employment bpportunity Laws on '
‘\ the Male/Female Earnings Differential o -

"Discrimihatidh in employment against womgn and minorities haa'been

illqgal for' Dore than a decade.~ Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 the Equai Employment Opportunity ' (EEO) title became effectiVe in AT
July of 1965. Since the 1972 amendments to the law, Title VL covera

smployient praftices in prlvate firﬁa with 15 or more employees: state and

ldﬁal governments, and, educational iﬁbtitutiqns. Exedutive Order 11246, ' “

the nondiacrimination in employment order, alao became effec{ive,in 1965;\
.but the prohibition against sex discrimin‘tion was not included until
October 1968. This order applies to employment practices among current

and potentialgholders of federal contracts. — ~ ] N

"Despite theexistence of - thege laws, between 1967 and 1974 the ’ A

.

male/female earnings differential, measured in:logarithmic terms, remained
f

virtually unchanged at .68. One might be tempted to conclude from this stitistic
thdt the decade pof enforcement of EEO lavws has been a failure in reducing
-\ . }
discrimination against women in the labor market. TYet there is an obvious -
’ 4

explana;ion for the persistence in the earnings differential over this

" period. Because of the rising labor force participation rates of women,

one would expect, ceteris paribus, an increaae in the eatningq differential._

{
In general new entrants into the labor ﬁarket have less- labor market
- N “- PR

experience than those already in and therefore command lower wages.

That the earnings differential remained constant in the face of this stgnifi-

»

N {7
cant trend in the labor force psrticipation rate of women suggests that some

//underiying factors have been responsible. This study will show
- ! : T ) ! )




Vo . that at least one 8 auch.'factor ia the enforcement-of Title VII of the’.
- ’ Civil Rights Act of 1964 the male/female earnings differential would

have widened by approximately 1 percentage pointe betWeen°1967 and l974

)
-

had itenot been for the enforcemént of Title VII. .

- . L Y

’ In recent yeara, congiderable attention has been devoted to the , \
evaluation of- the effecta of EEO laws on eqployment and earninge. A

. substantial portion of the literature,. eapecially the pbrtion on earnings,
§ s

focueea on the rélative poaition of blacks..” Further, the evidence con-

»

cerning thé effect ofXEEO laws on black earninge 18 mixed. Two time

Xb

- _ aeriea.atudiea CFreemag, 1973; Vroman, 1975), dovering a period through.

l972, show an accelerat%d upward trend in the earnings of blacks relative
3 L
this agceleration to' the passage of Title VII., A.recent reworking of one
~ of these studiea (Butler and HEckpan l977) however, casts considerable .
.‘ doubt on “the. interpretation that” the upward trend in relative black
«4 ' . /
< earnings ia due to Title VII.. It appearargg}her'to be the-repglt of

differential changea between* blacks and” whites in labor force pafticipa—

‘ tion ratea. Two crosa—aectional studies (Beller, l97\ Smith and Welch;

l975) show that betwetn 1959 and 1969. enforcement of EEO lawa--Title‘VII

-
. [
- s ¥ 4

> to whitea aftér the paeahge of Title~YII in 1964, Both studiles attrihute,

»

»and federal contract compliance--reduced the eaminga of black males f -
r

relative \to white males. ) ;‘b - T T ‘

.
he -

L
. . U

v Although, in general the literature does fot focua on women, two
recent atudiea (GolQﬁtein and Smith l976 Heckman and Wolpin, 1976) do

estimate the effEcdﬁgf the federal contract compliance program on employ—
ment by race and aex Both come up with the same peaeimiatic finding

the effect of. haVing a government contract during ‘the early 19705 was to

s

. - *

-

U
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‘.

’ / . ] &\ '. . .
: * reduce tb employment of women, especially white women, among federal \ 'vr
- N .
contractors. In contrnst,. his paper focuses on the effect “of enforcement ‘”
é ;i \ '
-of Title Vﬂ of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 on the earnings of women and 4
. "finds less pessimistic ‘results concerning the potential of EEQ 1aws to t’
"{mprove the relative econqmic position of women. A '

o

The fOllowing section .presents a theox’etical framework that suggests "
~ !

"the expected effects of enforcement of EEO laws on the earnings of females

"' and males, snd on the male/ﬁemale earnings differential. Next, a nodel

- of firms' c\ompliance with Title VII is’ developed and model for estimating
the impact of enforcement on .the male/ female earnings differential is

‘gpecified.  The empirical results are then pr'esented and discussed with ‘a
summary ‘of the reﬁllts given in the concluding sectlon.
‘-

» Ve, L3

Theoretical Background L I

+

e 7

| of enforcement of the employment provisionk and ¢
. . ‘

y differ._ The analysis shows that the actual

- o
provision of EEO laws is designed to eliminate restric- ’

Compliance
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"with this provision impliea some ratio aof femlea to males based upon

the

. oo, |
. . ava:llable pool of qualified lal:oor-l that is, the law explicitly recognizes
the concept of porfect aubatwtea in production. In 1its extreme form, “the

‘ ' enployment provision can be considered an involuntary quota. It should be

o : noted however, that under. Title VII an actua{ quota need never be impoaed
on a firm. Jf firms comply voluntarily with Title VII, no quata will be

'., ixposed. Affirmative action plan'a, which are requir'ed\ under the_‘ contract

1

compliance program, specify tirget employment ratios. Such plans are not °
required under Title VII, but may be the outcome of a conciliated or
litigated settlement between a firm and the Equal Employment Opportunity

E I

Comiasion (EEOC) or the courts.

-
™ -

I ' | ‘ {
In order to predict the effects. of enforcem/gt of the employmept

A

«provision of EEO . Jaws oa the male/female- earnings differeﬁtial I refer
to the theoretical work by Belller (1973) and by Heckman and- Wolpin (1976) .

Conaiatent with the intent of Title VII, the- isrmer model assumes that the

» ’ minority and the majority are. perfect aub:;tituteo in productidn, and

’ that ffrma are utility maximizers that get utility from profits and dis-

“v

The

3

utility fropm the number of minority group workgg ‘that they employ.
» . ,t N ',

latter model utilizes a general production fﬂﬁ%tion ‘that allows for imper-
‘ t

- ! M - L}
" fect suh‘at‘itution in peroduction. . It also assumeg that firms are profit

maxiinizera; the pecuniary or nonpecuniary costs that ariae from discrim-'
’the minbrity group appear in the general coat function. _
. The greater apecificd.ty in the asaumptiona of the first model \reault in-

ination against

leas ambiguity in predi-ctions about the direction. of effects of“ enforce—

.

ment of an employment provieion.

Tho,godelo juot doacribod yleld prodictiono concorning obaolute changea

[

", in the employmant and earninga of women and men. These changes can be .
: - clouifiod ag short run—-the period during vhich there 1is no et»try

LS Lt . . " b‘i

ERIC, -~
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or exit of firms from the industry--and rong tun. ‘Both models yleld the
unambiguoua prediction that female eurpltyment will increase ‘ahd. female »
wages will tend to increase in the short -run. Both also assume that

firms covered by the program were in violation of the employment provision

prior to ittenforcement, hedce, a short run /increase in the dems.nd for - ¢ e
’ - . . -

females relative to males will occur in t;he covered sector. If females h

and males are perfect substitutes in productiOn, male employment will n ) “ )

. decrease and male wages wil]?tend to be reduced. If they are less than

- , , J

vperfect substitutes in production, male employment and/ wages need not

. * 2 . .

Gecrease and may even increase in the short run. .
. ' ’ N »
In {he long run,, howev'er,‘ if males and females are imperfect substitutes

in production, and/or, the dis'utility from employing'women or th?costs

[ > . - R . . v
associated with haying'a workforce that is integrated by sei remain unchanged,
. .. A} - .

El

the short- run effects of enforcement of the emplayment provision can be ‘ s

€ °

~reversed or exacerbated. - According to these models, average costs 09
<
production will be'higher, or average utility lowet, at all levels of )

D |
output than at the pre-quota equilibrium. In the long rum, product price © @
R - N s
must rise to cover the higher costs or.to compensate for the lower utility,
and ihdustry output must fsll Conseque/tly, the demand ‘for both men and

:women will be reduced. 'l'he employment of men’'mu \st fall and 'the employment of ,

women may, fall below. the‘pre'-quots equilibrium. Hence,‘in the long\run,.

mal‘e wages‘tend to be reduced ;nd‘ fémale' wsg\esl may bf! 'reduced. The more

price elastic' the deman"dn_f‘or the industry's product, the more likely that
. -

female wages will also be réduced; Ve

Additional long run changes may. occur as a consequence of enforcement

of the enployment provision of EEO laws that would mitigate the predicdons

13
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described above. The r’easoning tHat causes one to expect,these changes
o

is a ‘challenge to the: assumption, inherent in th%se analyses, that at the

. pre-quota equilibrium firms are operating at optimal efficiency with re- °

-

spect ato the utilization of* women' (Cain, l976)., By compelling employers to

offsr equal employment opportunities to women-—workers with whom they may
= i
have had 1limited .oy no contact--EEO laws facilitate the acquisition of. ’

‘labor market information that ‘can correct faulty beliefs about women

- ;work.*rs, which may be derived from conditioning and other non-la or

*

.

market sources. 'l‘astes or preferences underlying discrimination .against

-

‘women m.sy also be changed by the imposition of quotas. To the extent that ’

- T

‘ informat‘ion reduces psychic or percedved peduniary costs associated with

L] .0

hiring women or =integrating wor}cforces, the long-run increase in costs or -

reduction in utiLity asau\ciated with enforcement of- the law will be leasened.
% \

If women were perfect substitutes in production for n“en, and the wages of

women:- wvere below those of: men, direct wage and salary costs of prod ction , |
’ &

would nece’ssarily he reduced by the imposition of a quotav’ /If in o di-

'tion, all disutilit,y associated with hiring women were ﬁiminated costs C

s Y N

of production would fall and utility vould tﬁcrease. ’ In this ‘case," indué'-
\ )
tl’}' PI'OdUCt price\ould fa1l and’ output would increase, as VOUld( the demand

»
\ -

for all factors of production. ' B e

. '\ ' ' ’ i ’

.+ Another long—rug_reonseqnence of the imposition of a quota/ 1s. an |
e % N\

incr‘eaae in the incentiVe for women to. invest in their skills in regponse
9to the inc;ease in- opportunities. If discrimination in employment reduces
. % 2

the return to their skills, wom;n may underinvest in their human capitak

relative to men prior to the imposition of the. quota. Under these condi-

. tions, a reaIlocation of investment in skills could increase efficiency in \ .
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aﬁain be claeaified into short run and long run.

- } \ o p
‘ : - 7 i
o o | o .
'\production and'achiev‘e greate‘r social 'vefficien&y in the allocation of
;'esources as well o _ | - , ey , ‘ . " .
) The analysiLof the vage provision is drawn from Beller (,1975) The
wage provisiop is deaigned €o: eliminate vage, differentials due to differ- ' ,
ences in sex, not productivity. Compliance requirea f.irms to pay males
" and 4emales equal wages for the same work and to provide them eq‘ual ' | .
/

opportunities for promotion (to higher paying jobs). The predictidns fay

-

.

. Assuuia@. that females were paid less than males in the covered sechor
prior to ‘enforcement of the wage provision, erive wages should incred'g‘e.
. \
If firms weré in equilibrium before the wage adjustment they will respond
to this change "in relative facto‘(~ prias by substituting males for females.
(Firms can’ accomplish this "legally" by changing their skill mii,toward
occupations in ,which males predominate )) The reduction in *female employ@ent

in the covered sector will increase the supply of. females to the uncovered

L Y % ] ¢ ~

sector, tendingwto reduce their wages there. The increase in male: employment

in the covered sector will tend to bid up male wages. Hence, in the’ shorts

L] ,.

x‘un, enforcement of the wage provision will ténd to increase male wages,
v, ¥

. while the effect on ‘female wages is smb{guous. Some femal,es will get’ the

high-wage jobs in the covered sector, while others will be forced ‘to

seek employment outside the covered sector, possibly at lower wages.
[ 4

The increase in labor cost in ‘the covered sector increases ‘the long-

run supply price and reducea the’ output of the%erfectly competitivc

inddstry‘. e reduction in the size of the covered sector leads to a decrease

‘ -+ ..
in the demu#f for 1abor and to a tendency for the wages of both females and -

siales to be re§_uced Therefore, in ‘the lonz run, the affects of anforca-nt

. - . R TN o .
S % £ T SIS ‘ -
. Yy T . ‘ ;
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\.‘ . of the wage brov;[eion on tﬁe Jvages of .females and males and on the nale/
. 4" - . C e a ’ ¢ /

. . fennle eam'inga.dif.ﬁ’erentialgdtre all" ambiguous. . ) . . o

. - The overnli, -eﬁfect,r ‘of ?':foreenent of EEO laws .on earnings is the det K -

\ [

}M
%'elffec‘t' o”f’: enfo&cement of- the employnient. provisi‘bn and the wage prov:Lsion. . ',
R ‘ Ry [ Len -.,' l \ .
N ‘, A ﬂmM cymp,‘ly 'vith the wage pr.:ovision, but maintaisn discr.iminatory .. . -

- , \ $ [N

preferetthes, nay vidlate the en}ployment ‘Fto‘lision. Firms that comply - .
" with the employment provision ma'y or may not con\:inue <€o. violate the uage

provision. Since the- effects of ghe provisions}may be Opgosite in the
’ * R ‘.
short run, . and the effects of the wage provisibn are ambiguous in the P .

.- long run, in the aggregatﬁ the overall effects, of enforcement of EEO

k] -

. laws on earnings gre ambiguo for both time'pertode + The next sect:lpn
' - '] 4
N will consid!!*why firms/may be expected to resppnd to enforcement of . ot
- , ¢ )
ds .,

..ﬂ - . these ‘lads. , ; . — ) 2 | :‘;‘

"A Model of EEOC Compliance by Firms . o S ;
+ L ;“ K _" . . N E . 'Q

As assumed in the precéding section, disorimihation yﬁ.elds psychic

o

. v  and/or pecuniary gains r_(,z/ . 'Since” the passage of Title vir _ . -
. and the inmlementation of . the federal 'contr,act compliance program‘,' employers Y

izwhose firms discrimination takes pl.ace have also Been subject to the - L

risk of psychic andy pecuitary’ losses. 'I'hese 108¢€3 may take‘ theﬂfonf of - L.

M * extended court“battles, back-m settlemen-ts, and the like nnder Titl'e VI.I v o7 -/
© s . and :he withholding or loss of federal con.tracts (tholugh 4:.he latter ) ) ' J
sanction was not used-until. 1971)/under\the fedelra“l contra:t ¢°;Plianc.l"' : -

]
- . . N v v

pr%ram" - g k . . A\ B '
i ! ,‘ h R ¢ * ) i : T - . .oy
’ The consequences of discrimination can be eliminated by making the :

- - -, expected marginal penalties from violation of tge law exceed -the e:gpected

‘
. . . . J : . N X Ce
e - -, . ] f ] . e N - - \

#F . ' . . P

LY , N . . -
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A

=3 .vieibildty of enforcement the greatex itgﬁ deterrent effeet and the greater ’

oo

A} ‘/ ) \ k 1 )/k ‘. * ) . ’ - 5 '?
A\ , M , cay Pl ey )
.. < - ) . ..‘ . ;. ‘ ) <t
, - . “ ) 9 L j . -
S e R e
N [ * , - . - 2
! * I ! . o F .
marginal louea from compliance with: it. In the long rud, EEO lavs can N f"
further reduce diacrimination to the extent that they change taatea or .
eliminAte faulty beliefs about the product.ivity of wom workera. . ' .
“The expected marginal penalties for discrimination véty across firms
-~

,a‘\\m

. ,violation has Occurred and with the probabi}(}ty

They vary directly thh the probability of apprehension given that a

ks

( .

Violations are aeaumed to, be oonat*ut acroae, ,fips during a given time “/

period. ) Under Tiele VII, the E}36C (or the staté or Iocal Fair Employment

AN

‘penalty given a finding of§ d'iscrimination.

2 ’

Practicee CamissionJFEPC] tb w@g‘a charge .ha{ bden deferred) attewts

to achieve a, eettlement through a voluntary conci’liaﬂon procedu.re.
T

\?ﬂia settlement ia unsuc.cessiul-—that is

‘°If.
,& it does not meet the criterion' .
set down by the EEOC--the case may b aken to court, Thus the‘re are n’

ed under Title VII voluntary and

} -

types* of eettlemente hat may be rea

o= t ’
. litigated.

<

¢
-

\

-

‘- ) ‘ ; ; ‘
Proxy variables for the- probability of a‘pptehqgsion “and the probability

Y

that a firm will pay-.a penalty have been cream from individuabcompliance )
‘ K/
recorda o£ charges filed with the EEOC, The proxy 'for the probability “of Y

app:ehension. is eetimated by theﬁratio of the number of investigations of ’

;’4-'

eex dier;imination chargee eompleted by the Eﬁoc (or by stat or local
AN %:ﬁ
FEPC's to which a. charge has been deferred) to the number of’" who~

Worked ging ‘1970 This maaaure, the ;lncidelce of investigationa,

fepwta firms' awareneae of enfd?rcement activities. ,,The g:;eatér the .

L ) LI ‘-

X<i(‘

The probability of ~'pdying a benalty iis )

:mf expected effect: on ear:ninge. .

§’ l
eetimated by the ret:lko of euccessful.voluntary Settl;emente of sex dia-

\)A

P

,/




.
£y . N

criminpti#. charges (succeesful c%nciliations plus ‘successful pre—

-~

deciiion"tietnnts reached by the _}OC or. by state or local FEPC' g -

4 -

v

etions attempted plus successful pre—decision settlements) 4 Given the

ineidence of‘ inveseigations, the gteater the prob@bility of successful ,
\ aettlement ~he greater the /expected marginal penalties for discrimination, '
and the greater the etp’ected effect ,bf enforcement on _earnings. Aggregating
4

" the individual recordb » ti\ese vgriables have been constructed for the 23
- st'ate groups ident:ll.;i‘ed‘ in the Current Populativn Survey (CPS), the *

3 . . )
" primary datdésource, s’eparétely for private wage and salary and govbrmment
» - S . » " [

nployees., : <) P . )
1 T v ~

.-,
The expected mar(ginal penalties for discrﬁn;lnation were increasgd and

’

'\ 'the Scope of theflaw 8 cdverage was expanded by the March 1972 amendments

hZQ K

€ amendments -increased.the ,probability that a firm involved'

o A A
;in an unauccessfu'l conciliation would be taken to court.

“to ’I‘itle VH.' By granting the EEOC: the _right to sue a respondent in t

private sectors

- They also brought

7 to Vhiik/'h Chll’ h“ been. deietred) to attempted settlements (all cobeili- -

e

. more empi.oyeg wynder the law's jurisdiction—-government, ducational institu-w <

s,p, - -

3
tions, and firms with lS—2é employeei--expanding the’ jygber of employera .

13

hypoﬁesized that, as a consequence of these changes, both the’ probability of

4 . f

successful settlement and the' incidence of invest:lfstions would have stronger

effects on earnings in the 'period after Title VII/was amended than in the

period. prior to amendment.
segnrar;e probability measureh for pre-amendment enforcement including data

-

from January 1968 through Marth 1972, “and for post-ame nt enforcement,

A 23

including da}g from April 1972 through December 1974. The menn‘values of

’ ; - "

PO

< for which enforcement activities would se,rve as a deterrsnt 1t1s ~ - . -

/ \*f

;L

¢
2 v
¢
{
.
. ‘
’ . -
s -

ot

. om

o
hS

In order to test these 'hypotheses we constructed"@‘
kY

&




these variables. for the 1974 CPS semple of working women are presented in

¢ . 'rable , A r,anking of’ the 23" state groups an each of thé enforcement

meuures is presented' in Appendix A. . :
.- - En%orcement of the federal contract compliance program is measured by .

- . : T e f

A a single vatiable, !:he federal share of industry pr'bduct, estimated by the

. ratio of purchases by the federal government to value-added originating in .

an industry. It has been liypothesized by Siith and wa@ (197\581,. 10)

. * -
-t

that federal efforts on affirmetive aetion ure likély to b; more succesefu]. r
_ o %
‘ in in ries in which the government is a msjor purchaser than in industries .

\’

in which government purchases account for only a smsll share of the total

N - P
LN ‘, -

,\ ! ' -ontput.5 This VariabLe wa;\}constructed for 50 industry ‘groups. , . ‘\..

i >
ot o, +The next section specifies a model to estimate the effect of enforL:.e- v "
.. ) -1 M
’ ment of EEO laws on the earnings of individuals and on the male/female e s

)L “
’ )':_r earnings‘differential in the ecpnomy between 1967 and 1974. Although enforcg:; .

- . ment affects the 'behsvior of firms, the effects3sh0u1d be realized in .
‘ o

. _the earnings of individuals. Singe individuals are mobile between'firms, A
e : Co N~ LY ‘ .
. 2 o differential improvements in opportunities created by en_forcement of’ EEO .

Im ehould be refﬂ!ted in individual eamings. However, since indivi:.

dnals are mobile between sectors as-well, mnch of an increase in demand

4

S due to enforcement could be* reflected in employm?t rather than wages.

' ot ' The 'ef.fect of EEO, laws on wages does not', .thg.refore, present an entire e
- : : - 4 - :

t . . \
e T T picture of the laws' effects. It is, Jnowever, the subject of interest-~ \:.
L here. ‘The model that will be specified captu.rel the total effect of '
) Ty 5orcemeut on(he earnings of individuals ’ Including the direct effects * -

of enforcement in firms that have been subject to .compliance activities .

~ . . . !

d the indiré‘ct effects of enforcement in firms that haye changed their N

. Y
v behavior in response to the deterrent

-

fect of enforcement activities. ' . '*i

i

. - . .-4

~
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: \ '\ . ) Table l + -
¥ ' = i b
o Saﬁble Meag, Incidence of Investigations and Probability of ‘.
Successfil - Settlement of Sex D;Lscrimination Charges Under
- ‘-;.' Title lIII' Pre- and Poot—).:.mendment .
“ ¥ 4 @ - * ,.- r’ “
. . : Pre-amendmen < Pst-amendm?ent
L e ' . (1968-March  (April:1972- Dpifferen
o ) oy ’ —1972) 1914) of Me
N £ N 'a o - ' /
Incidence of Investigations J’ . /
(per 1000 employed v -5 '
” .
Total emgfloyment . . _.nz- 311 19 ;
Private sector -’ PR RRCHS Y'Y/ +359
Government . ¢ o NA Jd47 NA»
Probal;ility %f Succesaful ' ! -
Settlement - : . v
¢ i P . " . . . _‘ .
Total employment © o .501 541 . +.040
Private sectgr P T .646 U -.069
Government B .- NA - L4187 ‘NA
. : + s

e {.
Note: NA = Not applicable. Governmenttemploymen-t as well as employment in
educdtional- institutioma whs not covered by Title VII until afte't

‘Source: * Eqdal J!n;plo'y%ent Oppor tunity Commission ‘charge\inve

L the law wee arended in March 1972. ‘ .

T‘ne base includea a?ll woﬁen employed in private wage and salary

and/or government pds}t{ons durding - l970

'b 'I’his probebilit’y is conditional upon & c;huse finding (of disc

inatiOn) and an attémptéd settlement.

P

ntory data.‘.

N

crim-

Y
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" and the demand for enforcement of Title VII greater in states where there

§peci4i§ation of Mbdel of Male/Female Earnings Differen;iala .

1' . [ 0 . ~*

' We kave chosen as the basis for our model the hnman capital earnings

.

function, which ielatga an individual 8 earnings Eo heasures of his or her

L

productivity. In addition tQ the usual human capital variables we include
the following in our equations. annual labor supply variables, which control

fg: commitment to the labor market in a given year, marital statqa and other

-
[ 4

variables deaigned to control for the effeots of previous periods of

4 -~ L}

intermittent participation in the labor force, snd measures of labor mar-

Y e “e

\ket demand the local unemployment rate "and- variables measgfing enforcement

-

of Title}VII and the federal contract compliance prog;am. o,

q{/“ ”a‘) \d . Y
_In order to estimate the effect of enforcement on earnings growth, ve

<
-

specify a model of coeffictent diﬁferences. rninga functions are estimated

separately for males and females. for time periods before and after énﬁorcemant

takea place. The vector of enforcement variables is included in both .

cross-sectiona. This specification is necessary because there may be &
~
- A,

preexistingrreiationship between differenced in enforcement and earnings

across states. The relationship’may be a causal ene, such as higher *
4 \

-,
‘wages in industries that sell a larger portion of their ou.put to ‘the

s 4 . ol

federal government due, for example, ‘to cost-pluj pricing. or the .

relatiﬁnship may s’mply exist due {o some third factor not controlled- ~

» N 7/

for in the equation. For instsnce, the earnings of women,may be higher

9

am——

ii’a great déal ¥ social activiam, a strong women's. A t, or a
& ' . ’
e

eut that no =
¢

structural change among thﬁps factors occurred during the period under .“
L

greater willingneas to reduce discrimination. .To th

study, coefficient differences on the enforcem'nt variables between the

oS . ; oty

17 Y |
rv - ., .




pre~ and post-enforcement croua sections méasure the impact of enforgement
Betivities. S The model 1s specified as follous, ~

1w e oS ) L
et bt 1t8tfxit t //eg. ‘ ' 28

e
°
L4 ‘ ‘?
.

. ' 'S s 5 s . 8 | f
- .
and, 109 PSR R Keel Yeer P %1 . @
! . AN ' :
A ) mr.e’ ‘ ’ i .
Yo ~ . . - A
1nw1 g éle,natur ithm of weekly earnings of the.individual |
foo. T ?'°"§°_°f : °
v E, =8 vez;ot k£ () enfor‘éent variables assignhed to each

+ a 'individual on the bao{l of geographic area ind class of/
,worker for Title VII, and industry of employment for

I

LT ' fedcral goncrl.ct coupl;lance ) .

Ve Cd
i ' xi— = a vector of control variables . -

¢ s . .

Byy = vectors of parametgrs on the enﬁorce(ﬁent and control A

M v 1:‘—; L .
. . afm a ddsturbanpe :erm with the ¢lassical properties
' ‘
" andy’, /- eex, vheve E,-'fc-c]:u "and M =-males.
' . S . . l . .
) i ° /

Y The estim‘r.ed effect of each measure of enfercement on the earniags of -

femleu ofr males is equal- to (B " S ). The estimated effect of each
- . it By, tr1

maure\ of ey,fog: on the mle/female earmings differentjial measured in

.

T : J

[} ‘o ~
. -

}ogarithmic- terms, ln(v ) - ln(w ), i.d equal to . [(8.1 ¢ " J*t 1) - (8.1 0"

%‘ l)]. The pcrcpugc. :mpactd snforcemsnt—on earnings will be evahntad -t

- EF ’ the mple nu,n'levcl gf cﬂorcmnt foﬁ females in the later ye.ar.

3t

' ?'Fhe 'equationi ate cdtimted for thc sconomy P whole, and 14 the-

.private m;d ’verﬁment secto‘rs separatelf We. peréprm the estimates by

sectox for the following reasons : F;ret, uployunt in the, government\ -
yector vas’ not covered by Title \VII un.til after the®1972 amnndunts. ) “

mrthermre, the 1972 amgndments to Title VI{ gave the EEOC the right

*

. to sue priv.ate, respondentp‘, but not governmeny respondents. Therefore,

‘»«' .’ . - ' ¢ L

’ - \ . -
- Apoct-mnd?ent:enfqrce‘”nt in the government se¢tdr, is not the same as
. o * "N N

.

L N '18,: C R 2

varmles, respectively ‘ Lo .o .

-

.
. .
B3 \ o . .
v, . -l ] - I . \
L] , ¢ B « a
. ,




. - . ; ) '
poet-amendme{xt enforcement :I.n the private sector: -the ex'p'ected costs of-
\ .
*violation_¢ are,lwer. It ‘is’ actually more s:lmilar to pre-—amendment

“ enforQenent in the private sée : : in both instt.ncea, the EEOC does
notiﬁve the right t9 sue, anei enforeement is" hew and leas widely used )
than :Ln the poet-amndment priva; se):uor (eee the means on, the enfotee-

Lt ment v;riables in 'L:ab?le 1). 'I.'he effect of enf,'érceneut may be nou-linear

: \ vV .
with regpect to egfotcement longevity in a sector. Ths secbnd reaaon

? ia a te’chnicai one. 'For -th’e entire gat;ple,’ petsone employed by t.he
"k \ v, -, -, . ,“,
government, ':e assigeed a vai‘ue of zero fq't pre-amendment enfbrdement. '

-pn 5. - »

; u'l'his \‘nlue may not be eQuiv#e,,nt tb the concépt not eo'vered.

) N‘ The data sourcés fm’ the etnings and cdntrol va’!es are tl:xe u.s.. =~
e C'ensus Burean 8 Ahmuq Dap‘dgraph:l,c Fil‘e of\the 19.75 1972 an‘d 1968 !

N,

- Current Papulation Survey .(C'PS, ' \Inclnded in ’th‘ aample;e‘ arg ali men: and

L

woinen who worke& a‘ad hgi at. ;l.e.aét $.190 wage or sahny :anome :ln 1974

.. 1971 o’t 1967: 'I‘he self-aanpld'yed are exélude&., ,'rhe aqa;np],e of females d #
‘ numbera 23, 634 in 19&7 23 273. An 1971, aad 2*&62 in 1974. ' The sample of

et t- !
and male eamings functiona -fbr the‘ue years are presented 1n Appéndix B,

-ndles nmbers“33‘ 242 °in4§\2967._ I, 521 {n 19]1. a;nd 30 0'23‘1:1 1974 The female \ N

- '
- 5 M

’ chles 6 and 7, respectively.. >




Egiric'al qhoulgl

. e .
Eltiqnted coefficient differences En the Title VII e,pforo.enent vari—

abled for the economy are preaented in able 2 and for “the private and

goMment sectors, in Te"hle 3. Eetimt{ed coefficient digferences, <

o -

hetween'the, two years indicated, from the female and the male equations,

" and tho-male coefficient difference minuo the female coefficient difference
¥,
are presented in colutms 1, 2’ and 3, re p ctively’.. ',['he numbers in
arenthosea\are t-.statigtics for the. sig icance o\f the diffe;'ence between .
A

- - ‘. . - v . k/ 1]
" regression coefficienté (columns 1 an ,d be.tw’een coefficient diffetences A |
; SRR B Pl S, v '
(columm 3). 8 The results are presented s ra‘:ely for -investigations and
- ] , .

succeddful settlements,; for pre- and post fidment enforcement and for’.

[}

i)re-amendment 'enforcement, fo:’r‘.the short ! ! ¢1967—D971);nd th& long run :

(1967—1974) R & R o |
In genersl, both mwuﬁ;,;d %ul'ceqsful.eq.ttl'e:nents of . gex

diocrimination charges' under Title Vil reduv‘e the male/ fenrale earnings

differential, although t‘ne effect is genet\a. Yy insignificagt (column 3) s

Tbe effect approaches aignificence more clp ely for aettlemento-than

it doee for investigations, with the except n of poat-anendmen,t enforcenent

““in the pri’\rat%gectqq.d Jur , investigat ns increase ‘the earnings of
Y s

both malesgand females (line , 2,.and 5). In the s‘hort mn, settlements

mle earnings. —In the long runm, " the negativ effect of settlemen‘ts on

.. mle earriings grows larger, " and female earnipgs are reduced as well (lines: 3‘ .
© o, *r W ?ﬂ
SN
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Table 2

' N
. N
B . . r »
~ . -~ ] .
» Y [}
. %-
. E] . -
~ » A B
s

‘e Estimated Effect of Enfdrcemé.nt'pf Sei Discriﬁlinatic;n
e ,./Charges Under Title VII on the Male/Female Earnings

!

, RRE Significant at the 1% level.X’

** Significant .at’ the 5% “level.
* Signijica.nt& at the 10% level

. - ) Differential, Total. Employment © |
. L I‘ N - - “ L4 " ‘ v
. } . .‘ ) . . . : . 4 o . ] . , . . j
. N o —Famimgeof . aring
. Measure of Enforcement - . - , Females Males Differential
] ~ T . ' ’ . ' 4 ) ;" o
Pre-amendmefit (1968-March 1972): ’ . .
-\ ‘ L Ihvest‘igat{ons ' i ' ) -t
i . . . R L. (. . . -
short run 61967-19;{) +. 146 +.13% 2,011 .
s ﬂj (1.85)% .  (2.37)*x 0.11) / o
' J . - [} ) ) . )
- e Loﬁg run (1967-1974) +.182  +.131 -.051 v
i -t . . (2.23)** (2.17)%* *. - . (0,52) ‘
. ’ o i :' - 2
. Succeqsful uettlem%ts . . .~
PR Short run (1967-1971) -%008 -.053 ° =.045 s v
4 N ’ . — " (0.24)0,:' (2.13)** \ (1-11) “. e 2
- ] ° . . R ’ - ; N s ’_;', . - N
_+ Lopg run (1967-1974) - '?t‘ -.079 -.135 ‘ =.056- .
- ) - * (2.34)** -7 (5.30)**)* (1.37) >
'-Post-amendment (April 1972-1974) ° p L
» . " ' . ¢ - '. ) ‘h ) ‘
-, Investigations - . .
. g+ ¢ Shertrm (1971-1974) .- +,058 . +£,030 ~.028 ’
2 *. E o . ot (2.13)%* (1,43) (0.83)
=~ -Successful settlements o o -
. ) = . ’
b o short rud (1971-1974) +,024 -.029 .. <.053 -
o . . o ~ &2y, - wod a2 . -
) -~ N — k]
» ..Source: 1968, 1972, and 1975 CPS. .
- ! ‘' ‘Note: For all tables, the numbers in parentheses are t—statistics for- .
) the significance of - the difference between estima:ed regression ) ‘l
e . coefficients. o .
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S - - Table 3, - .

Estimdted .Effect of Enforcement of Sex Piscrimination Charges
_ Under Title VII on the Male/Female Farnings Differential, !

. A Private Sector and Governmment EmploymenF
/ " . ! Ky
N\ N 3 - S
T . - Earnings of - Earnings
Measure of Enfprcement‘, Females Males Diffegentiql
‘ . X s Private Sector ) ! . b
A NS
Pré-amendmfut (1968-March 1972) . . an :
. ’ A , ‘
- Investigations C ‘
Short run (1967-1971) ~ +.038 +,107 °° 2,069
o L 0.39) . . (1.53) (0.59)
Long run (1967-1974) +.105 +.044 o+ =060

(1.05) (Q.60) ©1€Qh51)

»

Succesaful settlements

Short run (1967-1971) .  '=.039 -.039 -.00L -

-~

‘ (0.97) - (1:41) 4 -(0.02)
- w (19.67'-1974) : \". k;.gi*** | (?28?**; (6'3‘33 a
. 5 . ’ : /i . !
" Post-amendment (April 1972-1974)  ,  ~ " -
Inves?ig;tionh'fg C B -/{
« * ' Short run (1971~1974) +.064 - " +,003 . -J06L
S (2.13)*x  (0.11) b (1.66)*
Successful settlements a L ‘
Short run (1971-1974) '. 4,068« =.079] i me147

(0,91 . (1.42) =7 €1.61)

Government .

[

Post-amendment| (April 1972-1974) i ad
v i , . . ' 4 . | )

Investigayforis T f .

. B . 3

Short geadM1971-1974) " +.066 +.153 . +.087
-4 (0.55) , .49) N (0.55)

’
4 L

Successful settlements

"' short run (1971-1974) -.014. =077 -.063 -
: / . . . (0.28) = (1.79)% 1(0.94)
. ‘ — -
Source: /1968, 1972, and 1975 PS. ° . ° =
; 4 .

- -~ L . -
. . P P - 44 nnprd Tarale aa Iin Tahle 2.
R
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. L @




i

[] ) 1'9 "i ! ° ' [

R . B
T L4
. ‘/ . .
N -
é
\

sector. /In general, the short-run effect on earnings 18 more positive or

& less negative for post-amendment than for pre-amendment enforcement. For

+

ok

poso-enendment enforcement, investigations sign?ficantly narrowed thg

earnings differential by significantly jncreasing female earnings'and

ey

having no effect on male earnings ('rable. 3, lin7 5). For pre—amendment

‘t'enforcement investigations actually increased the esruings differential,
[

although the effect is insignificant .(Table 3, line 1). Boat—amendment
successful settlements ‘caugsed a nearly significant reduction in the earnings

differentiar as well (1ine 6) In the pre—amendment short-run period, they

a*®

had no effect on~the earnings differential (line 3) Finally, as expected,

=

* the effects of post-smendment énforcement on éignings 4in the government

" gector are more comparable to the effects of pre-amendment enforcement on
earnings in the ptivatefsector~than they are to those of post-amendment

\

enfogcement in the private sector. L . T e O

-, e . e
~ " 4»

Within the -context of the theoretical framework presented in the - -~

preceding sections;\'he following observations and speculAtions can be

-mede concerning the differing impacts of the probability of apprehension
"_and the probability of successful settlements on earnings <The impacb»on
wages discussed below is based upon the data, but the impact on employment
is'conjecture, based upon the theoretical framework adopted. The estimated
( effect.of investigations, wh!ch are expected to ‘serve primaéily as a deter-

rent to violations, is coneistent with the predicted effect of enforcement -

of the wage provision of EEO laws. The observed ifcrease in male earnings oL

4

due to enforcement may be the result of firms' substituting toward males
in response to an increase in female earnints As vas shown in the theo—

.retical sagtion, the tendency to substitutekzivard males causes the

.




/

1

‘ short run, and reduced the earnings 9f both males and females in the \ |

- their relative demand for women, but to reduee their overali demand for . !

males and females are higher the greater the federal share of vslue-edded "\

) - - . ’ . )
A2 « ~
! . ' . - . ‘e . v
.} 26 - .. ‘ :
i - ~ - .
. v . . > . R e
L] . e

g

{

effect of enforcemedt of the wage provision od the earnin;; differential
to be ytiguous. Consictent with this ambiguous prediction are the

*

ambiguoys findings concerning the effect of inVeatigations on the earninge
differential (positive in two out of seven ;aaes presented in eolumn ]

3 of Tables 2 and 3) ’The estimated effect-og successful settlements, - 'E
which increase the expected mréinsl peniltie's for violation of Title Vit -
and have a direct impact on the behavior of those firmslinvolved ig con-
sistent with the pred&:t/d e#fects of enforcement of the empl,oyment . ‘ ».
provision (involuntary qudtas)&-settlements 1,,Jeduced malé earnings in the \\

long run. On the one hand, increasing'the probability of apprehension .‘ \

un\der Title VII ‘appears to cause firms to comply with the wage provision-- |

to pay women higher wages, but to substitute touv men., 011 the- other

hand, increasing the probability of successgfdl settlement under 'rit,le VII . \
Wy o Y
appears to cause firms to conply with the employment provisioz,——to increase 3,

labor. (The difference in their effects may be due to the' fact that once \

a settlement has been reached a firm may "be required to adhere to an affirm-

Yoo . !
ative action plen ) ] S ) L . . o d

- ' + , ’

The federal contrac)t(complianceprogram was found to have had no mssur~

.able impact on-the male/female eflrnings differential between 1967 and . .‘:s .

1974 dr between 1971 and 1974 (resuIts not shown) The earnings of both .

A\]

: - . ‘ > .
tn.their “itidustty of employment, and both experience faster rates of

earnings growth over the period as federal share increases. Sing:’e the
¢ 4 ‘ N

earnings of- men arid women grev vri.tb increases in the federal s};;fe at T ~
- \ T
, | :
' - >

[T Y YV R
.

s
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E“" . \ / f e * i ‘ N .
o apprdximately the same rate, there was no significant effect of the v
. . v " ) .-
contract, compliance program on their earnings differential. These e;gimates, 'S'

14

~ i ) combined with the estimated negative effect of the contract compliance
_ . program on the employment'bf women found by other‘rescarchers, imply that

C . women do not measnrably benefit from affirmative action, and may even lose.
« -

., Turning now to look at the .magnitude ‘of the ;ffect of enforcemqnt of -

',:1

quite striking. Table 4 presents the combined effect of all coefficient

and 197k (line 4), the pre-amendment long—rum effect (line 2) is added to

the poqt-amendment short-run effect (line 3). b Sow e .

\ Althougb between - 1967 and 1974 sthe gross male/female earnings differential

meaaured in logarithma, remained unchanged at 68, enforcement of sex
discrimination charges under Title V11 narrowed, the overall.earnings differential

oo ) .
/ T by about[7 percentage polnts It increased female earnings by 1 perceant and

reduced male earnings by 6 percent. The effects for the private sector are

even more pronounced While the groaés earnings differential in this sector
LI
fell from 74 to .73 between 1967 and 1974, 1t would have widened by - .

' i

: . approximately 13 percentage points had it hot been for the enforcement of

IS

- Title VII during this period. Enforcement had ho significgnt effect oh female
‘ earnings and reduced male earnings by 14 percent in the private sector. In ’ .

. the government sector, the gross earnings differential increased by dbout 10

h// percent-from .50.to .55 between 1971 and 1974. It was narrowed by enforcement of

Title VII by a relatively small 2 percentage points. Female earnings were increased

. * ) 1 .
. ~ ) s . L . : ) - ' . .
\ O )
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© ‘ P R . - Table‘ 4 '.' . ‘ . . ‘ r's ./ “
" Computed Mean ‘Perceptage Effect of "Bnforcément of Sex 'Diécrminqjtion |
- . ‘ Charges Under Title VII.on the Mglef/Female Barnings ' | ‘
Differential, 1967-1944 . . . !
- Ve ) . . ',:\A ~ J
L. - AL — ra J .U 5
” ) . ) ' I o - ‘v s
. ___ﬂamings of , "(Earngclngs' B ‘»/ .
-Females ’ Males . Dif ferfnt‘ial i
s * : PO AV &
P | . ’ i . . ©T \ AR .
;, JTotal Employment . N : ' - v e
‘ (1) Pre-amendment short run ) +1ﬁ =1,17%%% | -2,397
(2) Pre-amendment long run S1.90%k*%  .-5.317kk 3,417
- (3) Post—amendment short run +3,10%%% -0.627% T=3.72%
Overall Effect of Enforcement co. ‘-
~on 1974 Earnings = . X ‘ ) .
©(2) + (3) . +1,20% -5.93% ~7.13%
\ 1& - ) ' » : . ‘ ) 'Y
. Private Sector . ‘ . . . s
- 3 o ] . « ‘ ’
(1) Pre-amendment shoft run - -1.96% -1.03% ° +.94% - ' ‘
-t " ) X . . .
(2) Pre-amendment long run =6 ,45% %k -9.83%k%% < -3,38% .
(3) Poat-amendment short run - +6.20%%* -4,487 -10.687%%*
Overall Effect of Enforcement - ,
«on 1974 Earnings = oLt . : L
. . 2) + (3) -0.25% - -14.31% «14,06%
'x/““f‘ - ) ] ~ -
2 Government Sector . ‘ M
< Post-amendment short run | _H0.947% -1.28%*% . -2,22% :
) . o ¢ v, k) N ' ; . ‘o
Source:  Tables 1-3, . . ) ‘ . -
"~ - . 5 (’
L V  Note: The figures in this table show the combinéd effect of investiga-
- " tions and successful settlements, evaluated at their respective “
means, on earnings. They are computed ‘from male and female .
o earnings functions-far 1967, 1971, and 1974, and are evaluated gt -
. the mean level of enforcement for females in-the later ‘year; 1971
7 RS .+ or 1974, The earnings functions are presented in the _appengia“c‘. '
. ) ’* . ' ~_\ R 4
// L *x* Computed from coefficient differences that are significant at a

minimum of the 1% level. ' y :
- ** Computed from coefficient differences that are .significant at a
- . minimum of the 5% level. . .,
* Computed from coefficient differences that are significapt at a
minimum of the 107 level. o )
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&~ by’ 1 ‘Pércent and male earnings were redt*d by 1 ercent due to enforcement
» f))“ r N . I e ” °
I S | ] | *

of Title Vi1 in the govemment sector. &«‘ !

. ‘r‘/ \,

\ -percentage éffec{: of the 1972 amendmentq to’ Title‘ VII can best ’be

P o

seen n the r;sult;sw for FHe pﬁvate sector. A ccmparisgn of lines 1 and 3

1 \

(Tablel 3) shows that approximately an 8 percent increase in female earnings

<

40 P

earnings differential can be .

-

,——%. \ and an 11 5 percent reduc.tici in tbq mﬂe-/female

- s

increase in female earnings

t

d’ to the aﬁendments. w;g!'\he 6 percent

»

' 1

3 »

t
E!ue/ to enforcement An the.yost-ainendnent period contrasts favorably to the

o2 percent reduction in female é&rnings due to engorcement in th,e pre-

.

’ amendment short-run period.

»
.

1
-

-L e,
! :‘1 It

<
v

hﬁﬁ table fkfx

N

It is instructive to interpret the finding

, context of the theoretical background presented iarlier andwtq ot

'glternative explanations. As noted above, -staﬂements cgndgning v%

/}

?
<
A
oy "g

female earnings differe’ntial across sectors and ti% ,
] R
2’19. 'u inorsased tt:x‘g‘
B

enforcement of gex discriminativn charges under T
For tl}g post-dmendmeﬁ;bperiogl ’/ g

10
the positive short-run effect of enforcene‘nt of sex discrimi,nat{on cha es
f 1
ége fggﬁf{pn na

-

on~ female ¢prnings, along with.no signifiCan arnings, )
3 OO

Lt suggesté‘ that enforcement increased the demand Sob - K. _d/or .

" are based upon the data, while statements concern\ing

p

the male/:
o,

o *

{

3 -

dema,nd for females relative to males.

’ RPN

" m

-

N increased‘heir wages without causing 2 significant :
K]

males. The consiste_ntly negative effect of enforcems
’ 3

ti\U\arges on male earninga suggests that enforcement d;creasedrthe
-

%

¢

-~‘ demand for males——net, firms appea

naa

have substitutsd toward females.

-
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_ sector than 1t is_to post-amendment enforcement in the private sector.

reductiona (or with.skill.increases) because of supply responses Ry women

.
. .
E . Y ‘,', . .

pre- and post-amendment effects of enforcement on»earnings in the private

sector. The most important change brought about by the 1972 amendments to
*

Title VII was granting g’e EEOC the right fo sue a private respondent after

failures of conciliation. In contrast, aﬁh EEOC was not given the right

L ]

. to sue ‘a government respondent. In suppott of the hypothesis that it was

L 4
this new power that increasedrthe effectiveness of Title VII enforcement .

18 the finding that post-amendment eﬁforcement in the government sector 1s ~

- ~ fs s

., more similar in its effeats to pre-amendment enforcement in the private
- . g -

Nevertheless, alternative explanations for the post“uhendment success
of the EEOC in increasing female'earnings and in narrahing the maleﬁfemale
earnings diffexential cannot be ruled out. - If {iscrimination against |
women were the result of tastes or faulty beliefs about the productivity

of women workers, then post—amendment enforcement could reflect learning

. on the parr of employers about the true characteristics of women workers

»
Moreover, given tHat EEO has been the polic} for tem _years, the relative

J
.success of post—amendment enfo’%ement could be a consequence of an increaée

in the skills and qualifications of women. Women have,had the time to

. acquire increased education and training in respgnse to an. increase in .

7 -

opportunities brought about by the enforcement of EEO laws. It is possible
thft firme previOusly met their EEO hiring goals by employing wdmen with

lesser skills. Seven years later, they meet their goals with no skill

' .

to increased opportunities These»explanatione would further suggest that
we will not observe the same long—run negative effects on female iSiPings

P
’ . . .
. '

’ » .- . ..
The most interesting findingﬁis the sighificant improvement between the. .

-
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; " for post-amendment eﬁfo::\cement that we observed for pre—smentiment

V »enfoeﬂent. Finally, the more positive.effects of enforc;mgnt on earnings

. i N - -
- .ih-ne‘postiamendment period could reflect changes in priorities on the part
-of the EEOC toward women constituents as’ a conseq(xence of t}e Jgrowth in

the power of the women's movement. Since the above explanations areﬁot .

. Jumtueily exclusive, the results nay reflect the effects of‘ﬁny or all of
- o l - .
then. - - - - S
’ T . v It dis informative to examine the distribution of gsins and losses in

o 4 earnings from enforcement of sex discrimination charges under 'l.‘itle VII by
; ." experience interval and by education class. The ssmples of men and women
o were-strstified by years of labor market experience and bx ‘edycation;

R - geparate regressions vere rufi for- each of these groups. Table 5 presents
s
the combiped effect on es‘rnIngs of aIFcoechient differences and of

A signif.icent coefficient differences onlg on investigatio \stncf settlements,
- g ~
- - summed over the pre-amendment long-run and the post<amendment short-run '
t - ° .

.- ‘ . . - . L 4 .
* ’periods,- evaluated at/\'the mean level of enforcement in the later year. '

. (The detsiled'fignreé on w}li;ch"these summary” results are based are pre-

. - o s

4 7y . » .

sented in Appendix B, Table 8.)

. —

The primary gainers from enforcement of Title“VII between l96'[ “and 1974

vere h.igh school'\raduate women. Their earnings were increased by between

4 “

nt.3 and 3 9 percent due to enforcement over the period, (columns 1-2 line 8).

* . L] AR A}

. The primary losers from Title VII menforcement were males with ll kor more years
5\. = ) * 8

of labor market experience, whose eamings were reduced by between 3 and 17 -

) b
L4 3 d

percent (columns 3—4 lines 3-6), and botjmales and males who' hsd not
comple'ted high school. Tﬁeir earnings were reduced by 6 to'7 and 9 to 11

. percet‘x;, respective]y\ (columns 1-4 line 7) The groufls whose enrningi
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E V. e .
* ,‘ - __‘ : T : Table 5.- A L .
) h * » R ® “He * . '
Mean Overall Percentage -Effect of Enforcement of Sex Discriminatiop e
- Charges Under Title VII on the Male/Female Earnings Differentdal, .
- . By Years of Experienc¥ and Education, 1967-1974
. B - - .. * e, - A ’ - -
- 3 ) , : . \
- P - = P " . 3.
/J s . e N ﬁ\\ -
] : — Earnings of : . Earnings
. ’ _Females P + Males . Differential
) 'All Coef- Sigpdficant  All Coef- Significant ALl Coef; Significant
fiéient Coefficient- ficient S Coefficient  ficient Coeffigient
‘ . Differences Differences, ~ Differences Differences Differences Differences - .
- £ . o
, Lﬁ?eﬂence - . ) ! . . . . .
Interval® < . . e o & . . .
0-5 =* -2,13% %2 . -0.487 0.00 +1.64%  0.00"-
. . " ' | .
6-10 -3.74  -4.63 . =254 - 0.00 +1.21  +5.46
11-20 +4.13 0.00 ©-7.10 ~7.13 7 -11.24 -8.95
21-30 +7.24  0.00 -2.66  =3.35 9.91.  0/00 .. .
. \ \ . ' . “ ]
31-40 -0.96 -2.41 -~ - -3.87 /_ -6.10 ° - 22,91 0.00 ”
. o - : o
B+ o# -0.93 ~ 0.00 -16.66." - -13.19 -15.73 0.0Q
oo 5 C ) . . .
fducation . . . . \
0-11/. . -7.42 = -6.10 -8.59 ~ -10.65 -1.47 =373
' 12715} +3.93,  &1.34 L =3.92 0,00 - -7.85 7~ -3.68 ’
. 16+, _ _.-+0.60  6.00 " -2,32 ., ° 0.00 -2.93  0.00 -
' J' . 1
A
Total +1.20 ¥ +§4‘ ' -5.93 -5.31 -7.13 0,000 . .
- ’ '

. . &

NE:.] ” -

_ Note:' The overa}l effepl of enforcément is the sum of. the pre-amendment long-run

effect and the post-amendment short-run effect of inve'stigati]ons and successful “ .
settlements combined. The 'detai_]'.ed figures underlying these wresults are presented
Li:l the Appendix B, Table 8. , . L - ‘
, . . . .
~Byelirg of experience, is ;iefined as ,(A,ge—l":‘.ducatiop—G). ' /

A
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. ‘. were unaffected by enforcement were males with 0-10-ygars of labor. market

d%xperieqpe, females with 11—30 and 4l+ years of e rience, coliege-educated

- ’

_< females, and males“with ‘a high school education,‘ hbfé. By educatioh *

all but those with a college.education.‘ By erience‘interval the earnings °

‘di;!erential'was signi;icantly narrowed fo: those wifh‘iiédg years of experience,,

but it vas gignificantly widéned for ‘thogk’

E

13

possibly for those with 0-5 years of .

N B

-t
f

. PR

a
3

- )

The results by experience»(expos e) interval for women bear closer

A\
..
& ¥
»

labor market after the child-bearing and rearing years (approximately the

years 11-30 of labor narkatsexposure . To the extent that Iitle Vil .
' >

enforcemant ‘creates a premiunm for women, human capital theory suj.gsts
- 1 - Y

that the effects*should be greatest for these/oohorts of women. Fitms

. are more likely te.invest in workers with Longer expected periods of v T

continuous participation and such individuals are more likely to invast in
’ .
‘Thus the earnings reductiona for_ these cohorts appear te
I ir * .'
present a paradox. There are SEVeral posaible explanationa Yor these

themselves.

findings: (1) because they have the greatest career mobility, any reduc=s -
tion in demand/for women due to enforcement affects the earnings 3f new
- ' - i L . ' . o
entrants and reentrants most strongly; (2) sucheasful enforcement df the
— [ - }
- ¢ t ._J

4
-r

A

’

]

N
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i< dbmen by the process of attrition.
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_ ve. employment provision in the earlg period dnew more women with lower
' t
N
iy uaiﬁfications into the labor force thereby.reducing average measured
_,__\¥_;;____ wugea;. ®3) more women entered training programs nequiring greater-conr
—.'w - v =

ponenta;ef foregone earnings. The evidence necessary to dIifInguish

between thesé alternstives ahould be found in the future earnings profiles

’ ’ ‘a
1\\'

for ‘thes cohorts Jof women and*in an aﬁalysis of changes in their employ—-

’
'.. -
v . . ‘
& . .
’
N e ” .3

. The finding pf ed;nings losaes due to enforcepent in the youngest
, . [ - ,
’cohorta of women Is in direct cotitrast to the finding of mo earnings losses .

only for the. youngest cohorrs of men. The pattern of.earnings €ductiqns

across erperience intervals for men suggests that, ﬂ?@iite the enforc t .

" of sex discrimination charges under Title VII it‘waa businalﬁ,as usual
2.0 :

'/vith respect to the hir.ng and training’ of young men. The pattern leads

us to speculate that firma accommodate the new requirements for hiring

L

That is, as older men vacate: positions,

.

they‘are filled ei:her by young men or’by women

¢

When older men search’’

for nefy jobs they find stdffer- competition than previously and must accept
»

Vd

lower wages than they otherwise woulld have.r Further, by fillin§~jobs with )
s
: younger,'more Higﬁlyfeducated males, and by lettindg older males go, firms
.can increaae the’ stringency of hiring standards for any particular job.

By 80 doing, they may be more able to claim, if they 80 desire, that

- [l

r

' women do not teet the’ standards for the job, although women would have
' ‘. . N @ > .
met the standards.previously. . !‘ - 7 .

- “ -,
—" ' , . o+ . ’ I3 ‘ >
- . C ‘ -~ s .
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'rhq,%jor finding of - thia paper :I.a that enforcement of sex discrimination

chargé er Titie‘lII reduced the male/female earnings differential between
1967 and }9]6 by about 7 percentage points overa11 and by about 14 percentage
points in the private ‘sector. 'i'his finding auggeafs that enfdrcement T,

increaaed the demand for women relative to men. The earn:lnga of’ wonen ;vere .

not unifomly increased by enforcement, hovhver.- T? dnly group of women.

who actually showed a net gain in earninga d'ue to enforcement over the entire

- .

&

period were high school educated vomen, and th.ir oarni.ngl vere increased -

/yonlyltolspercent. ‘ \\ < o

The earnings of males wete aignificantly l&:er in 1974 due to the . \

enforcement of sex diacrinination charges under Title VII during the

preceding seven years-. Enforcement appears to 'have decreased the demand

4 th

for men. The largeat losses occurred for older men and for men with less,
Q u
then a high school education. Of note is the finding that for the youngeat

e cohort‘a.of men and for men with a high achool education or more, esrnings were
not reduced by enforcement. o o ‘ k 1
. '

a —_— 4

The impact ‘of enforcement under Title VI] on earnings differe

4

/
. aignificantly between the two compliance \neasurea. Increasing the probability

of apprehension ap&ars to cause firms to comply with the wage provision--

’ ,to pay women higher wages, but to substitute towerd men. Increasing the

v N

probability of succeaaf.ul_eettlement_a_ppears td 'cause firms to comply with

B the employment pr'ovision-t_o increase their relativ'e demand for women, but

to :reduce their overall demand for labeor. The federal comtract ;:omp}iancef/

.
. '
. . .
« v — . d -
. he 3
1

\‘ program was found tgQ have no measurable impact on the male/female eernings
t S, -
|

ﬁdifferential. .o .. N

' » Y.

b4 ¢ ’
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" of eignificent note is the fingl:lng %hat post—amendment enforcewnt of
7~

' sex diecriminatidn charges under 'ritle VII had é mre poa:ﬂtive or ltss

’

’ negative short TUn er fect’ on the earnings of femeles andmleo, and caused

a more e;l.gnificant reduction inathe m;le/ femele earnings differential, than_:

pre—anendment enforcement. }'bere was an edvantage of about an 8 percent -
-t o~

increase in femele earnings 'and &n 11.5 percent “reductiop in the earnings

. i ’ 7 .
» differential. That post—amendment enforcement was more sucoessful at

-eeting the law's goals than pre—amendment enforcement may be attribut-

able to the right ‘to sue’ private respondents gratnd the EEOC by the 1972

I .

mndmenta to Title VII. H er, aitemative, exélanations are possible
as wél. I,t was also found that, over the logg rui, pre-a:.lehdment enforte—
ment reduced the earnings of both males end fenales. Ve have not yet seen

<

the Zong run for post—amendment enforcement_, t/he significant impravement

1id tﬁ%'short-run effecta suggests that’ th&y may well be:consonant with

‘the intent of the law. -

.




* Appendix A

Ranking: of State Gnm'xpt‘ op Title VII Enforcement Me:sut;és

v

e

Inci@ce of Investigations

Pro’bability of Successful

1968 - March

APril 1972=% | 1968 - March

1974

8

9.

10

-

11,\

12 °

1972
D.'c.’
Ohlo  °
Ala., Miss. -
B
Ji1. -
N.C. . .
Wt
Ind.
Ky." Tenn.
* 4

Ariz., Colo.,
Idahd, Mont.,
Nev. ’ N “. ’
Utah Wyo.

° Ark.’ M.’ .
Okla.

s.C., Ga. ~ ~

b.lif. o
5

N.J.

X

D.C.

)

Ark., La.,
Okla,
Texas

Ariz., Colo.,. -,

Idhho, Mont.,
Nev.,.N.M.,
Otah, Wyo.

Ind. .

Alaska, 7

Hawail, Oreg. ’
Wash.

Iowa, Kant,
Minn., Mo., .

Nebr., N.D.,
S.D

¥lorida .

A.'La, Miss. .

N.C.

Ohio

Hass?‘

April 1972 - ;
1972 ‘ 1974 - ¢
hc’ N.,B.’ F].Otidl ) B -‘
R.I.’ vt.
N:C. ‘R
Conn. Me., N.H., R.I.,
vt.
Florida -Mich., Wisc.
Ind. e
., C o,
. Alaska,: Ind,
Hawaii, Oreg., .
Wash. ’ o

L I11s . \ Iowa, Kans., Minn,
’ ’ m.’ 'ébt.’ N D.’
s Dc -~

”

- E 4

N.Y.

’ ﬁ ' . I
L T
s )

Ky., Tenn. "

- Texas, .

Okla.*

Calif. Ak, La., Okla.
PR.Y P " Cohm. .
s.C., Ga. Alaska, Hawaiil,
. - Oreg., Wash.

2 E




I . 4
{ V! , P ’
- ~ . . ' ‘Eﬁ. ”“'/
gA * o
. , .
) . . ‘ . " Probability of Successfuls ,
. Incidence of Investigations Settlemént
i 1968 - March . April 1972 - 1968 - March April 1972 -
- Rank ‘ 1972 1974 - ~ 1972 1974 °
13 Texas. Pa. ‘ ' Ohio " Ariz., Colo.,
- A Idaho, mtr, .
o ! . ~ Ne\r., N.M.y Utah‘, ‘
’ . . Wyo.
14 - . Alaska, fuL. Ala., Miss. 111. ’
Hawgii, Opeg., -
Wash. E ’ .
> 15 Iova, Kans., S5.C., Ca. D.C. .. NI, .
N Minn. » m- ’ ! ' ,‘\ > L1
} . Nebr., N.D., ™ ,- Lo N
S.D.. P -
16 Florida. Conn. Mich., Wisc., “s.c:, .Ca.
17 Pa. o' ' Mich., Wisc.  Arize, Colo., Calif.
: ' 4 1daho, Ment., : '
Nev-, Nl“a’ -7 .
g 1 Utah, H‘y&\. '
, . ) \ -
18 h., Wisc. Ky., Tenn.. .Texas b Del;, Md., Va.,
Co _ RS : W.Va.
. 19 Dela’ Mdn’ &."NIH..’ ' -‘K’?‘n’ -TAen;t =~ A‘lan’ Miss-
. .va., W.Va, R.I., Vt¢ s i . )
. g’ . h W" ' ‘ ) .
"0 Conn. Dei., Md., _ Del., Md., - N.C.
) Va., W.Va. . Va. , W.Va.
N.Y. Calif. .  Iowa, Kans., D.C.
Minn., Mo.,
! e Nebr., N.D.;
LY s.D.
, ‘22 Mass. N.Y. Pa. _ - ohlo . ",
23 Me., B.H., NI, Mass. Mass. ' .
R.I., Vt. 7 . '
. ..
S \l’ . ? / ‘t R

i,

'R
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Earnings Equations fér Females in’ 3967, 1971, and 1972;, for. the United States

33

© Appendix B

\’g'.‘able 6

hY

2

-

-

.
» , o PS

4

1967

.

<1974 .

=

Constant ' 3.883
Education S .074
. Ex‘périerfce ) * , .034
(E’xgeriencel) 2 - -9066
South -.038 -
North (Central -.006
Hest T .o
BSMSAI o .185
G;"Jernment ) &1‘66
-

Ln(Wweeks worked)

T oA, =248
l‘; /S\A,‘
Part-time , ) % .751

(64.29) !

(35.47)

43)
.70}
.34)
.39)
(0.65) _
(13.98)
(7.72)
(27.11)
(62.44)
(0.79)
(11.1?)

(1.90)

i \(8.27)

' (13.38)
(2.00)
(0.59)
(0.16)
gs:qai

 €3.43)

. ., Unemployment rate - ,'" .555
jsﬁxgle -.165
.- OtHer mapried . o8
Number o children -:635/,
f'lome spe;::ializa&iom ' {‘—“1\9}“
Black (B) .228
é * Educatgon ) ' - - 003~
B * E}'{Rerience .‘.0002
B * South . -.193
B .* SMSA , .1‘21
B.* Government, / .167

(4.29)

:!;g"dgc;nde'nt Varisbles Coefficient hgt-valuez Coefficient' (t-value)

1971, - .

" ‘Coefficient (t-value)

< das” g0 39 (520

080 (42.09) or6 e
.028  (26.19) .032 (27.17)
"-.0005  (20.61) -.0005  ~(22.34)
+.048 (3446) -.061 (4.06)
Q%osé (2,73 ‘{!:..oso (3.60) -
_v\:osa (42D -.065 (4.19)
167 (16.82) . 144 7 (14.00),
179 (9.55) 138 (7.21)
-.eﬁ\g (10.08) ~.095  (11.46)
~.870 (84.26)  -.s68 ' (81.66)
943 (3.23) 1.292 (3.53)
o155 (11.95) -.139  (10.31)

T o1 (1.61) .003 (0.28)
-.830 (7.52) -,033° ' (7.60)
T (9.7}) -.138  (10.03)
T252 . (2.57) .067 (0.63)
-’.0'17 (3.38.) ' =.010° (1.67),

. -.007 (7.39) -.005 (4.74)
-.176 (6.13) =134 (4.41)
065 - (1.98)__ > .031  (0.88)
1297 (3.94) ..020 (0. 58)
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~ ' Table 6--Continued.
- o O 1967 : 1971 - : 1974 -
Independent Vatiables Coefficient (trvalue) Coefficlent (t-value) Coefficient - (t-vatue)
. S RS
- N ! . &~ : 7 . ‘ - . N -
B * Ln(veeks worked)® -  -.173 ~  (6.62) ,  -.023,  (1.05) | .017  (0.72)"
® \ 4 , . ) ! N .
'B * Part-time , | .092 (2.69) ° .035 " -(1.16)- %' o061 i (1.83)
>t , ' = A s
B * Number 3f children 025 (3.18) 7 0346 (4.74) 019 (2.17)
B * Home specialization .084 (2.13) 023 7. (0.64) . .084 (2.15)
Federal share of industry . ) . . ) :
product . .307 (10.14) : .382: (12.06) .389 _ (11.95)
B * Federal share? ' 042 (0.50) /—-'119 T (1.67) - 4,023 (0.28)
Incidence of :énvestigitions ' S, /(..
. : [ . : : ’ . : - . //.
1968-March 1972 -.017 (0.17) 136 (2.61) - .172 7 (3.05)
* @ . ) l + ’ /
April 1972-1974 - 149 (6.64) -.134 (7.05) - ~-.076 - (3.88)
Probability of !:xcces’s'ful ; . ., . T
settlement L . . - P
t , e ’ ‘ o * * ° v .
1968-March 1972 134 (5.41) 126 (5.72) .055 ° (2.41)
april 1972-1974 *  -.045  (1.70) . -=.004 .(0.18) ' 020 (0.83)
. ’ ' ' N . : .
" 34 43 40
- : - - ~ /o - ]
A I ‘\ . B . . . - - ’ A . o
Source: 1968, 1972, and 1975 CPS,g . ‘ . o
-~ R \ ' s ~ - ' o . i( . - : .
. ) . i Y i L R -
L ] ‘ * L] . J
- L Y ‘ — ¢ -
- ) . \//
i a ) . \.. . -
- v N
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Table 7

vations for Males in 1967, 1971,

i

“and 1974, for the United States

K]

L4

]

‘ '.."*fIn.dependént Varisbles

967

.

1974

Coefficient Nluel ‘Coefficient ' (t-value)

Conat'a:;t. oo
Bducation

& Ex?ex:f:l,eqce\' )
(Eﬁkpgrience) 2 "
SQ;Jth~ . ‘

North- Central
Westr
SMSA
Government '
Ln(weeks wdrvk;.d)d'\‘
rt-g&ge . \
gaemployment rate -
: ESinéle
Other m:arried
‘ Veteran
. He'alth
- Black (B) ,
: P * Education
. B * Experience’
B-* (Exp'eri(encéi2
&*‘Nor’th Centrai .

B * SMSA
‘ - Ay

- 4.696
.069
045

-.0007" -

-.082
-.050 -

01

7 1s1

.008,

330

© -.807

;343

.527

214

.057

.104

.054

.014

.008

.0001 .

.105

*.115

(110. 18)-
. (58.25)

.044\\\\\(&6 .48)

1971
(108.15)%:~._  4.166
(5@.52)-J 068
(45.99)
(40.75) -.0007
(7.54) . =.067
(4.61) (ﬁ 029
-.027

(49.03)

(14.70)
(7.74)
(6.39)
o6y
(3.79)

-(2.98

(4.46) -~

(2.:z;/””/’,,J0001
(3.865 - -.070

.118

99

(41 67)

(6.42)

(2.83)

(2.41).

(i7.05)

(0337)’

,k;e.;;i
(75.73)

(4.39)
(io 62)
(13.06)

(5.38)
(3.65)

1. 89)

(6.61)

(4.15)

(2.85) °
2.52) °

(4.46?

.09

’Coef.fi ént Lﬁ-value)

4.512"‘ (106.06)

.628 (53.44)

L6 (44.27)

-sehng (39.77)

- 055 (4.69)

012 (1.515

-.060 - (4.88)

16 (14.24)

S.065 . (2.72)

., =.097 ™ (12.71)

_.878 (70.36)
1.685  (5.80) °

-.401 (36.49)

£.170 (1if;§i,

. .035 (4.33).

: -

~=,037 - (1.87)

-.003 (0;31r

T-.017 (4.00)
-.004 . - (1.40) |
.ooc';g .67
098 - (3551)’

(3.33).

4




-

 Table Jo-Continued.

e

—r= - - — Y+ -
. 1967 - 1971 . " 1974 .
Independent Variables Coefficient i (t-value) Coefficient (t-value) Coefficient Q—valué)\ .

] ) .. . ~ .
" B * Ln(weeke vorked) -.033 (1.49) ~-.022 (1.10). -.018 (0.82)

. f R { P .
B * Part-time. . 185 (5.01) .125 (3.53) 31 (3.42)
" Pederhl shate of industry R ) ) R . 512 \!i/~ ;
‘ PrOduCt 4 0184 (1100_2) 0205 A (ll 059) R ,253; ) “a o

‘

o ¢

B * Federal share 13 @aan 095 . (1.78) ©.033

-

Incidence of investigations z

—

1968-March 1972 -.015 . (0.38) . L .120 “ (3.90)7 C T a6, (2:59)

-.066 . °(4.59) . --.036 _  (2.31)

z

 April1972-1974 | -.045  (3.00)

. 'a?t.trlement h . . ‘ o ' R

- . { »

1968-March 1972 - .15  (8.74) ©  ° .1001 . {5:79) *  .019 - (1.00)

,Proﬁ;ﬁility of successful- T - g
rd

- April 1972'-1974," T =.034 (1.68) -.024 jl.Z'SQ . -.%3 (2.58)
<5

¢ . ¢

R% S 51

k3

Sourcei 1968, 1972, and 1975 CPS. '




Tl e Cinuted’ Meari Pexcentage Effect of
. HnleIFemale Earnings Differential, By

orcement gf Sex Discriud.nation Chu!ges U
ears of Experience and Educati

Table &

n’r 'H,tle VI1 on the
1967- 1974 7.

t

&
)

'ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
-

~— " * —- —~
. - o ) Eamipga of A ooh o, -
- .. “~ 7 Feriales Males Earnings Differential °*
2 R ' G < - — W7 ;
* - 2 3) ) ) 6) ¢ €)) () T .9)

_ . * Investi- Settle-— . “investf- “Settle- ‘Investi- Settle- .
T ‘4 . gations  ments (1 +(2) gatfons mants 4) * (5) gatione A ments (75_!*‘(8) .
v ” = - — o~ -

. - ! & ‘ Experience e, %.
» - N - R A

Q=8 e - . - i
v (1) Pre-nendnent sho e 341 -3.582.  =1.24% ¢ 42.55% 411X +4.262 . 4Q.21Z  +5.29%  45.50%

£ (2) Pre-emendnent long C413 C a7qem Bl 40075 7t S148 | -0.73 -2.38 6,46  +4:08, -
" (3) Post-amgndwedt short mum +4.50%* -1.82 +2.68 +1.54 -1.29.7  +0.25 ~2.96 +o .53 L-2.44
" Overall Bffgct of Enforcement < _ § R ‘ - ’ L= s
w3, -ag ‘1974 Earniggs = (2)+(3) ° ¢ , -2.137 . 5 20,482 v g‘.sgf
¢ - . - R
g < - X :
C T . .
‘ (1) Pre-amendmen shor: run’ +0.23% 7 #3.77%7 ' +4.01% +1.41!¥ A..352 +0.062 |  +1.18% ¢ =5.132 -3.959.‘

(2) ‘Pre-dmendment long-run * +0.39  ¥2.000 ;. +2.39 +2;§3; -2.69 -0.17 +2.13 -4.69 «2.56

. . (3) Post-amendment short-run -4.63% -1.50 -6.13 *  +0.82 - .+3.19 . .-2.37 +5.468% . ~1.69 +3.77

Overall Effect of Enforcement . T ) ) ‘ R

*| on 1974 Eaniigs = (2)4(3) ' -~3.74% ‘» 2,542 o o+l
. 11-20 ! - M/> [ :ﬁl , . , 8 ) ! ’ “.§ ' 1>

*. (1) Pre-amendmgnt shorn run . +3.05% 47,7974 +10.84% ° /Co.zoz,;e; 2,067 -2.46% -3.45%  -9.85T** _I3,30%

| (2) Pre-smendment | long run  +0.56 -o.‘s'a ® -0.32 z0.71 —9.83}"**.—10:56 -1:27  <8.95% -10.22
ﬁ.(a) Post-amendment short run +0.37 _ +4.08, +4.45 )+2\7oq* +0.74 +3.44 +2.33 JRERE B

Overall Effect of Edforcement - - ‘ . . T

. om 1974 Earnings = {2)+(3) C G132, -7.108° | . . -11.24%.
= v ) .o - » e . - .
‘ - - . ¢ - .
¢ 21230 Y . " ' L v
\ < 1 - Lo a
*, @ Pre-amendagpt 'short run  +1.86% _ -1.012  +0. 842 - +1. sz‘l 227 +2.27% ~0.767  +2.2)2 2
| (@) Pre-amendne w-/ +1.01 * 4, 2, . 23 +2.57%%  =5,92%%" 3,35, 41.56° _ -6.146 *  -4.58
NOE Pos;—mcndjt shor® yun +0.84 . #5,18 46,01 +0.86 —o.;g." +0.69 #0.02  --5.35, -5.33
) *OVerall Pffect of Fnfotcemgnt . . e, ) R ‘ v S
- on 1974 Earntngs = (+(3) LA ‘ #9262 -» -2,66% . . -9.91%
1_% . ‘ - ! - » o' . . '.\ .
*(1) Pre-agendnent short run V41732 . 0.87%.. +0.872 C4l.122  -1.,92%, .90.81%° -b.612  "-1.06% -1:67% ¢
— ‘ N . oy Y
(25 Pre—mendment long run. *42.35 ~6.48% . -4,13. +1.68 -6.10%% <442 Z0.67 ©40.38 -6.29 ™
“1(3) Post-smendment.short run +4.07%* -0,90 +3.17 +0.52 +0.03 +0.55 -3.%4 ° +0.93 — 2, 62
. . - » ., w .
-Overall Eff Enforcement ’ « T T LT ey * ..
on 1974 Earnings A\(D)+(3) | ' -0.96% ° ' -3.872 -2.9;z
. ; N i . .7 coom . . i
e i+ ! . ‘ L o

(1), Pre-ambndment short run  -0)$4%  -6.47%" - ~7.02%g,~ a1z -8.537% 6,127 “.g +2.962  -2.06% ° +0.89% o

A -(2) Pre-umendment 1ong' run- +1.03 - -6:13 - '-5.10 +2.33  -13.1%%% _10,86 L 41.30°7 '-7.06- © -5.76
-~ E~' -
3 Poct—mndment‘ short run +A (\1 43,66 +4.17 ~2:82 -2.98 -5.'80 . =3.33 -6.64 -« -9.97'
Overall Effect of Enlorcemen: / ' , " ' - '
. - - - v
on 1974 Eapnihgs = (z)+(3) N . -0/932 . -16.662 15.732
Tas - ‘ * CN <
_‘4 L 3 i y ? . ( .. ‘ . Y 2 X B . . “ f

: * . ) . ~ ~ i
. :' - . ., ‘ ’ ~ . . - '

Q R . ) v
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N . Table 8--Contihued "’
« ™ \ - . . . . _\ .
s b = . - p _ AN
o ’ . o ' e Earnfngs of . . . v ,
: ! s Females ... Males ’ Earnifgs pifferential
’ e . .2 N . -
e . (1y )’ (3) () NGO N (O B OO ) (8) (9
L X . Investi~ Sattle- Investi- Settle- . Inveati- Settle= Lt
- ! - . gagons ments (1) + (2) - gatioms. ments_g‘(lo) + (5) gations ‘ments ¢7) +(8)
R ’ S Education . ) . A : .
. . . : . ’ o ' v “~
ot - / f = e -7 S ° . ’ R
i 5 '1) amendment short run “\-1.87% -1.372 ~3.24%  +2.17%* Tra7.19%%kx 5,022 +6.04T%%  -5,82% ‘-1..791_ :
N 2) Pre-amendment lcn,g a 082 ° -6.:10*, ~-6:92 o 4, 9Bk 215.63%%%  -10.65 +SIGORN,  -9.53% 3,73
- @) . Post-amendment zor $40.28. 078", -0.50 , +1.40  40.66, ' +2.06 1,12 +1.64 - +2.56
werall Effect of Enforcement i ' S o v, ' _— .o . v .
. e 197-4 Eamings - (2)+(3) +7_‘.'1022 - ‘ «84592 - -1.172
. ;o ) o . ) 5 N
L215 ".'4’,.' Ce ‘ PR : I v
«(1) Pre-amendmert short run 43 362*;* -28% ./ @281 X 40,258 +1.302 -2.30% ] _+2.33%  +0.02%°
5 » pze-amendmd: .Tong run - +2 geww  —4.08% = -1.10 R . -3 26 -3.68%%  #1,52 -2.16
PG nosc-amendmﬁ": fhort run Ti.gpee 42,59 +5.93 + +1 NS R W -1.36 _‘*—‘33 -5.69 .
' Jverall’ Y.ffec; of Enfdrcwent T DA et » - P .
,on 1974 Earnings = .(2)+(3) . - . #3I93% - -3.92% - -7.82 '
. ‘Lsi . ‘ Q‘K . . . BQQY y : . ' "T‘ ‘ -t ' X ~ ltf . . ) i e e - T
(1) * Pre-amendument- shof®Fur  -0.59% 7. a6k +3.26% © +0.222 w.gwran +0.81%" 4-3.60%  -2¢791°
‘' (2) Pre- a:aendment lopg run =~ +0.36 -0.94‘ -0.59 20.04 ° -9.69 ) '-0.72_ , =0.39 f-_O.26 r~ -0, X4
(3) Post-iméndment short Tul-e+. 02 -L83 +1.19 , -0.2;7?'-1.&0 . -1.60 -3,23 \+o~.\a‘2. . "2.79°
’ ? . c e N . * . v
. ~veral]l Iffect of Enforcement . . & 0,00 : . v Lt _’ IR | y
om~4974 Eaminaa - (2)+(3) s ',,' ‘ +0.602 * , o~ =2v32X - ' T e =2.93%
. ~— s - A L > s g
" ' A o) ﬂ S )
e Sourgg" 1968, 1972 a d 1975 CPS,” and EEOC charge 1nventdry davw. © ‘f» ’ , e N ”S .
* < s ’ »
"nte: The figures in this ta‘olg(are%ompu@ed from ma,le and, female earnings 6ttons for 1967 1971 dnd 197& and are £
o ev aluated at_ the.méan level of enforcement for femalea i the later y r, 1971 or ‘1}7& - R N
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o l‘F - . B . M/’ -
. ’ or' many jobs, the app'licable rat{o 1is that of females to male

»n
‘ -in the hbor force; for othar jobs. f&r axaq:le profouional jobs, .

. more sophiaticated nethods for deteni.ningj availability are required.
S ‘ & ‘ . o
o - , 2'1'he_ increase would occur if the output expansion elasticity of

. womenﬂwas greater _than that of men (Hecldnsn d Wolpin, 1976).
- [ A ) L4
i ] 3'l‘,he ‘probability of successf‘ul litigat cannot readily be measured
S eupirically because the EEOC- does not main ain a record of litigation

v

> - s act.ivities in its compliance f1le, ' To some extent, the effect of.

e —

Ty this vsriable will ‘be p‘ked up by the varighle neasuring voluntary
_—~ .
settlementa. « It can be argued that firms‘\

- v »

- gettle voluntarily in- #'eaa vhere the probab

ld be more likely to
ty' of auccessful
Fote ’litigation after an unsuccessful iettlement and the: costs of litiuud

. ¢ / v
. . aettlemts are higher. Ly - : ~ sgj
‘I‘A conciliation is attempted subsequent to'a cause finding of discrim—

. - o o —

.. 4inasdoq. “The grsbabi.‘lity of successful settlement is, therefore, conditional

upon a finding of discrimination or upon an agreement by a firm

1 . to s‘ettle before a deci?on is reach_ed. While agreeing to a pre-

dec\ision settlement hay reflect a desire to avqgd any further costs .
]
. involved in an investigation, it is also 1ikely to be bssed upon a pre-
- . . N\
R fumption of cause. Therefore, the probability of suczessful settlément

T ’ ¢

. . measure exc’ludes those firms. that are found not to have couhitted a .
- . viqlation.' . P ' ’ ’ R
- °* - . . ) .
, . 5I vish to thank these authors for allowing me to use their data bn
(- government shareg of industry output. - )
) - .
'&@ . - ‘ ¢ -~ :




6l’his aodelldoes not- take account of ths posaibility of simltaneous
qqal::lou bias ﬁﬂho enforcemeiit variables are endogenouo. The data.
| ury to utilato such & nodel are not available. However, pre-
vious eotintes on the effect of eaforcenont of Title \)% B m the weekly

"esmuings of black males relative tq white males founa g sigml.ficant

differsnco betveen the tvo-stage Mt-oqweo and ordinary least- ‘.

squareo eltilates (Belier, 1975).

7Heek1y eamings are measured in nominal ‘terms. Since the de_pendent K

variable is the nstural logarithn of gmings, only the const\t,irn
in tha regressions is af,fected.» . . -

¢ " L \

8These t-staci‘stics aro calculated under the as.umption that the ~

covariance of the estimated coeffi'cients Is equal to zero.
. ‘ < H

e )
9‘I‘he finding that iqveatigations between 196‘8 and 1971 caused an insignifi-
¥ .
cant incresse in the msle/femaie grgings diff.erantial in the private

sector is similar to findings ffom sn arlier ‘%study. Using the incidence
of chargea filed with the ,BEOC::er emﬂ'loyee as the measure of Title‘ VII.

. _enforcement, the study fou%d §mz knforcenen'f"ﬁ\l%a and 1969 had a

*
5

negative but insd.ghific t 'eﬁfect on the: earnings of bl&:‘k males relstive

LY

£o white males (a positiv eff t on the ei:'nings\ifferential) The,k ~ -

‘tudy further deconpbsed ‘the negstive overall effett of enforcement
e

0

into a significanwnegative effecj from enforcement of the wage provision
® .,
. and a significan"t poaitive eféct from enfdrcetg‘eat of the’ employment proviaion.

The ,effek\:t of th; wageaproviaioa clearly appesrs to have dominatgd the

deterrent effect,. red by charges filed or inveqtigations completed,

of enforcement of T1 VII (Beller,\1975, pp. 26—36)
. /'

3 .

v R




’

on the part of women from other states. Given a long énongh time

- to high enforcement stetes. of course, such a nigration would have

-

of enforcement on the earnings differentinl, particulanly in the
, ‘ L} ’ . ~

- 4 . . .
states vhere: demand increuec more, there may be a supply response Cow

S 41 o
: N ‘ s ‘
A
. .8 -~
10 ‘ Lo T
In fact, there is reason to believe that the magnitude of the effect * a

N -

B
-

lomg run, may be understated in t_hese estimates. It 18 argued that -

-J‘,(

enfoxcement {ncreases the demand for. women relative to men. -In those

\ ¥ .
period: to make the adjustment, women may migrate fyom low etu‘.ort:,ement:“'jF

the effect of bot}a?iuiting wage increases in high enforcement states R

i

s e “mew Wﬂfo:cmtm%ins_ the effeCt . g

,}»

A

% FE-,
N of Enforcement on the demmﬂ for.vonen to be understated. In fact, ﬁﬁ

-

‘  womes were perfectly mobile across states (which is unlikely}, these

T
differential'wage changes by degrée of enforcement could be wipef out

entirely: As ve will see later, enforcement had no significant effect

@ ¥ - L
-

on the eam%gs of college-educated ‘women and. very 11tt1e effect on

‘ tht ea gs of women with 0-5 years .of labor narket experience, ~

v

relatively mobile groups.’ Ve have implicitly aanmed in these esti- »
! - .
nates that. enforcement's primAry igpact’ is on demand. N

EY
.




v
s,
~

.- =
L ]

} Bellsr. 'Andrea B.

"The Economics of E{;forcement of Title VII of t1:e Civil

. Rights Act of 1964.'f Discussion Paper #313—75. The Institute for

Research on Povért%, The University of wisconsin, October 1975.
. Butlat, Richard and . James 3 Beckman "The Impact of the Governnent'on
‘ e 3

the Labor Market Status of Black Amerivans: A Critigal Review "ot '

chapter 9 in Equal Rights and Industrial Relations (Hadison, Wia. :

e

Industrial Relations Research Association, forthcoming 1977).
Gain, Glen G.

"Comment."

Industrial and Labor Relations Review 29 (July
. .2

.
— . 1976): 572-576.

~——
.
N .
a4
-

‘Freeman, Richard B. '"Changes in the Labor Market for Black Americans, 1948—

7

72." ELookinLP’apera on EconOmic Activity 4 (I:1973): 67-131.

cT ]
[goldstein, Morris, and Robert's. Smith. "The Estimated Impact of the

.
Antidiscrimination Program Aimed at Federal Contractors." Industrial

E

and Labor Relations Review 29 (July 1976): 523-543.

Hec\man, James J., and Kenneth I. Wolpin. "Does . the Contract Gon;pl;iance _ ;
- Progpam WOrk? An Analysis of Chicago Data. Industrial :nd Labor '
Relattons Review 29 (July 1978): 544-564. - o, 5‘
"Black/White Male Earni and. .
Employment: 1960-1970+" R-1666-DOL. Santa Monica: The Rand Corpor-
; ation, June 1975: S

. .
A

.

‘l

Smi.":h, James 1.’. ,--and Finis R. ﬂelch.

-

"Cl;anges in the Labor Mar]sé\.(Position of Black Men Since

196 Proceedings of the 27th Annuhl Meeting, ERRA. ‘Madison, Wis.
‘ - R - . ’

* The As‘sOcia,tion, 1975: 294-306. °

" . Vroman, Ha&nc

7
;:t
2
«




