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Introduction

The general term “glass ceiling” refers to invisible barriers
that hamper women and ethnic minorities’ access to top lead-
ership occupations. According to some authors (Jackson and
Callaghan 2009; Acker 2009; Proudford 2009; Davis and Mal-
donado 2015; Bloch et al. 2021), most social science research
on the subject in the United States has focused on the analy-
sis of gender or race inequalities and has paid little attention
to the intersection of gender, race, ethnicity, and class as a
determining factor in the insertion into these occupations.
This situation is alarming because these criteria of social dif-
ferentiation feed into each other to determine the professional
and economic advancement of particular groups. The inter-
section between gender and race or gender and ethnicity
shows that Black women and Latin American immigrants are
far from breaking through the invisible barrier of discrimina-
tion (Purcell et al. 2010).

The metaphor “glass ceiling” was employed by feminism be-
fore the 1980s to highlight the difficulties women experienced
in reaching the high social and occupational ladder (Jackson
and Callaghan 2009). It became popular after the article “The
Glass Ceiling: Why Women Cannot Seem to Break the Invisi-
ble Barrier That Blocks Them from the Top Jobs” in the Wall
Street Journal (Hymowitz and Schellhardt 1986). The authors
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described the barriers that women face in gaining access to
more senior occupations within U.S. companies. The glass
ceiling effect also described the barriers experienced by ethnic
minorities in accessing executive leadership positions (Jack-
son and Callaghan 2009).

After a thorough analysis conducted by The Federal Glass
Ceiling Commission (1995) regarding the possibilities for
women and ethnic minorities to enter managerial occupations
in the United States, researchers pointed out that three artifi-
cial barriers hinder their advancement in the private sector of
the labor market. The first is social: “supply barriers” related
to educational opportunities and attainment, and “difference
barriers” expressed in conscious or unconscious stereotypes
and prejudices related to gender, race, and ethnicity. The sec-
ond is generated by employers by developing forms of discrim-
ination that privilege the hiring of some workers over others,
favoring organizational climates that isolate or keep women
and workers belonging to ethnic minorities down and limiting
the possibilities of training and the possibility of pursuing ca-
reers through their employment, among others. Third, there
are barriers related to lack of monitoring and enforcement,
lack of specialized data sources that account for the employ-
ment situation of specific groups, and insufficient dissemina-
tion of information related to the glass ceiling. There have
been different ways of approaching the empirical analysis of
the concept. Some have focused on participation in levels of
authority and others have looked at differences in income
(Jackson and Callaghan 2011; Bartol et al. 2003; Le and Mil-
ler 2010; Price-Glynn Rakovski 2012; Tesfai and Thomas
2020).

For their part, Cotter et al. (2001) point out that the “glass
ceiling effect” is a concept that allows us to observe gender
and race inequalities and distinguishes it from other forms of
employment discrimination. They describe four criteria that
make it a specific form of discrimination: 1) The glass ceiling
represents those gender and race characteristics that differ-
ences in human capital cannot explain. 2) The glass ceiling
effect increases at higher occupational levels. 3) The glass ceil-
ing also represents the impossibility of advancing to the high-
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est levels in organizations. 4) The emphasis that gender and
race inequalities grow throughout an individual's career.

This article analyzes the lack of insertion of Latin American
immigrants, non-white Hispanics, and African Americans in
managerial occupations in the United States. It establishes
the extent to which the intersectionality of gender, race, and
ethnicity can explain the unequal participation of workers in
higher-level positions. In the analysis, I employ data from the
American Community Survey (ACS 2019), from which I per-
form descriptive analyses and fit econometric models. I hy-
pothesize that the lower participation of Latin American and
Caribbean immigrants in managerial occupations is due to
their lower human capital relative to the non-Hispanic white
population and the consequent effect generated by the inter-
section of gender, race, and ethnicity.

In terms of structure, this article comprises three sections
besides the introduction and the conclusions. The first part
comprises the conceptual definition, background, and de-
scription of the term “glass ceiling”, followed by theoretical ex-
planations. This section emphasizes the advantages of incor-
porating an intersectional analysis in the labor market study
regarding the specific contribution to understanding the invis-
ible barriers that determine the insertion of certain groups in
higher leadership and command positions. In the second sec-
tion, I describe the methodology used; and in the third, I pre-
sent the results of the descriptive analysis and the adjusted
probabilistic models.

1. Background

According to the Federal Glass Ceiling Commission report
(1995), in 1989, 97% of the nation's top corporate executives
were white men. In 1992 the Fortune 1500 companies survey
showed that most women in management occupations (95%)
were non-Hispanic white. This commission also reported that
most female and ethnic minority professionals and managers
did not work in for-profit private sector occupations. This
group is generally employed in non-governmental agencies in
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the health, social welfare, education, legal services institu-
tions, professional services, libraries, museums, arts organi-
zations, and others (Federal Glass Ceiling Commission 1995).

To illustrate this disparity, Landau (1995) analyzed the re-
lationship between race and gender and the potential promo-
tion of workers in U.S. companies. An econometric analysis
allowed him to show that both categories were significantly re-
lated to the promotion. Women had lower scores than men,
and blacks and Asians had lower scores than whites.

Mintz and Krymkowski (2010) investigated whether chang-
es in Equal Employment Opportunity Commission enforce-
ment policies and sustained increases in women's educational
attainment impacted occupational segregation by gender,
race, and ethnicity. To verify this, they used data from the
Current Population Survey (1983 and 2002). The authors
found that, during this time, white men maintained their ad-
vantage in the occupational hierarchy and that white woman
presented the greatest progress in their occupational inser-
tion. The authors suggest that policy changes and budget cuts
by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission affected
African Americans more than white women in the observed
period. In addition, they found that the continued increase in
the educational attainment of African American women and
men was reflected in the types of occupations they entered.
Both groups moved into occupations that required high levels
of education at disproportionate rates. However, white men
predominated in the best occupations, and white women were
better off than their African American and Hispanic counter-
parts.

Rosenblum et al. (2015), in a longitudinal study founded
on data from the New Immigrant Survey, sought to establish
the extent to which the market penalizes people phenotypical-
ly different from U.S. whites. The authors looked at the wages
of immigrants from different regions of the world and deter-
mined that those immigrants with darker skin tones were pe-
nalized in their wages, which was especially noticeable among
immigrants from Latin America and the Caribbean.

Bennett (2020) notes that, overall, the share of immigrants
in high-skilled non-mechanical jobs has increased in the
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United States in recent decades, yet immigrants are less likely
than U.S.-born workers to enter non-mechanical jobs. where
non-mechanical skills predominate, that is, social, fundamen-
tal skills, analytical skills, or managerial skills. In a recent
study on the occupational insertion of Black immigrants in
the United States, Tesfai and Thomas (2019) found that Afri-
can immigrants and Black (non-African) immigrants are
overrepresented in occupations such as cab drivers, parking
attendants, subway drivers, streetcar drivers, ambulance
drivers, and transportation in general. In addition, they con-
firmed that African and Black Caribbean immigrants are not
only occupationally segregated from white workers but experi-
ence a greater degree of segregation than African Americans.

In addition, a study conducted by Bloch et al. (2021) shows
how gender and race play a role in access to middle- and up-
per-level managerial occupations in the United States. The
authors used data from the 2015 U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEO-1) and observed that Black
women and men are underrepresented in middle and upper
management in private sector workplaces. The authors
demonstrated that access to this sort of job varies according
to the workers' worksite characteristics, race, and gender.

A recent Catalyst report (2022) points out that despite the
significant number of female CEOs in the Fortune 500 in
2021, the vast majority of companies are run by men. this
year white women accounted for 32.6% of all managerial posi-
tions. While only 4.3% of Latina women and black women
held these positions. The percentage of Asian women in these
occupations was 2.7%.

2. The glass ceiling: particular explanations

According to Weyer (2007), the explanations regarding the
invisible barriers that women face in accessing management
positions can be grouped into three main categories: biologi-
cal, socialization, and structural-cultural approaches. The ad-
vocates of the biological approach argue that the differences
between men and women are based on genetic patterns. The
explanations based on socialization strive to explain that the
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construction of identity and gender differences occurs at dif-
ferent stages of the individual's development, such as in
school and work life. The structural-social approach empha-
sizes that structures, cultural systems, and social arrange-
ments are what construct and define gender differences and
are responsible for the type of leadership attributed to men
and women.

In addition, Weyer points out two critical theories within
the structural-cultural approach: the “social role theory” and
the “state of expectation theory”. These theories suggest that
the causes of the glass ceiling are to be found in the social
structure. The former suggests that gender roles sway the be-
havior of men and women and that these influence leadership
roles. Therefore, the evaluations and ideas held about wom-
en's leadership respond to stereotypes about the role of wom-
en. The second arises to explain that expectations regarding
the future performance of individuals are created from the
knowledge of the tasks or activities they carry out within the
group to which they belong. This idea, in turn, determines
how individuals themselves confirm and maintain the type of
subsequent interaction related to the tasks that confirm the
expectations (Berger et al. 1980). Inequalities between indi-
viduals are used to construct status characteristics, such as
gender, race, or ethnicity. In fact, beliefs about gender status
are some of the causes of the glass ceiling (Weyer 2007).

Eagly and Mladinic (1989) define the attitude toward a so-
cial group as a kind of cognitive response and uses it as a
synonym for stereotype about the group. A stereotype is the
set of characteristics that individuals attribute to a social
group. Despite advances in the status of women, particularly
in the workplace, gender typecasting persists (Anker 1997;
Lueptow et al. 2001). It is believed that women are less willing
to enter jobs that involve a close commitment to companies
and interfere with their family responsibilities, whereas men
are considered more capable and willing to perform jobs that
involve control and command. Additionally, men are consid-
ered to have more experience making them more suitable for
management positions (Agut and Martin 2007). This stereo-
typical view of the capabilities of men and women prevents the
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promotion of women to higher-paying and more prestigious
positions and contributes to maintaining gender segregation
in occupations.

Furthermore, stereotypes are also constructed around eth-
nic minorities. Berger et al. (1980: 30) refer to the work car-
ried out by Katz and Braly in 1933, in which they asked 100
college students to assign characteristics to a list of ethnic
groups in the United States. The five typical character traits
they attributed to blacks were: “superstitious”, “lazy”, “care-
less”, “ignorant” and “musical”; while whites were attributed:
“industrious”, “intelligent”, “materialistic”, “ambitious” and
“progressive”. Although the reference to this study may be
outdated, social change has not gone hand in hand with the
deconstruction of these imaginaries about certain groups (Re-
skin 2002). On the contrary, the socioeconomic gaps between
groups remain. This circumstance makes it impossible today
to objectively analyze the U.S. labor market without consider-
ing the role of racism and discrimination in structuring ine-
qualities.

3. Intersectionality and the glass ceiling

Most of the studies related to gender, race, and class ine-
qualities in the labor market have focused on one of these
systems and have rarely studied them as complex processes
that feed and reinforce each other (Acker 2006). For several
decades now, African American feminist scholars have noted
that much of the academic production has focused on observ-
ing the reality of white, middle-class women, ignoring that the
category of gender is interrelated with class, race/ethnicity,
and other criteria of social differentiation (Feimster 2012).

In 1989 Kimberle Crenshaw introduced the concept of in-
tersectionality to show how race and gender interact to deter-
mine part of women's experiences in the U.S. labor market.
She noted that Black women are often excluded from feminist
theory and anti-racist policy discourse because both are
based on a discrete set of experiences that generally do not
accurately reflect race and gender differences. Nevertheless,
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this gap is not resolved by simply including Black women in
the established analytical structure because intersectional
experience goes beyond the sum of racism and sexism. There-
fore, research that does not consider intersectionality cannot
comprehensively account for Black women's particular subor-
dination (Crenshaw 1989).!

To illustrate, Acker (2000) points out that focusing on ana-
lyzing one of these categories limits the understanding of real-
ity. As far as the labor market is concerned, she adds that so-
cial practices and processes within organizations perpetuate
inequalities. These inequalities reproduce what occurs in the
society in which the organizations or companies exist. Acker
has called these “inequality regimes”. Consequently, she
claims that an analysis of the insertion and working condi-
tions and the promotion processes of workers within compa-
nies in the United States, excluding an intersectional perspec-
tive, offers only a partial vision of market dynamics.

Unlike the concept of “gender regimes”, this “inequality re-
gime” addresses the analysis of race, ethnicity, and class pro-
cesses, recognizing that the gender system is intimately relat-
ed to others, such as class and race. A clear example of the
confluence of these systems is the overrepresentation of white
men in managerial occupations, white men who also enjoy
class privileges (Acker 2009). In light of the inequality regimes
approach, it is possible to identify the practices developed by
the organizations to perpetuate the glass ceiling.

Fort Collins (2015). The term intersectionality refers to the
fact that race, class, gender, sexuality, ethnicity, nation, abil-

! Davis (2016) shows how in the journey of struggles for the vindication of
women's rights in the United States, the feminist movement was not
connected to the reality of Black women. According to Schiller (2000),
advanced the 20th century, African American women scholars began to
question the role of sexism and racism in society at large and the civil rights
movement. They made a series of criticisms of the white-dominated feminist
movement for considering that all women experienced the same forms of
oppression and inequality. African American academic women argued that
black women experienced triple discrimination based on sex, race, and class.
These scholars have gone against the views of white feminists and have even
challenged the positions of some African American male scholars focused on
the study of racial inequality without its interaction with gender.
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ity, and age are reciprocally constructed and are not mutually
exclusive units. The author defines it as a knowledge project
whose interest focuses on analyzing power relations and so-
cial inequalities. In this sense, intersectionality is understood
as a field located within the power relations it studies. It is a
strategy for analyzing and explaining social phenomena and is
a critical praxis that reports social justice projects. As a field
of study, the author recognizes that its acceptance and grow-
ing use in academic research in recent times has allowed the
generation of new knowledge around diverse inequalities. Re-
garding intersectionality as a form of critical praxis, she
points out that the “praxis perspective does not separate
scholarship from practice” and that academic reflection pro-
vides theoretical frameworks that people bring to practice, so
they are linked since practice is constituted as a fundamental
element for intersectional analysis.

Specifically, race and ethnicity are social constructs that
highlight the hierarchical order in which society is organized
and the labor force is distributed. In recent times, the use of
the concept of race in research has been thoroughly dis-
cussed. Several decades ago, the human genome study
demonstrated that the paradigm of human identity based on
race is a social construct; therefore, its value in research must
be reconsidered (Royal and Duston 2004). Biomedical re-
search has questioned this approach after proving that the
number of genes that describe appearance is minimal. None-
theless, some researchers point out that there are legit racial
and ethnic differences in the causes and prevalence of differ-
ent diseases. Studying these differences is valuable for diag-
nosing and researching health care and treatments. Hence,
eliminating these concepts and biological assumptions entails
social costs and would increase the vulnerability of minority
groups; however, it cannot be an argument to support the in-
fluence of the human genome on professional capacity (Gon-
zalez et al. 2003).

Regarding the concept of race, Wade (2014) highlights its
mutable nature over time, since it went from being in its ori-
gins (18th century) an idea based on culture and environment
to a biological conception, i.e., something that is seen through
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the body to later be observed as something that is culturally
constructed. For Hering (2007), the concept is an intellectual
and social construction whose function is to differentiate, seg-
regate and racialize social relations through biological deter-
minism.

Although the concept today has raised questions and is-
sues, and even if in some places it is unsuitable to use it to
refer to phenotypic difference (Hering 2007; Wade 2014), this
transformation remains theoretical and does not imply the
disappearance of racist practices and the consequences for
those subjected to them. We can use other social classifiers
but dropping the concept of race does not resolve the struc-
tural inequality evident in the labor market.

Pierre (2004: 144) contends that in the social sciences, and
more specifically in the United States, there has been an ex-
tensive use of the “ethnicity” concept to refer to immigrant
groups. In the author's words, the current discourse of “ethnic
distinction” perpetuates a form of racism under a theory that
denies the relevance of race while continually recoding biolog-
ical notions of race as culture. According to Pierre, in the
United States, the race is a fundamental element of social re-
lations; hence it cannot be subordinated by categories such as
ethnicity, as they are considered more encompassing.

In the United States, unemployment, poverty, violence, and
other social problems are closely related to race. One of the
results of the civil movement for the integration of the Black
population was the incorporation of categories such as “Afri-
can American” and “Hispanic” to monitor the progress of af-
firmative actions (Oboler 2006). Currently, the U.S. Census
Bureau collects race and Hispanic origin through its censuses
and surveys. Sociodemographic research based on these
sources has shown that these concepts do not constitute a
simple statistical classification and that, on the contrary, they
allow us to observe deep-seated social inequalities.

Racism is one of the structural factors operating in the
market that relegates certain workers to certain occupations.
Bonilla-Silva (1997) points out that a critical point to under-
standing racism resides in the assumption that it is a psycho-
logical or ideological phenomenon, as it has been commonly
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observed. In other words, it is not exclusively a matter of the
biased attitude of some individuals. According to the author,
assuming this definition prevents us from understanding that
racism has a strong structural basis. To this end, he proposes
the concept of “racialized social systems” that refer to societies
in which the economic, political, social, and ideological levels
are structured on the location of individuals in racial catego-
ries. According to the author, racialization proceeds from the
labor needs of the European powers in the 15th century.
Since that time, race, gender, and class have been articulated
to form “the matrix of the social system” that functions to
benefit the dominant race.

The author argues that, in all racialized social systems, the
location of people in racial categories implies some form of hi-
erarchy that produces very defined social relations between
races. People at the top of this hierarchical order tend to be
located in the most socially valued occupations, in the best
economic income levels, and, in general, have more significant
opportunities in the labor market. This group also has a privi-
leged position in the political system. They receive the highest
social esteem because they are considered more intelligent,
capable, and attractive, among other valuable attributes. In
addition, they have the power to discriminate and segregate
people belonging to other races (Bonilla-Silva 1997).

Undoubtedly, the intersection of gender, race, and class
are permanent features when dealing with immigration. Saénz
and Manges (2015) have emphasized that since their arrival to
the United States, immigrants are inserted into the described
prevailing racial system; therefore, the study of race must be
present in immigration research. Neglecting race or consider-
ing it a simple variable to show differences in income, occupa-
tional insertion, or health equals to assume that racism is
marginal to American society. It also entails those racist acts
are isolated actions resulting from individual behaviors. Like
Bonilla-Silva (1997), Saénz and Manges (2015) argue that race
has been crucial in constructing United States' social institu-
tions. They argue that the racialized context in which immi-
grants arrive and how this inception defines their lives in the
recipient country because the study of immigration continues
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conducted under the paradigm of assimilation, firmly based
on the experiences of European immigrants. Although the
Immigration Act of 1965 finally eliminated the racist quota
system that had prevailed since 1924, the immigration proce-
dural obstacles set for people from Latin America and the Car-
ibbean have increased undocumented immigration. They also
assert that the racialization of immigrants, especially Mexi-
cans, Central Americans, and other Latin Americans, has in-
tensified over the last half-century.

Looking at the U.S. labor market from the intersectionality
approach allows us to understand how the categories of gen-
der, race, and ethnicity complement each other to give rise to
hierarchies of power and relations of domination and subor-
dination. According to Browne and Misra (2005), sociological
research on the intersection of class, race, and gender has
been based primarily on feminist gender theories, Black femi-
nist theories, and multiracial theories. These studies state
that these are ubiquitous social constructs, and the result of
their intersection is the numerous disadvantages experienced
by specific groups. Multiracial feminist theorists emphasize
that those are not categories that can be added together, nor
are they attributes of individuals that must be looked at sepa-
rately when studying a social issue (Browne and Misra 2003).

According to the authors, the use of an intersectional per-
spective when analyzing the labor market makes it possible to
understand how the social constructs of gender, race, ethnici-
ty, and class benefit some groups to the detriment of others.
They underline that the labor experiences of Latin American
immigrant women in the United States «reflect social con-
structions of gender that are racialized and social construc-
tions of race that are gendered to create a particular experi-
ence» (Browne and Misra 2003: 490). In addition, according to
the authors, there is a relational aspect related to their work
experiences in connection with the experiences of white wom-
en. For example, this latter group is more likely to be viewed
as professional workers than Latin American immigrants,
consequently benefiting from the privilege granted by this per-
ception. Likewise, many white families in high-paying profes-
sional jobs rely on immigrant women workers to relieve them
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of their domestic and caregiving duties (Browne and Misra
2003).

In short, the treatment individuals receive in the labor
market is determined by the social category to which they be-
long. This categorization is generally accompanied by stereo-
types, attributes, and biased evaluations of others. According
to Reskin (2000), introducing gender, race, and ethnic preju-
dices into our perceptions, interpretations, and assessments
of others involves established cognitive biases of decision-
makers and their conscious desire to favor or disfavor other
people. Some of the results of these standard cognitive pro-
cesses are race and gender discrimination.

In fact, the glass ceiling is a clear expression of how race,
gender, ethnicity, and class interact to prevent the advance-
ment of certain groups to the highest leadership positions
and, consequently, to the best incomes. An analysis of the la-
bor market that lacks an intersectional analytical perspective
can lead to erroneous generalizations since by ignoring race
and ethnicity - immigrants - to focus on gender, we may end
up describing the experiences of white women, and by ignor-
ing gender and focusing on race and ethnicity, we may make
imputations or generalizations about the experiences of men
and immigrants (Browne and Misra 2003).

4. Methodology

The methodological strategy involves quantitative analysis
centered on comparisons between men and women, ethnic
groups - countries of origin - and racial groups. To observe
some aspects that influence the glass ceiling, I perform de-
scriptive analyses and adjust probability models. These are
binary regressions featuring dummy dependent variables with
values O and 1. The model specification is as follows: Po (y=
1/x) = Po (Y* > 0) = F (Xi R).

Data comes from the 2019 American Community Survey
(ACS). This survey provides socioeconomic and demographic
information on the U.S. population and its level of representa-
tiveness in national, regional, state, and other geographic
subdivisions of the country. In 2019 the sample size was
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3,239,553 people and the total population was 328,239,523
(ACS 2019).

The study target comprises non-Hispanic, white popula-
tion, African Americans, Puerto Ricans-not born in the United
States, Mexicans, Central Americans from Guatemala, El Sal-
vador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Cubans, Dominicans, Haiti, Ja-
maicans, Colombians, Ecuadorians, and, Peruvians. Except
for Haitians and Jamaicans, the immigrants were subdivided
into three groups according to racial affiliation: “whites” and
“Blacks and other races”. The latter includes those who de-
clare themselves Black and other races collected by the cen-
sus. These countries were selected because they are the fast-
est-growing immigrant population in the last five decades in
the United States. It is important to note that there are es-
sential differences in racial composition. For example, in the
Mexican case, the weight of the Black or Afro-descendant
population is lower than in groups such as Cubans and Do-
minicans.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the American Com-
munity Survey questionnaire includes racial categories repre-
senting the social definition of race recognized in the country
and not biological, anthropological, or genetic. In this defini-
tion, the race may contain racial and national or sociocultural
origin groups, and each person may declare more than one
race for racial self-definition (ACS 2019). These classifications
conform to the October 30th, 1997, Federal Register notice
entitled Revisions to the Standards for Classification of Feder-
al Data on Race and Ethnicity issued by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB). The OMB suggests using at least
five racial categories: White, Black, or African American,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, and native Hawaiian
or another Pacific Islander. The “Some other race” category is
added to the ACS questionnaire. When the respondent does
not provide racial information for themselves and their
household, the race is imputed from information collected
from the household unit. If no racial information is available
for any member of the household group, the race(s) of the
head of a previously processed household is assumed (ACS
2019: 113).
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The response options to the racial affiliation question are
White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska
Native -- Print name of the enrolled or principal tribe, Asian
Indian, Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Filipino, Vietnamese,
Other Asian -- Print race, for example, Hmong, Laotian, Thai,
Pakistani, Cambodian, and so on, Native Hawaiian, Guamani-
an or Chamorro, Samoan, Other Pacific Islander -- Print race,
for example, Fijian, Tongan, and so on, Some other race.

As mentioned before, ethnicity is also socially constructed
and refers to a community or population defined by racial,
linguistic, and cultural similarities. For this study, immi-
grants are considered an ethnic group.

S. Results
Sociodemographic characteristics

Table 1 presents the sociodemographic characteristics of
the population under study. Cubans are the oldest popula-
tion, with an average age of 52 years for white people and 50
years for blacks and other races. Central Americans are the
youngest, the average age of whites is 40 years, and that of
blacks and other races is 39. The other immigrants have simi-
lar average ages, while among non-Hispanic whites and Afri-
can Americans, there is a difference of 8 years between the
average ages, the former being the oldest (42 and 36, respec-
tively). Regarding the distribution by gender -men and wom-
en-, the percentages of women are shown in the table. It can
be observed that, in almost all groups, women make up the
majority. The Colombian and Dominican cases are particular-
ly noteworthy, where 56.1% of white Colombians and 56.8%
of blacks and other races are women, and 54.8% and 55.5%
of white Dominicans and blacks and other races are women,
respectively.

The marital status of the population was divided into three
categories: united (married or in a domestic partnership), once
united (divorced, separated, and widowed), and single or never
united people. Table 1 presents the percentages of married
persons aged 16 years and over, with the highest percentages
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found among Mexicans, Colombians, Ecuadorians, and Peru-
vians of all races. In contrast, the lowest percentages are
found among African Americans and Puerto Ricans of black
and other races (27.4% and 36.5%, respectively). The popula-
tion's educational attainment was clustered into two catego-
ries: less than high school and high school and above. The
percentages of the population in the second category are pre-
sented. We can observe that non-Hispanic white have the
highest percentage (90.7%), followed by white Peruvians
(89.6%), Black Peruvians and other races (89.4%), white Co-
lombians (88.3%), Black Colombians and other races (83.6%)
and African Americans (84.3%).

Table 1
Selected features of the selected U.S.A., Latin American and Caribbean population,
United States, 2019

Marital . English Class of
Age  Gender oo Schooling L LFP e
e 5 Speak English
Osiete & High School well, very Labar Salaried
wverage  Women  Married Participation
and above  well, or speak : workers
ate
only English
Percentages
USA.
Non-Hispanic whites 42 506 522 90.7 99.9 62.0 89.6
African Americans 36 523 27.4 84.3 99.9 61.3 95.0
Immigrants
White Puerto Ricans® 46 520 456 77.0 81.6 55.1 93.7
P lnetio Ricansiand 46 515 365 69.0 777 53.6 93.4

other races”
White Mexicans 45 49.5 61.1 50.2 58.3 67.7 87.6
Black Mexicans and other

44 47.9 58.7 48.1 58.0 71.0 88.6
races
White Central Americans 40 488 508 52.8 55.4 72.7 86.7
Blackicential Amesicans 39 473 487 48.6 514 73.9 87.4

and other races
White Cubans 52 50.9 49.6 76.3 58.5 60.3 85.8
Black Cubans and other

50 44.9 44.0 75.8 54.4 63.4 91.7
races
White Dominicans 44 54.8 49.8 73.5 65.5 65.2 91.8
Black Dominicans and other 45 55.5 45.2 66.3 55.7 69.1 91.6
races
Jamaicans and Haitians 46 52.3 48.1 78.6 81.0 71.6 94.6
White Colombians 47 56.1 57.6 88.3 75.1 714 84.4
Dhck Colomblansandother: 39 56.8 50.9 83.6 72.9 70.5 87.9
races
White Ecuadorians 47 49.7 56.8 80.3 69.8 70.6 88.9
BlackoEcuatoniansiand 43 478 54.5 69.6 64.7 76.8 85.6

other races
White Peruvians 49 54.8 55.8 89.6 77.8 70.4 87.3

Black Peruvians and other
races

n= 2,529,669
N= 246,374,305

46 52.0 54.8 89.4 76.2 73.7 88.1

Pearson chi2(18) = 5.7e+03 Pr = 0.000

Source: Own elaboration, based on IPUMS, American Community Survey, 2019. “All Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens born
outside the U.S.A.
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Regarding the degree of English language proficiency, two
categories were constructed: people who do not speak the lan-
guage or do not speak it well and those who speak it well, very
well, or only speak English. Logically, almost all of the popula-
tion, whites, and blacks, fall in the second category. Among
immigrants, there are significant differences: white Puerto Ri-
cans and Haitians, and Jamaicans are the ones who report
the highest levels of English proficiency (81.6% and 81.0%,
respectively). If Jamaicans were separated, the percentage
would change since English is their native language. Central
Americans, Cubans, Mexicans, and Dominicans of all races
have the lowest percentages of people with high English profi-
ciency. The economic participation rate of the population 16
years of age and older is also shown. It is noteworthy that,
although Puerto Ricans have a high level of English and are
not among the groups with the lowest levels of education, they
have a minor activity rate, whites 55.1%, and blacks and oth-
er races 53.6%. The rest of the immigrants -except Cubans-
have economic participation rates at a higher level than that
of the non-Hispanic white population, 62.0%.

Information is provided on the type of workers. The varia-
ble was divided into self-employed, unpaid, and salaried cate-
gories. As is well known, the vast majority of workers in the
United States are salaried. In the United States, self-
employment has been characteristic of older people, generally
white men with high levels of education. In recent times, the
participation of foreigners has grown, particularly in the con-
struction and extraction industries (Hipple 2016). White Cu-
bans and Black Ecuadorians, and Ecuadorians of other races
have the highest participation in self-employment. The overall
participation for the country in 2019 was 10.3%, unpaid
workers are meager (0.3%), whereas salaried workers consti-
tute the vast majority (89.4%).
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6. Insertion in managerial and executive occupations by gender,
race, and ethnicity

Table 2 shows the percentage distribution of employed per-
sons aged 16 and over by the type of occupation, ethnic
group, and race. Occupations are presented in two major cat-
egories: “executive and managerial” -E&M- and “other”. E&M.
includes the set of top leadership and command occupations -
management, business, science, arts, and financial occupa-
tions- within all industries in the United States. In 2019,
11.5% of the employed population was inserted in these posi-
tions. The second category brings together the remaining oc-
cupations - skilled and unskilled - in which the vast majority
of the country's workers are inserted (88.5%). 12.5% of the
non-Hispanic white population is inserted in E&M occupa-
tions, followed by white Colombian immigrants (12.3%), white
Ecuadorians (9.6%), and white Peruvians (9.2%). The situa-
tion of African Americans and Puerto Ricans who, while being
citizens, have significantly lower percentages than those of
non-Hispanic whites (7.1% for the former and 7.8% for White
Puerto Ricans) is striking. What are the reasons for these dif-
ferences?

On the one hand, the human capital differential between
groups could explain them. On the other hand, the theory of
linear assimilation suggests that once on U.S. soil, immi-
grants begin a gradual process of assimilation (Gordon 1964),
in which the socioeconomic differences between groups disap-
pear. However, reality shows that this is not a general rule.
For instance, the second generation of Mexicans have
achieved a better situation in the labor market, but never sim-
ilar to that of the non-Hispanic White population. (Portes y
Rumbaut 2001; Farley y Alba 2002) Continue to be at a dis-
advantage compared to whites. Some authors have proved
that being a citizen favors labor market insertion and income
(Bratsberg et al. 2002), but this is not necessarily true for Lat-
in American and Caribbean immigrants. In addition to struc-
tural inequalities that limit the qualifications of ethnic minori-
ties, discrimination plays a fundamental role (Oaxaca 1973;
Reimers 1983; Oaxaca and Ransom 1994).
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The differences within each group are certainly more striking:
in all cases, white immigrants have greater participation in
E&M occupations than blacks and other races; this is particu-
larly noticeable among Cubans, where 7.7% of whites and
1.7% of blacks and other races are inserted in these types of
occupations; likewise, 12.3% of white Colombians and 7.2% of
blacks and other races are inserted in this type of employ-
ment. Regarding differences by gender, it can be seen that, in
most groups, men participate more than women in these jobs.
Central Americans, Mexicans, and Ecuadorians of all races
and white Colombians stand out. It is noteworthy that Puerto
Rican Black women and other races, African Americans and
Cuban Black women, participate more in these occupations
than their counterparts (57.0%, 55.0%, and 52.7%, respec-
tively).
Table 2

pation, country of origin, race, ethnicity, and
gender, U.S.A. 2019

Percentage of yees, by

Ethnic groups Employment Gender

Exccutive and managerial

Executive and "
occupations

managerial Others Total
occupations Men  Women Total
U.S.A.
Non-Hispanic whites 12.5 87.5 100 59.3 40.7 100
African Americans 7.1 93.0 100 45.0 55.0 100
Immigrants
White Puerto Ricans 7.8 92.2 100 56.2 43.8 100
Black Puerto Ricans and other races” 6.4 93.7 100 43.0 57.0 100
White Mexicans 5.6 94.4 100 63.4 36.6 100
Black Mexicans and other races 4.5 955 100 65.6 34.4 100
White Central Americans 5.2 94.8 100 70.3 29.7 100
Black Central Americans and other
races 4.2 95.8 100 65.5 34.5 100
White Cubans 77 92.3 100 60.6 39.4 100
Black Cubans and other races 1.7 983 100 47.3 52.7 100
White Dominicans 6.7 93.3 100 49.6 50.4 100
Black Dominicans and other races 4.7 95.3 100 51.9 48.1 100
Jamaicans and Haitians 4.2 95.8 100 51.1 49.0 100
White Colombians 12.3 87.7 100 60.0 40.0 100
Black Colombians and other races 7.2 92.8 100 51.2 48.8 100
White Ecuadorians 9.6 90.4 100 63.6 36.4 100
Black Ecuadorians and other races 8.0 92.0 100 65.3 34.7 100
White Peruvians 9.2 90.8 100 56.6 43.4 100
Black Peruvians and other races 71 92.9 100 56.6 43.4 100
Total 11.0 89.0 100 58.3 41.7 100
n= 76,599 53,885 130,484
N= 7,350,173 5,264,870 12,615,043

Pearson chi2(18) = 779.7534 Pr = 0.000
Source: Own elaboration, based on IPUMS, American Community Survey, 2019. "All Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens born
outside the U.S.A.
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In Table 3 we present the percentage distribution of E&M
workers according to the industry sector in which they work,
country of origin, race, and ethnicity. We have grouped the
branches of activity into six large categories: the first includes
production services, which are those that provide information
and support to increase the productivity and efficiency of
companies, and include activities related to the financial sec-
tor: such as banking, insurance, real estate, accounting engi-
neering, legal services, and others. In the second, transfor-
mation activities are located, which have to do with the manu-
facture of different materials and construction. The third, dis-
tribution services include the full range of activities related to
trade, communications, and transportation. In the fourth, we
group social services and personal services, the former is re-
lated to health services, hospitalization, education, etc. and
the latter has to do with employment in food and beverage es-
tablishments, and entertainment services, among others. In
the fifth category are public administration activities, and the
sixth corresponds to extraction and agriculture, related to ag-
ricultural, mining, and other activities.

In table 3 all groups have considerable participation in
production services. The cases of Black Cubans (62.1%),
White Colombians (39.6%), and White Peruvians (38.4%)
stand out. While White, Black, and other Mexicans are the
ones with the lowest participation in this sector of the econo-
my (19.5% and 17.6%, respectively). In the transformation ac-
tivities, the participation of black Central Americans and oth-
er races (36.9%) and Black Ecuadorians and other races
(34.2%) stands out. Groups such as Black and other Cubans,
African Americans, Jamaicans, and Haitians have the small-
est participation in this sector of the economy (9.5%, 11.0%,
and 12.0%, respectively). In distribution services, the partici-
pation of all groups is much lower, the case of Black Cubans
and other races stands out, where only 5.4% of managers and
executives are inserted in this economic sector. In social and
personal services, White Dominicans (50.0%), Afro-Americans
(44.3%), and Jamaicans and Haitians (44.0%) stand out. In
public administration, although participation is low for all
groups, Afro-Americans (7.8%) and Black Cubans and other
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races (7.0%) stand out. While in the agricultural sector, the
participation of white Mexicans (6.2%), Blacks and other races
(7.6%), and non-Hispanic whites (4.8%) stands out.

Table 3
Insertion of employees, by industry, country of origin, race, ethnicity, and gender, U.S.A. 2019
Financial
services, Emstectn Agriculture,
professional, ) Distribution Social Public forestry, fishing,
managerial and manu“[;‘cmrin services services Administration hunting and ot
administrative e mining
services
Non-Hispanic White 259 234 13.0 288 4.0 4.8 100
Affican‘Americens 245 11.0 1.7 443 79 06 100
White Puerto Ricans 26.6 18.4 12.2 379 3.4 16 100
Black Puerto Ricans and other races 311 149 11 373 5.0 05 100
White Mexicans 195 326 10.1 305 12 6.2 100
Black Mexicans and other races 176 26.6 8.8 377 17 76 100
White Central Americans 23.0 309 13.7 285 157 22 100
Black Central Americans and other
races 227 36.9 10.1 254 2.5 25 100
White Cubans 235 25.3 115 355 3.4 0.8 100
Black Cubans and other races 62.1 95 5.4 16.1 70 0.0 100
White Dominicans 21.7 13.9 8.9 50.0 55 0.0 100
Black Dominicans and other races 302 12.9 11 423 25 10 100
Jamaicans and Haitians 27.3 12,0 113 44.0 3.5 1.9 100
White Colombians 39.6 23.1 126 200 2.6 2.1 100
Black Colombians and other races 329 147 145 365 14 0.0 100
White Ecuadorians 24.7 215 20.7 29.0 3.3 0.9 100
Black Ecuadorians and other races 263 342 132 220 a4 0.0 100
White Peruvians 384 156 15.6 245 3.2 2.7 100
Black Peruvians and other races 265 12.1 209 376 25 05 100
Total 25.7 226 12.8 304 4.2 44 100

Source: Own elaboration, based on [PUMS, American Community Survey, 2019. “All Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens bom outside the U.S.A.

7. Gender, Race, Ethnicity, and the Glass Ceiling

This section presents the results of two probit models. Both
models used the dependent variable “occupation” -described
above- with two categories: “executive and managerial occupa-
tions” and “other” occupations. The information shows the
contribution of gender, race, and ethnicity in the generation of
invisible barriers that impede certain workers from accessing
top leadership occupations in public or private organizations
in the United States,

Age was introduced as a continuous explanatory variable
because it is closely related to the type of labor market inser-
tion, and age2 was introduced to avoid the possible linearity
of age in its relationship with the dependent variable.
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The following dummy variables included are gender, with
the categories of male and female; marital status, with the
categories united, ever united, and never united. This latter
category is included under the hypothesis that united people
have more significant pressures to enter better income jobs.
The human capital variable “education” was introduced with
the categories “less than high school” and “high school and
above”. It is essential to clarify that this division into large
categories does not further divide the samples, which among
immigrants are small.

The variable “level of English” with the categories “does not
speak English or does not speak it well” and "speaks English
well, very well or only speaks English. “Although work experi-
ence is related to the type of labor insertion and income, it
was impossible to construct the variable due to limitations
imposed by the data source. In addition, the variable “class of
worker” was incorporated with the categories “self-employed”,
“private salaried”, and “public salaried” (that includes federal,
state, and local). The variable “Industry” was introduced with
the six categories described in the previous section.

The last explanatory variable ethnicity and race has the fol-
lowing 19 categories: non-Hispanic whites, African Americans,
White Puerto Ricans, Black Puerto Ricans and other races,
White Mexicans, Black Mexicans and other races, White Cen-
tral Americans, Black Central Americans and other races,
White Cubans White Black Cubans and other races, White
Dominicans, Black Dominicans and other races, Jamaicans
and Haitians, White Colombians, Black Colombians and other
races, White Ecuadorians, Black Ecuadorians and other rac-
es, Peruvians, Black Peruvians and other races. In all dummy
variables, the first category is the reference.

Chart 3 presents the marginal effects of the probit 1 re-
gression models. For the average characteristics of the sample
woman, the probability of becoming a director or manager de-
creases by 1.8 percentage points (pp), as opposed to the prob-
abilities of a man with similar characteristics. For someone
with the same characteristics but separated, widowed, or di-
vorced, acquiring a similar occupation is reduced by 2.7 per-
centage points (pp) compared to unmarried people with the
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same characteristics. The reduction is more significant (3.1
pp) for a single individual.

Concerning education, as expected, the probability of en-
tering the indicated occupations increases by 6.0 pp for an
individual with a high school diploma or more - with the aver-
age characteristics of the sample - concerning someone with
less than high school education. A similar situation is ob-
served in individuals with a considerable level of English pro-
ficiency, whose probability increases by 5.8 pp compared to
those who do not speak the language or do not speak it well.
Being a salaried private or public sector worker implies reduc-
tions of 3.2 and 5.7 pp, respectively, compared to being self-
employed.

Regarding the industry, for an individual in the construc-
tion industry with the characteristics of the sample, the prob-
ability of becoming an executive or manager is reduced by 1.3
pp compared to someone in the production services branch.
In the cases of distribution services, social and personal ser-
vices, and public administration, the reductions are 6.4 pp,
3.9 pp, and 1.2 pp, respectively. While in the extraction and
agriculture branch, the probability increases by 13.3 pp com-
pared to the reference category.
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Table 4
Marginal effects of the probit model of insertion into
The United States, 2019 (continued)

and

Probit (1) Intersection of race and ethnicity Probit (2) Intersection of gender, race and ethnicity
Dependent variable: ions: executive and ial =1 Others = 0
c igni Coefficients, significance
and standard errors e and standard errors
0.013" Age 0.014%+
Age
(0.000) (0.000)
-0.000*** Age 2 -0.000***
Age 2
(0.000) (0.000)
= 0.018%+ -0.028%
amen Separated, widowed, or divorced
(0.001) (0.001)
0.027+++ -0.031%
Separated, widowed, or divorced Singles
(0.001) (0.001)
-0.031%++ 0.060%+*
Singles High school and above
(0.001) (0.001)
0.060%+* 0.059%++
High school and above Speaks good, very good or only English
(0.001) (0.002)
0.058%+ -0.032+
Speaks good, very good or only English Private salaried employees
(0.002) (0.001)
0.032%+ 0,057+
Private salaried employees Public salaried employees
(0.001) (0.001)
Public salaried employees -0.057+* Construction and manufacturing -0.014%
(0.001) (0.001)
-0.013*** -0.064***

Construction and manufacturing Distribution services

Table 4
Marginal effects of the probit model of insertion into managerial and managerial occupations,
The United States, 2019 (continued)

Probit (1) Intersection of race and ethnicity Probit (2) Intersection of gender, race and ethnicity
Dep variable: p and managerial =1 Others = 0

(0.001) (0.001)

Distribution services -0.064*** Social services -0.039%**
(0.001) (0.001)

Social and personal services -0.039™ Public administration -0.012%*
(0.001) (0.002)

Public administration -0.012%x* Extraction and agriculture 0:132%%%
(0.002) (0.003)

Extraction and agriculture 0.133%*x
(0.003)

Non-Hispanic white women -0.021***
(0.001)

-0.031*%* African American men -0.042%**
African Americans (0.001) (0.001)

White Puerto Ricans -0.020%** African American women -0.036%**
(0.004) (0.001)

Black Puerto Ricans and other races -0.040%** White Puerto Rican men -0.025%**
(0.005) (0.005)

‘White Mexicans -0.043 %% Black Puerto Rican men and other races -0.054%**
(0.002) (0.006)
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Marginal effects of the probit model of insertion into

Table 4
ial and ial

United States, 2019 (continued)

Probit (1) Intersection race and ethnicity

Probit (2) Intersection gender, race and ethnicity

Dependent variable: occupations: executive and managerial =1 Others = 0

Black Mexicans and other races -0.049** White Puerto Rican women -0.032%*
0.002) 0.006)
White Central Americans -0.036** Puerto Rican black women and other races -0.037%*
0.003) 0.008)
Black Central Americans and other races 0.0467 Jamaican and Haitian men 0.054r
0.003) (0.004)
White Cubans -0.019%** Jamaican and Haitian women -0.055%**
0.004) 0.003)
Black Cubans and other races -0.067*** White Latin American men -0.038***
0.008) 0.002)
White Dominicans -0.024** Black Latin American men and other races -0.050%**
0.007) 0.002)
Black Dominicans and other races -0.038*** White Latin American women -0.042%*
0.005) 0.002)
Table 4
arginal effects of the probit model of insertion into managerial and managerial occupations,
M | effects of th bit model of i t | and | 1t
United States, 2019
Probit (1) Intersection race and ethnicity Probit (2) Intersection of gender, race and ethnicity
Variable directivas y =10Otras = 0
Jamaican and Haitians -0.048*+ Black Latin American women and other races -0.053+
(0.003) (0.002)
White Colombians -0.001
(0.005) Observations 1,110,014
Black Colombians and other races 00307 Loglik -52538.08
0.008) LR chi2(21) = -375397
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
White Ecuadorians ‘g ggg; P e~ 00654
-0.025** Standard errors in parentheses
Black Ecuadorians and other races *## p<0,01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
(0.009)
White Peruvians o013
(0.007)
Black Peruvians and other races 0043
(0.008)

Observations = 1110014
Loglik = -375436

LR chi2(27) =51563.54
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000

Pseudo R2 = 0.0642
Standard errors in parentheses
# p<0,01, * p<0.05, * p<0.10

Source: Own elaboration, based on IPUMS, American Community Survey, 2019,
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The marginal effects of the variable ethnicity and race ac-
count for the intersectionality I have mentioned previously.
Being an immigrant, Black, or of a race other than white non-
Hispanic and having the average characteristics of the sample
has a critical reduction in the probability of working as a di-
rector or manager in a private or public company. There are
clear differences when ethnicity is involved. The probability of
entering such an occupation for a Black or non-White Cuban,
with average sample characteristics, is reduced by 6.7 pp
compared to a non-Hispanic White. In contrast, the probabil-
ity is reduced only by 1.9 pp for white Cubans. Black Cubans,
Jamaicans, and Haitians have the lowest probability of enter-
ing these occupations. White Colombians represent another
significant case. For Black Colombians and those immigrants
of other races different than White, the probability is reduced
by 3.0 pp. For a White Peruvian individual with the average
characteristics of the sample, the probability of insertion in
these occupations is reduced by only 1.3 pp, whereas the val-
ue for a Black or other race of the same nationality group is
4.3 pp. The values among Ecuadorians are similar: 0.9 pp for
White and 2.5 pp for Black or other races.

The probability of holding a top leadership position is re-
duced for White Dominicans and a Black or other race by 2.4
pp and 3.8 pp, respectively. Among Puerto Ricans, the values
are 2.0 pp in the case of a White individual and 4.0 pp for a
Black or other race. Among Mexicans, the reductions are as
follows: for a White person with the average characteristics of
the sample is 4.3 pp, and 4.9 pp for a Black or other race in-
dividual from the same country.

Among Central Americans, the reductions are 3.6 pp for a
white individual and 4.6 pp for Black or other races. Finally,
for an African American with average sample characteristics,
the probability of working as a director or manager is reduced
by 3.1 pp compared to the probabilities for a non-Hispanic
white (Graph 1).
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Graph 1.
Marginal effects of the probit model variable race and ethnicity, United States, 2019
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Source: Own elaboration, based on IPUMS, American Community Survey, 2019.

A second model (probit 2) was fitted with the same depend-
ent and explanatory variables -except for gender- and the var-
iable ethnicity-and- the race was replaced by gender- race-
and ethnicity. The marginal effects of the sociodemographic
variables present a trend similar to that observed in the first
model. Therefore, we will concentrate on the effects of the
gender-race-ethnicity variable. This variable was constructed
with 14 categories: non-Hispanic white men, non-Hispanic

399



Gender, Race, and Ethnicity

white women, African American men, African American wom-
en, white Puerto Rican men, Black Puerto Rican men, and
other races, white Puerto Rican women, Black Puerto Rican
women, and other races, Jamaican and Haitian men, Jamai-
can and Haitian women, white Latin American men, Black
Latin American men and other races, white Latin American
women, Black Latin American women, and other races. It
should be noted that the Latin Americans are from the coun-
tries of origin noted in Table 1. The first category is the refer-
ence. Results indicate the weight of these social constructs on
the likelihood of working as an executive or manager in a pub-
lic or private organization in the United States.

There are cases such as African Americans, Jamaicans,
and Haitians where women's situation is similar to that of
men. For example, among Haitians and Jamaicans -who have
the highest values- the probability that a man or woman with
the average characteristics of the sample will enter these oc-
cupations is reduced by 5.4 pp compared to a non-Hispanic
White male. This result conveys that the opportunities for
holding leadership positions are more constrained and with-
out differences between men and women. The reduction is 4.2
for a man and 3.6 pp for a woman among African Americans.
In the case of Puerto Ricans, the differences are obvious: the
probability of a White man occupying one of these positions is
reduced by 2.5 pp, and for a Black man or a man of other
races, the reduction is 5.4 pp. For a White woman who be-
longs to this ethnic group, the reduction is 3.2 pp, and for a
Black or other race, 3.7 pp. For a White Latin American male,
the probability is reduced by 3.8 pp, whereas for a Black or
other race, the reduction is 5.0 pp. Among Black or other-race
Latin American women, the situation is worse. For white
women with the average characteristics of the sample, the
probability of working as managers is reduced by 4.2. In con-
trast, for Black or other race women, the probability is re-
duced by 5.3 pp. After their male counterparts, white women
are the most likely to enter these positions (Graph 2).

In sum, being a woman, Black, and immigrant significantly
limits the possibility of assuming such a leadership position
in most groups under analysis.
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Graph 2.
Marginal effects of the probit model variable gender, race, and ethnicity,
United States, 2019
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Source: Own elaboration, based on IPUMS, American Community Survey, 2019.

Conclusions

In this article, I analyzed the insertion of Non-Hispanic Whites
and African Americans and Latin American immigrant men
and women in managerial occupations in the United States.
Based on the quantitative analysis conducted, I was able to
identify the weight of the intersection of gender, race, and
ethnicity in the unequal distribution of workers in leadership
positions (or C-suite positions). I confirmed that the lower par-
ticipation of African Americans and immigrants from Latin
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America and the Caribbean in managerial occupations is due
to their lower human capital and the effect generated by the
intersection of these social constructs. Being a white woman
in the United States implies disadvantages in the labor mar-
ket compared to white men. Nonetheless, these disadvantages
are far from equal to those experienced by many Latin Ameri-
can and Caribbean immigrants of Black and other races -
especially women.

Weyer (2007) points out that it is necessary to change
these social structures and that this would be achieved by as-
signing women greater social importance and general competi-
tiveness. This article verified that race and ethnicity as status
characteristics severely affect opportunities for insertion into
managerial occupations. Being a woman, an immigrant, and
Black or of other races ostensibly reduces the likelihood of
holding top leadership positions in the United States.

It is imperative to adopt an intersectional approach when
studying the labor market to understand better that gender is
not the only factor that imposes unequal labor relations. This
inequality is complemented by other criteria of social differen-
tiation that act simultaneously on individuals deepening soci-
oeconomic disadvantages. This pervasive inequality forces us
to accept that a racialized social system sustains American
society. As pointed out by the Federal Glass Ceiling Commis-
sion (1995), inequality contradicts the ethical pillar based on
individual value and responsibility, where education, training,
dedication, and effort are the path to achieving a better
standard of living.

Reducing the differences in status and power between men
and women, between races and ethnic groups within organi-
zations must involve the deconstruction of the imaginaries
and expectations about what the other should be in society.
In addition, it is also required the development of awareness
of the predominant racialized social system that operates in
the United States. In this system, racial hierarchies prevail.
Individuals at the top of the hierarchy wield different econom-
ic and political power forms. This clear disadvantage places
them in a pervasive higher position, hardly achievable by oth-
er racial groups. This predominant race also has the power to
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discriminate, segregate and exclude other ethnic-racial
groups, depriving them of the benefits and privileges of their
group (Bonilla-Silva 1997).

Generating academic knowledge regarding professional and
labor disparities allows us to understand how the invisible
barriers affect individuals' working lives, an essential part of
constructing fairer societies.

Finally, it is necessary to promote the design and imple-
mentation of public policies aimed at reducing gender, ethnic
and racial gaps in the labor market in general and, in particu-
lar, in the highest leadership occupations. Concrete actions
such as gender, and racial and ethnic quotas are aspects that
would help break the glass ceiling.

Bibliography

ACKER JOAN, 2006, “Inequality Regimes: Gender, Class, and Race in
Organizations”, Gender & Society 20(4), pp. 441-464.

, 2009, “From glass ceiling to inequality re-
gimes”, Sociologie du travail, 51(2), pp. 199-217.
ACS, 2019, “Subject Definitions”, American Community Survey and
Puerto Rico Community Survey 2019. Accessed December 12, 2020.
https:/ /www.census.gov/programssurveys/acs
AguT SonNiA AND PILAR MARTIN HERNANDEZ, 2007, “Factores que
dificultan el acceso de las mujeres a puestos de responsabilidad: una
revision teorica”, Apuntes de Psicologia, 25(2), pp. 201-214.
ANKER RICHARD, 1997, “La segregacion profesional entre hombres y
mujeres. Repaso de las teorias”, Revista Internacional del Trabajo
116(3), pp. 343-370.
BArTOL K.M., MARTIN D.C. AND KrROMKOWSKI J.A., 2003, “Leadership
and the glass ceiling: gender and ethnic group influences on leader
behaviors at middle and executive managerial Levels”, Journal of
Leadership & Organizational Studies 9(3), pp. 8-20.
BENNETT JESSE, 2020, “The share of immigrant workers in high-skill
jobs is rising in the U.S.”
https:/ /www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/02 /24 /the-share-of-
immigrant-workers-in-high-skill-jobs-is-rising-in-the-u-s/
BERGER J., ROSENHOLTZ S.J. AND ZELDITCH M. JRr., 1980, “Status organ-
izing processes”, Technical Report, 77, Stanford University.
Consultado septiembre 10, 2021.

403



Gender, Race, and Ethnicity

https://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/bitstream/handle/1969.1/15480
9/%2377%20Status%200rganizing%20Processes.pdf?’sequence=18&i
sAllowed=y

BrocH K.R., TAYLOR T., CHURCH J ET AL., 2021, “An Intersectional Ap-
proach to the Glass Ceiling: Gender, Race, and Share of Middle and
Senior Management in U.S. Workplaces”, Sex Roles, 84, pp. 312-325.
Accessed September 16th, 2021.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01168-4

BoNILLA-SILVA EDUARDO, 1997, “Rethinking Racism: Toward a Struc-
tural Interpretation”, American Sociological Review 62(3), pp. 465-80.
BRATSBERG BERNT, JAMES F. RAGAN, JR., ZAFAR M. NasIir, 2002, “The
Effect of Naturalization on Wage Growth: A Panel Study of Young
Male Immigrants”, Journal of Labor Economics 20(3), pp. 568-597.
BROWNE IRENE, AND JOYA MISRA, 2005, “Labor-market Inequality: In-
tersections of Gender, Race, and Class”, in The Blackwell Companion
to Social Inequalities, Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

BROWNE IRENE Y JovAa Misra, 2003, “The intersection of gender and
race in the labor market”, Annu. Rev. Sociol., 29, pp. 487-513.
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, “Unemploy-
ment rate falls to 6.9 percent in October 2020”, The Economics Daily,
November 12th, 2020. Accessed May 10th, 2021.
https:/ /www.bls.gov/opub/ted /2020 /unemployment-rate-falls-to-6-
point-9-percent-in-october-2020.htm

CATALYST, 2022, “Women in Management Quit take”.

https:/ /www.catalyst.org/research /women-in-management/

CoLLiNs PATrICIA HiLL, 2015, “Intersectionality’'s Definitional Dilem-
mas”, Annual Review of Sociology, 41, pp. 1-20. Accessed August
16th, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112142
CrENsHAW K., 1989, “Demarginalizing the intersection of race and
sex: A Black feminist critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist
theory, and antiracist politics”, University of Chicago Legal Forum,
140, pp. 139-167.

CoTTER D. A., HERMSEN J. M., OvAaDIA S., & VANNEMAN R., 2001, “The
glass ceiling effect”, Social Forces, 80, pp. 655-682.

DaAvis ANGELA, 2016, Mujeres, raza y clase, Espafia: Akal.

Davis DEANNA R. AND CECILIA MALDONADO, 2015, “Shattering the Glass
Ceiling: The Leadership Development of African American Women in
Higher Education.” Advancing Women in Leadership, 35, pp. 48-64.
Accessed September 16th, 2021.

http:/ /advancingwomen.com/awl/awl_wordpress/.

EaGLy AH AND MLADINIC A., 1989, “Gender stereotypes and attitudes
toward women and men”, Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull, 15, pp. 543-58.
FARLEY R., & ALBA R., 2002, “The new second generation in the United
States.” International migration review, 36(3), pp. 669-701.

404



Maritza Caicedo

FEDERAL GLASS CEILING COMMISSION, “Good For Business: Making Full
Use of The Nation’s Human Capital Washington, D.C.”, Accessed Au-
gust 8th, 2021.

https://ecommons.cornell.edu/bitstream/handle/ 1813 /79348 /Glas
sCeilingFactFindingEnvironmen-
talScan.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y.

FEIMSTER CRYSTAL N., 2012, “The Impact of Racial and Sexual Politics
on Women’s History”, The Journal of American History, 99, 3, 822-
26. http:/ /www.jstor.org/stable/44308393.

GONZALEZ ESTEBAN, ELAD Z1v, NATASHA COYLE, SCARLETT LIN GOMEZ, HUA
TANG ANDREW KARTER, MOUNTAIN JOANNA, PEREZ-STABLE ELISEO, SHEP-
PARD DEAN AND RiscH NEIL, 2003, “The Importance of Race and Ethnic
Background in Biomedical Research and Clinical Practice.” N Engl J
Med 348(12), pp. 1170-1175, Accessed January 6th, 2021.
WWW.nejm.or.

GORDON MILTON M., 1964, Assimilation in American life, the role of
race, religion and national origins, New York: Oxford University Press.
HERING MAX, 2007, “Raza: variables histéricas”, Revista de Estudios
Sociales, (26), pp. 16-27.

HippLE STEVEN F., AND HAMMOND LAUREL A., 2016, “Self-employment in
The United States. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics”. Accessed Sep-
tember 16th, 2021.
https://ecommons.cornell.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handle/ 1813 /7942
6/BLS_Self Employment_in_the US.pdf?sequence=1.

HymMowiTz CAROL AND SCHELLHARDT TIMOTHY D., 1986, “The Glass Ceil-
ing: Why Women Can't Seem to Break the Invisible Barrier That
Blocks Them from the Top Jobs”, The Wall Street Journal, March 24,
1986: 1.

IPUMS: ACS, Steven Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Sophia Foster, Ronald
Goeken, Jose Pacas, Megan Schouweiler, and Matthew Sobek.
IPUMS USA: Version 11.0 [dataset]. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2021.
Accessed September 23d, 2021.

https://doi.org/10.18128 /D010.V11.0

JACKSON JERLANDO F. L. AND O’CALLAGHAN ELIZABETH M., 2009, “What
Do We Know About Glass Ceiling Effects? A Taxonomy and Critical
Review to Inform Higher Education Research”, Springer Science Busi-
ness Media, 50, pp. 460-482.

JAacksoN J.F.L. AND O’CALLAGHAN E.M., 2011, “Understanding em-
ployment disparities using glass ceiling effects criteria: An examina-
tion of race/ethnicity and senior-level position attainment across the
academic workforce”, Journal of the Professoriate, 5(2), pp. 67-99.
LANDAU JACQUELINE, 1995, “The relationship of race and gender to
managers' ratings of promotion potential”, Journal of organizational
behavior, 16(4), pp. 391-400.

405



Gender, Race, and Ethnicity

LE ANH T. AND MILLER PAUL W., 2010, “Glass ceiling and double disad-
vantage effects: women in the US labor market”, Applied Economics,
42, pp. 603-613.

Lueprow L.B., GAROVICH-SzABO L. AND Lueprow, M.B., 2001, “Social
change and the persistence of sex typing: 1974-1997”, Social Forces,
80(1), pp. 1-32.

Mintz BETH & DaNIEL H. KrRymMKOwski, 2010, “The Intersection of
Race/Ethnicity  and Gender in Occupational Segrega-
tion”, International Journal of Sociology, 40:4, pp. 31-58,

DOI: 10.2753/1JS0020-7659400402

OBOLER S., 2006, “Redefining Citizenship as a Lived Experience”, in
Latinos and Citizenship: The Dilemma of Belonging, New York: Pal-
grave Macmillian.

Oaxaca RONALD, 1973, “Male-female wage differentials in urban labor
markets”, International Economic Review, 14(3), pp. 693-709.

OAXACA RONALD Y MICHAEL RANsSOM, 1994, “On discrimination and the
decomposition of wage differentials”, Journal of Econometrics, 61, pp.
5-21.

PIERRE JEMIMA, 2004, “Black Immigrants in the United States and the
‘Cultural Narratives of Ethnicity”, Identities: Global Studies in Culture
and Power, 11, pp. 141-170.

PortES, A. & RumBAUT, R. G, 2001, Legacies: The story of the immi-
grant second generation, Univ of California Press.

PRICE-GLYNN KiM AND CARTER RakoOvski, 2012, “Who rides the glass es-
calator? Gender, race, and nationality in the national nursing assis-
tant study”, Work, employment and society, 26(5), pp. 699-715.
ProOUDFORD K. L. AND NKOMO S., 2006, “Race and Ethnicity in Organi-
zations”, in A. M. Konrad, P. Prasad, & J. K. Pringle (Eds.), Handbook
of workplace diversity, Sage Publications, Inc.

PURCELL DAvID, KELLY RHEA MACARTHUR, AND SARAH SAMBLANET, 2010,
“Gender and the Glass Ceiling at Work”, Sociology Compass, 4(9), pp.
705-717.

REIMERS CORDELIA W., 1983, “Labor market discrimination against
Hispanic and Black Men.” Review of Economics and Statistics, 65(4),
pp. 570-579.

RESKIN, BARBARA F., 2000, “The proximate causes of employment dis-
crimination”, Contemporary Sociology, 29(2), pp. 319-328.

ROSENBLUM ALEXIS, WILLIAM DARITY JR., ANGEL L. HARRIS, TOD G. HAMIL-
TON, 2016, “Looking through the Shades: The Effect of Skin Color on
Earnings by Region of Birth and Race for Immigrants to the United
States”, Sociology of Race and Ethnicity, 2(1), pp. 87-105.

RoyaL CHARMINE AND DUSTON GEORGIA, 2004, “Changing the paradigm
from ‘race” to human genome variation”, Nature Genetics Supple-
ment, 36(11), s5-s7.

406



Maritza Caicedo

SAENZ ROGELIO AND KAREN MANGES DouGLAs, 2015, “A Call for the Ra-
cialization of Immigration Studies: On the Transition of Ethnic Immi-
grants to Racialized Immigrants”, Sociology of Race and Ethnicity,
1(1), pp. 166-180.

ScHILLER Naowmi, 2000, “A short history of Black feminist scholars”,
The Journal of Blacks in Higher Education, 29, pp. 119-125.

TEsFAI REBECCA AND KEVIN J. A. THoMAS, 2020, “Dimensions of Ine-
quality: Black Immigrants’ Occupational Segregation in the United
States”, Sociology of Race and Ethnicity, pp. 1-21.

WADE PETER, 2014, “Raza, ciencia, sociedad”, Interdisciplina, 2(4), pp.
35-62.

WEYER BIRGIT, 2007, “Twenty years later: explaining the persistence
of the glass ceiling for women leaders”, Women in Management Re-
view, 22(6), pp. 482-496.

407



Gender, Race, and Ethnicity

Abstract

GENDER, RACE AND ETHNICITY: LATIN AMERICAN AND CARIB-
BEAN IMMIGRANTS AND THE GLASS CEILING IN THE UNITED
STATES. AN INTERSECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Keywords: Glass ceiling, Gender, Race, Ethnicity, Intersectionality,
Labor market.

In this article I analyze the insertion of Latin American Non-
Hispanic Whites and African Americans and immigrant men and
women in managerial occupations in the United States and establish
the extent to which the intersectionality of gender, race, and ethnici-
ty can explain the unequal participation of workers in these occupa-
tions. In the analysis I make use of data from the American Com-
munity Survey (ACS 2019), from which I conduct descriptive anal-
yses and fit econometric models. The results confirm that the lower
participation of African Americans and immigrants from Latin Ameri-
ca and the Caribbean in managerial occupations is in many cases
due to their lower human capital, but also to the effect generated by
the intersection of the social constructs of gender, race and ethnicity.
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