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In this study I examine the effects of two organizational mechanisms on the race
gap in promotions and authority attainment. Previous work in the area has treated
promotions as a means to obtaining authority invested positions, while the present
research examines promotions and authority simultaneously, and as conceptually distinct.
This research also examines the effects of both social closure and homosocial
reproduction on promotions and authority, something previous research has failed to
accomplish. Using the North Carolina Employment and Health Survey (NCEHS), I
examine the effect that social closure through training time may have on Black’s relative
chances of having authority, and the influence of homosocial reproduction by linking the
racial composition of jobs with the likelihood of receiving a promotion and having
authority. Results from these analyses indicate that Blacks are more likely to receive
promotions and authority positions in jobs with a higher percentage of Black employees.
The results also indicate that Black employees with increased education also increase
their likelihood of being promoted, and Blacks have less authority in private sector jobs,
both conclusions showing support for the particularistic mobility thesis. This analysis
provides empirical support for homosocial reproduction.
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INTRODUCTION
Promotions to positions of authority are signs of upward mobility and
organizational achievement. Traditionally African Americans have not obtained
promotions to positions of authority at rates comparable to their White counterparts.
African Americans employees are more likely to experience close supervision, have less
complex tasks, have less managerial authority, and have less supervisory responsibility
(Baldi & McBrier, 1997; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a) than white employees. While some
researchers argue that the income gap significantly narrowed between Blacks and Whites
at least through the late 1970s (Wilson, 1978), others argue that inequalities in the
workplace persist (Baldi & McBrier, 1997; Cancio et. al., 1996; Hughes & Thomas,
1998; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a). The persisting difference in earnings between Blacks
and Whites, professionals and non-professionals supports the notion that Blacks and
Whites do not have the same opportunities inside the labor force (Cancio, Evans, &
Maume, 1996; Kaufman, 1983; Thomas 1995; Thomas, Herring, & Horton, 1994).
Previous research has focused on human capital explanations for the race gap in
promotions and authority, but has been less explicit when it has come to exploring the
actual internal labor market mechanisms that contribute to race differences in promotion.
In this paper I focus on two mechanisms internal to organizations that may be important
sources of the race gap in promotions and attainment of authority invested positions.
I explore Tomaskovic-Devey’s (1993a) theory of social closure and Kanter’s
(1977) homosocial reproduction theory to explain the race gap in promotions and
positions of authority. Weber (1968) originally proposed that social relationships may be
closed in order to monopolize economic and social opportunities or resources. This
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monopolization of resources is strong when groups are formed by people with shared
qualities or similar status attributes. Kanter’s (1977) theory of homosocial reproduction
explains the exclusion of minorities (including women) from higher level positions as a
result of the dominant group promoting people who are most like them. Homosocial
reproduction theory does not explain this exclusion as a monopolization of resources;
instead it is seen as an unintended consequence of increasing trust and communication
among socially similar folks, while reducing uncertainty within an organization.
I examine the effect that social closure through training time may have on African
American’s relative chances of attaining an authority invested position within an
organization. I also examine the influence of homosocial reproduction by linking the
racial composition of the current job with the probability of receiving a promotion and
the likelihood of having an authority invested position.
The present research most directly builds upon previous research by Baldi and
McBrier (1997), who advance the argument that the determinants for promotion differ for
White and Black employees. After controlling for levels of education and work
experience, Baldi and McBrier (1997) find that Blacks are significantly less likely to be
promoted than White workers. They find that firms with a high population of minority
workers are less likely to promote Blacks. The lack of promotions in a firm with a high
minority population could indicate some type of group threat process happening, in
which Whites will protect the valued resources associated with promotions and authority
for the few Whites in the firm. Although Baldi and McBrier (1997) also propose that
there may be a sponsorship model of promotion for Whites and that Blacks may be
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promoted by more formal criteria than Whites, they do not address social closure or
homosocial reproduction processes that could account for their results.
This paper argues also that past literature may have erred in their examination of
promotions because they have failed to observe promotions and authority simultaneously.
Baldi and McBrier (1997) found that Black employees were promoted less often than
Whites in two instances; as the minority presence in the firm increased or in firms with an
internal labor market. I argue that it is not only important to examine the likelihood of
being promoted, but also the likelihood of having access to a position of authority.
According to Wright et al. (1995), “job authority is one of the central ways in which the
financial rewards of work are allocated.” The study of job authority is essential to the
sociological study of earnings inequality (Halaby & Weakliem, 1993). Workplace
authority is as highly coveted a resource as promotions. Wilson (1997) argues that job
authority’s effects are not workplace specific; they can be intergenerational. I develop a
theoretical argument around two organizational mechanisms that may result in negative
outcomes in relative authority attainment for Blacks in the workplace. By building on
Kanter’s concept of homosocial reproduction and Weber’s theory of social closure I
argue that Blacks may not have the same path to promotions and authority as Whites.
I begin this research with a review of relevant theoretical and empirical literature
on workplace inequality, with a particular focus on social closure and homosocial
reproduction mechanisms. Following the literature review I explain the data and methods
used. I will conclude with a discussion of the results.
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CONCEPTULIZING PROMOTION
I conceptualize promotion as the process whereby an employee experiences
upward mobility either in income, title, or supervisory duties. There has not been a
consensus on the topic of promotions in previous studies. The main issue that is debated
is promotion criteria, specifically in bureaucratic organizations (Halaby, 1978). Weber
(1964) stated, “There is a system of promotion according to seniority, or to achievement
or both. Promotion is dependent on the judgment of superiors.” My working definition
of promotion is; the act of being raised in position or rank dependent on the judgment of
one’s superior.
Kluegel (1978) argues that the vagueness of criteria for promotion makes
promotions susceptible to subtle manipulation for discriminatory purposes. Similarly
Baldi and McBrier (1997) note that promotion decisions are less open to scrutiny than
hiring decisions thus making them more subjective. It is the subjectivity of the
promotion process that could lead to discrimination in promotions. Mueller et. al. (1989)
suggests that the fact that promotions are subject to “particularistic manipulation” could
make race a basis for such decisions. Greenhaus et. al. (1990) term discrimination in the
promotion process as “treatment discrimination”, and this occurs when the “subgroup
members receive fewer rewards, resources, or opportunities on the job than they
legitimately deserve on the basis of job-related criteria. According to Halaby (1978),
promotion criteria may be fixed and objective or discretionary and subjective. This fixed
or objective criterion relies on the notion of an employee having the correct amount of
firm specific human capital as measured by examinations or seniority. The discretionary
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or subjective mode of promotion is based on evaluations or the manager’s judgment and
perception of the employee (Halaby, 1978). Ospina (1996) observes that employees at a
large public organization noted that a major barrier to promotion was the persistent use of
favoritism by managers. Promotions may also be the most common way for employees
to obtain positions of authority and increase their earnings. Discrimination in promotions
will affect the relative chances of occupying a position of authority (Wright et. al, 1995)
and levels of personal income (Thomas, 1993; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a).
The likelihood of receiving a promotion tells us something about within firm
interactions and processes. If promotions are typically given on a subjective basis as
previous literature has theorized, then examining promotions could tell us something
about the interactions between employees and managers and the networks formed within
the firm. If, as Kanter (1977) states, managers “sponsor” and form ties with employees
most like themselves, then the probability of a member of the out-group forming one of
these ties is likely to be smaller than if they shared characteristics with managers making
the promotion decisions. Members of the in-group are promoted on subjective criteria
due to informal ties and interactions with managers, while members of the out-group are
promoted more on objective, observable criteria (Mueller, Tanaka, & Parcel, 1989).
Wilson (1997) advances the particularistic mobility thesis, which posits that employers
make recruitment and promotion decisions based on personal characteristics “that are
vaguely defined and difficult to measure directly” such as a recruit’s personality. This
practice reinforces existing patterns of racial exclusion. Baldi and McBrier (1997) argue
that Blacks receive promotions based on human capital characteristics, but there is a
failure to examine the types of promotions Blacks are often rewarded. Authority
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positions are the most valued within the organization because of the rewards attached to
them.
CONCEPTULIZING AUTHORITY
Writing about the gender gap in workplace authority, Wright et.al. (1995) identify
three ways in which authority is relevant to the analysis of workplace inequality and
organizational structures. First authority is seen as a valuable attribute of the job; second
it is one of the ways in which the financial rewards of work are allocated; and finally
because workplace authority is associated with “real power”, the inequalities in the
allocation of positions of authority may represent a key mechanism that allows for the
persistence of inequalities within the workplace (Wright, Baxter, & Birkelund, 1995).
According to Smith (2002) there are two major classifications of authority that
have dominated the sociological literature; “control over organizational resources and
control over human resources” (Smith, 2002). Under the umbrella of these two types of
authority, several types of organizational authority emerge: ownership (control over the
means of production), sanctioning authority or span of responsibility (ability to influence
the pay or promotions of others), span of control (number of people under direct
supervision), decision-making or managerial authority (control over products, services,
budgets, or purchases), hierarchical authority position (formal location within the
structure of organizational hierarchies), and supervisory authority (whether an individual
supervises anyone on the job) (Smith, 2002).
Similar to Smith, Wright et. al. (1978) conceptualizes three types of authority,
sanctioning authority, decision-making authority, and formal position in the authority
hierarchy. Sanctioning authority is the “ability to impose positive or negative sanctions
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on subordinates…decision-making authority is direct participation in policymaking
decisions within an organization”. Having a formal position in the authority hierarchy
would be occupying a position where the authoritative figure had authority over other
authoritative figures.
Tomaskovic-Devey (1993a) conceptualizes two types of authority: managerial
and supervisory. Managerial authority is “the ability to make decisions to change the
organization’s products or services or about the firm’s budgets or major purchases”,
while supervisory responsibility is “the degree to which a worker has direct control over
other workers’ labor”. Here Tomaskovic-Devey (1993a) makes an important distinction
in two types of authority, one is control over the firm’s resources, and the second control
of other’s labor. This is a significant point in that one can be granted control over other’s
labor such as a shift leader or foreman in a mill, but that type of authority may not yield
the same benefits that one with managerial authority has.
Although there are various definitions of authority, the consistent question in the
literature is not what type of authority the group holds, but rather does the group hold any
authority at all? McGuire and Reskin (1993) found that being Black contributed to the
gap in authority for men and women (see also Kluegel, 1978; Mueller, Parcel, and
Tanaka, 1989; Smith, 2002). The reasons for this gap in authority vary, and are not fully
explained by race differences in human capital investments, parent’s socioeconomic
status, or Blacks location within the labor market (Kluegel, 1978; Mueller et al., 1989;
McGuire & Reskin, 1993; Smith, 1997; Wilson, 1997). This leads me to my first set of
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1 – Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted and are similarly less
likely to receive authority.

7

Hypothesis 2 – Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted and are similarly less
likely to receive authority even after controlling for human capital.
A key limitation in existing research has been the failure to distinguish between
promotion and authority. In testing hypotheses one and two I examine promotion and
authority performing separate analyses. I use separate analysis because one can be
promoted without receiving authority, and an individual can exercise authority without
being promoted. Smith (2002) fails to make this distinction, as do Baldi and McBrier
(1997). Wilson (1997) also overlooks the distinction between promotion and authority,
choosing instead to conceptualize promotions as a means to the end which is authority.
Using data from the North Carolina Employment and Health Survey (see TomaskovicDevey, 1993a). Table 1 highlights this distinction. As observed in table 1, 21.43 and
25.69 percent of Blacks and Whites respectively, enjoyed some authority but had not
received a promotion, while 5 percent of Blacks and 6.46 percent of Whites received a
promotion, but exercised no authority. The majority of Black and White respondents
with authority never received a promotion. Also observed in table 1 is the number of
respondents who did receive a promotion to a position of authority, 5 percent of Blacks
and 12.15 percent of Whites, which suggests that a higher percentage of Whites are
promoted to positions of authority compared to Blacks. These figures also suggest that
promotions and authority are not the same thing.

---Table 1. About Here---

SOCIAL CLOSURE PROCESSES
Social closure theory argues that a closed social relationship will be formed in
order to monopolize advantages to the members of a particular group, reserving access
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and competition for those resources to any member of the in-group (Weber, 1968).
According to Weber (1968), “This monopolization is directed against competitors who
share some positive or negative characteristics; its purpose is always the closure of social
and economic opportunities to outsiders.” Following Weber (1968), Parkin (1979)
argues that social closure refers to “the process by which social collectivities seek to
maximize rewards by restricting access to resources and opportunities to a limited circle
of eligibles.” Tomaskovic-Devey (1993b) expands on the previous theoretical arguments
by suggesting that “status groups create and preserve their identity and advantages by
reserving certain opportunities for members of the group”. Ospina (1996) views social
closure as a product of the existence of social inequality, while simultaneously promoting
further inequality. Following the theoretical logic, the out-group will be excluded from
the resources monopolized by the in-group, and these resources are monopolized for the
preservation of the in-group and the status that accompanies membership to that group.
Social closure arguments are essentially about the practices that produce and preserve
advantages (Ospina, 1996; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993b). In the case of firm internal labor
markets the resources monopolized are the positions valued most by the members of a
given society, namely positions that hold some type of authority within the workplace.
Social closure processes are the ways in which the dominant group protects their
group privilege and status by linking access to jobs, specifically high reward jobs or other
scarce resources, to group characteristics (Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a). Social
background, educational credentials, socioeconomic background, race, and gender are all
group characteristics used for either exclusion or inclusion into a particular job. The
discrimination practiced by members of the in-group is not merely a matter of prejudice,
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but a way of preserving the advantages of being a member of the in-group. TomaskovicDevey (1993a) argues that a clear advantage of social closure theory over other accounts
of discrimination is the fact that, “[social closure theory] points out clearly that historical
and contemporary patterns of exclusion involve not only discrimination or market
mechanisms of job allocation but also privilege”.
Superordinate group members have a vested interest in maintaining their
authoritative positions; they retain these positions by excluding candidates who differ
from their racial or gender identity (Smith, 2002). Some argue that this exclusion may be
an unconscious act or a result of the demography of the organization (Baldi & McBrier,
1997; Elliott & Smith, 2001). Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002) put it more bluntly
in stating that social closure processes are about more powerful actors monopolizing
desirable jobs by excluding subordinate groups. Because these processes are typically
unobservable, in reference to the social closure theory, it may not matter whether they are
a mix of conscious or unconscious processes. Within the framework of social closure
processes, the human capital model might be most relevant at the outset of a career before
access to promotions or authority became objects of social closure. According to social
closure theorists, even later in the career given equivalent human capital, Blacks will less
often attain promotions or positions of authority, because the dominant group
monopolizes these positions for other members of the dominant group.
Social closure theory is not as cut and dry as it may sound. Weber (1968; see also
Parkin, 1979) in his original conception of social closure conceptualized two subprocesses, one is the most common form of social closure where the dominant social
group excludes the subordinate groups from desirable resources; the other process has
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been largely ignored within the literature and it states that the subordinate group practices
usurpation which is a collective response to exclusion practiced by the dominant group
(Elliott & Smith, 2001). Elliott and Smith (2001) contend that pressures from the
“bottom-up” works against the “top-down” forces in minority authority attainment. In
other words, what we begin to see is another constraint put on minority mobility within
the organization. This manifests itself in the following ways: the more minorities are
employed in an organization the more likely they are to have a minority supervisor.
Since many of the minorities are employed toward the bottom of the corporation, the
supervisor will also be at the bottom of the organizational hierarchy. Elliott and Smith
(2001) concluded that minorities are at least seven times more likely to hold positions of
authority over other minorities, and their results show that this type of relationship
reduces perceptions of racial discrimination among subordinates and racial tension in the
firm, while increasing organizational harmony and commitment among the subordinates.
The “top-down” aspect of social closure does not manifest itself until the minority moves
up the hierarchy within the organization. I conclude from the research of Elliott and
Smith (2001) that there are forces acting from the bottom that keep minorities at the
bottom of the authority hierarchy, but allowing limited authority over other minorities.
Collins (1997) observes this same trend arguing that when Blacks achieve authority it is
usually over other Blacks and with little room for further advancement. McGuire and
Reskin (1993) noticed the same phenomenon, concluding that Black managers had been
relegated into staff positions that lack opportunities for advancement and serve Black
customers and employees. Fernandez (1975) argues that Blacks are likely given
authority positions over other minorities because of the commonly held notion that
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Whites will not accept Black supervisors. Research has consistently shown that when
Blacks received promotions to positions of authority, these are usually positions with
authority over other Blacks (Collins, 1997; Elliott & Smith, 2001; Kluegel, 1978; Smith,
2002). The question one must ask is whether the authority at the bottom is real authority
or perceived authority? Real authority would give the employee control over company
resources such as finances, the ability to make company decisions, or the ability to hire
and fire other employees. Perceived authority may give the employee limited supervision
over a select group of employees with no direct control over company finances or no
ability to make decisions about the company. Perceived authority may not allow the
employee to make decisions in the matter of hiring and firing subordinates.
Looking back at the different types of authority, being promoted to oversee one’s
own ethnic group at the bottom of the organizational hierarchy is the lowest form of
supervisory authority, particularly when it comes with limited power (Smith, 2001).
From an organizational standpoint and the dominant group standpoint, it is a win-win
situation. The dominant group avoids directly supervising the subordinate group, by
placing a member of the subordinate group into a position of authority, and avoids direct
competition for the most powerful positions.
One can infer theoretically what may be taking place within organizations, but
there is not substantial direct evidence in past research. Social closure processes require
that the dominant group have power over the selection process in which new workers are
hired and trained. Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002), argue that one could use onthe-job-training as an observable mechanism to measure the potential for social closure in
a given organization. The logic is that if social closure processes do exist, in-groups
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(who currently control job knowledge) could use long periods of on-the-job-training to
exclude out-groups members. The length of on-the-job-training also impacts the amount
of firm specific human capital one obtains. Typically jobs that require more skill may
also require longer periods of training, and these jobs may also be more highly rewarded
(Tomaskovic-Devey & Skaggs, 2002). Conversely, jobs that require little skill or routine
jobs may require less training time and may be rewarded substantially less. Previous
research concludes that Black employees hold jobs with less task complexity, less
supervisory responsibility, and less managerial authority (Kaufman, 1986; Mueller,
Parcel, & Tanaka, 1989; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a). On-the-job training is not only a
way of controlling the amount of firm specific human capital the employee acquires, but
also is a way of excluding members of the out-group from desirable positions including
those positions with authority. Social closure processes ensure the superordinate group’s
further monopolization of the valued resources of the firm, specifically positions with
authority. The monopolization of access to authority invested jobs through on-the-job
training may allow the dominate group to select in-group members for promotion to
authority invested positions. This leads me to my next set of hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3a – When Whites hold positions of authority they will be in jobs with a
higher percentage of White employees.
Hypothesis 3b – When Blacks hold positions of authority they will be in jobs with a
higher percentage of Black employees.
Hypothesis 4 – When Blacks receive authority positions, they tend to be positions with
less training time than Whites in comparable authority positions.

HOMOSOCIAL REPRODUCTION
According to Kanter (1977), there are many screening mechanisms that are used
to find people who look like and will be socially accepted by the people at the top of the
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biggest corporations. The jobs at the top are the “best” jobs within the organization, and
as social closure theory would have us believe, these are the jobs that the dominate group
monopolizes. The managers close to the top not only hold the most authority, but also
reap the most rewards. Managers in the top positions must deal with uncertainty of
managerial tasks, rely heavily on communication flows, and cope with the difficulty of
evaluating managerial roles (Kanter 1977; Ospina, 1996). Given these circumstances
there must be a great deal of trust among the members of the firm that occupy the top
positions. Kanter (1977) finds that managers who hold authority at the top most often
look to candidates that most resemble themselves when filling the top positions because
of issues of trust and uncertainty. This practice of finding employees who are like
existing employees at the top is homosocial reproduction (Kanter, 1977). This process is
explained by Kanter (1977):
“Managers tend to carefully guard power and privilege for those who fit in, for
those they see as ‘their kind.’ The structure sets in motion forces leading to the
replication of managers as the same kind of social individual. And the men who
manage reproduce themselves in kind.”

Homosocial reproduction theory is not a far departure from social closure theory.
Managers at the top are reserving positions for those employees who are socially similar
(i.e. socioeconomic background, educational institutions, social activities) to themselves,
in other words they are reproducing themselves at the very top of the organization. The
racial composition of a job can be a predictor of some homosocial reproduction process
occurring within the firm. As mangers tend to reproduce themselves, they will use
human capital and social selection mechanisms to “weed out” those that do not replicate
their images of themselves. At the entry level if the majority of the employees are White
males then the logic would be that the majority of those in positions of power would be
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White males also. Those at the top of organizations, sponsor those that they think are
most like themselves. This implies that there exists some type of “sponsorship” model
for advancement within the organization for White males, while Blacks and women have
to rely on advancement through a “contest” model (Turner, 1974; Wilson, 1997; Wilson
et al., 1999). This sponsorship model also suggests that there is an informal system of
promotion through homosocial mentoring for White males; conversely for Blacks and
women the contest model implies a system in which one advances only through formal
qualifications without the mentoring networks of the sponsorship model (Baldi and
McBrier, 1997). Firm tenure could be a way of observing this process empirically. If
Blacks are promoted through a more formal route than Whites, then Blacks should have
higher firm specific tenure previous to being promoted. Wilson (1997) found that “time
with present employer” was a human capital characteristic only significant for Blacks in
attaining authority (see also Wilson, et al. 1999). Firm tenure could be a major
determinant in access to authority and promotions for Blacks because employers may feel
that the employee has shown “loyalty” and this display of loyalty has been found to be
more important for Blacks than Whites in career advancement.
According to Ospina (1996), social similarity acts as a mechanism of exclusion or
inclusion in circles of power and privilege. This manifests itself not only in
organizations, but also in society at large. People tend to exclude those in the out-group
and include those within the in-group (Ospina, 1996). Similar to this line of thought,
Kanter (1977) suggests that individuals tend to develop significantly better relationships characterized by greater trust, loyalty, and information exchange – with in-group
members than out-group members (see also Brewer & Kramer, 1985). Here we begin to
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see a direct relationship between homosocial reproduction and social closure.
Homosocial reproduction is not the intentional monopolization of jobs or resources, it is
seen as an unconscious result of in-group behavior, while social closure is generally
conceptualized as a more active discrimination by the dominate group to preserve
privilege and keep the subordinate group from obtaining highly valued jobs. We can also
begin to see how both of these processes could manifest themselves fairly easily within
organizations.
Kanter’s (1977) theory of homosocial reproduction has extended the social
closure model of workplace inequality beyond concerns with discrimination to issues of
uncertainty, trust, and organizational control. It links the situational characteristics of
control positions to group composition; and lastly it adds a second causal support to the
conventional social closure model, specifically stating that it is not that those in charge
want to exclude out-group members from good jobs to maintain in-group privilege, but
that those in charge include insiders to facilitate inter-personal relations that are presumed
important for organizational success, such as trust among supervisors and managers
(Elliott & Smith, 2001). This leads me to my last set of hypotheses:
Hypothesis 5a – When Whites are promoted they tend to be in positions with other
Whites.
Hypothesis 5b – When Blacks are promoted they tend to be in positions with other
Blacks.
Hypothesis 6 – Blacks follow a more formal and circumscribed route in attaining job
authority and/or promotions than do Whites.

This review outlines two mechanisms internal to the organization that may
account for the race gap in promotions to authority. Social closure processes identify
direct discriminatory practices used by the in-group to exclude the out-group from valued
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positions, while homosocial reproduction processes highlight indirect discriminatory
practices used by the in-group to reduce uncertainty and enhance trust, but lead to the
preservation valued positions. Researchers have successfully found empirical support for
homosocial reproduction processes in the tendency for race matching of supervisors to
subordinates, while unambiguous support for social closure processes is harder to
observe. Reskin (2002) argues the social closure theory is motive based and so not
observable. I attempt to improve on previous research by improving the measurement of
social closure and homosocial reproduction processes more directly. Following
Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002), I measure social closure indirectly through the
duration of on-the-job training for various levels of employment. On-the-job training
represents the capacity of the current workforce to control access to the job. To observe
homosocial reproduction processes; I focus on the racial composition of the job. As
noted above this theory of homosocial reproduction is based on the fact that mangers
sponsor those employees who are most like them. If Blacks are to make it to the
managerial ranks, presumably it will be because of the acts of managers who are like
them and the same for Whites. On the other hand if Blacks are given access to authority
positions by Whites, it may be the case that the Blacks are just much more qualified than
the White employees available for the position. In the rest of this paper, I test my
argument by using multiple regression interaction models that measure the effects of
human capital, racial composition of the firm, training time, and other firm specific
factors on access to authority and promotions for Blacks and Whites.
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DATA, METHODS, AND MODELS
Data
To examine these hypotheses I use the North Carolina Employment and Health
Survey (NCEHS), which is a random sample survey of employed North Carolinians who
worked at least twenty hours a week and were 18 years of age and older in 1989.
Respondents were asked to provide detailed information about their job, such as title,
amount of training required, size of employing establishment, and the race and gender
composition of their current job. The response rate for this telephone survey was 72%.
These data are representative of the North Carolina labor force (Tomaskovic-Devey,
1993a).
These data were chosen because they ask a series of questions about the
respondent’s specific job, organization, and educational history. I have limited my
analyses to employees (self-employed respondents were excluded) and respondents who
were White or Black. The self-employed are not subject to the selection processes
described by the theories and there are too few respondents of other races to analyze.
After also deleting missing data for the measures of the dependent variable, my final
sample size 790.
Dependent Variables – Promotion and Authority
My dependent variables are authority and promotion. I distinguish between a
promotion, authority, and a promotion to a position of authority. One can be promoted to
a position attached to little or no authority and one can be hired into a job with authority.
The NCHES asked respondents a series of questions about the tasks they perform on a
daily basis in their jobs, and the answers to those questions were transformed into a scale
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of supervisory authority. This is the scale used by Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002)
in their examination of gender earnings inequality and sex segregation in the labor
process. The scale uses the sum of seven variables, with a score of seven representing the
highest degree of authority1. Respondents were asked whether they supervised, whether
they had subordinates who also supervised, whether they assigned tasks, or set the pace
of work as well as questions regarding the financial and decision-making responsibilities
of the respondent. This scale allows me to examine the degree of authority or power the
respondent has in their respective job. Sixty-four percent of the respondents reported that
they had no supervisory authority in their jobs. Thirty-eight percent of Whites reported
having authority, while twenty-six percent of Blacks have authority in their jobs,
resulting in a significant mean difference of 11 percent.
Promotion is the second dependent variable used in this research. The NCHES
asked respondents if their current job was the only job they have had with their current
employer. If respondents answered “no”, they were asked if they current job was a
“promotion” or a “change in duties”. Respondents who answered “yes” to receiving a
promotion were coded as 1, others were coded as 0. Nineteen percent of Whites reported
that they had received a promotion, while nine percent of Blacks reported being
promoted. Descriptive statistics for the key variables used in these analyses are presented
in table 4.

1

Two scales were initially created, one representing managerial authority the other representing
supervisory authority. The managerial authority scale included items on company decision making ability
and financial decision making ability. Results were nearly identical for the supervisory scale and the
managerial scale, thus leading me to include only one scale that includes all items in the analysis.
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Independent Variables
Blacks are coded 1, while Whites are coded 0. Eighty-two percent of the
respondents are White, while 18 percent are Black. Black is an independent variable,
while White is the reference category.
Training time is my primary measure of the opportunity for social closure
processes taking place within the firm. Training time is measured in number of weeks
needed to learn the job.2 The average training time for Whites is 54 weeks, while the
average training time for Blacks is 27 weeks (see table 4). Table 2 reports the percents of
White and Black respondents who received promotions and/or authority by training time.
In looking at the race comparisons we notice of all White respondents 44 percent receive
less than six months of training, while 61.43 percent of Blacks receive less than six
months of training. This trend of training time by race continues as 23.54 percent of
Whites receive over one year of training, while only 11.43 percent of Blacks receive over
a year of training. There are two comparisons that are important to highlight from table
2, the first is the fact that 14.22 percent of Whites who receive between six months and a
year of training are promoted with authority, while only 2.63 percent of Blacks who
receive the same amount of training are promoted with some authority, a difference of
11.59 percent. Second we notice that of all the White respondents who receive over one
year of training 41.83 percent exercise some authority without receiving a promotion,
while only 31.25 percent of Blacks who receive over one year of training exercise
authority without receiving a promotion, a difference of 10.58 percent.
---Table 2. About Here---

2

I also tried the natural logarithm of the total number of weeks trained in the models. Using the log of
training time did not explain the models or the race gap in authority any better.
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Table 3 reports the percents of White and Black respondents who receive
promotions and/or authority by the percentage of Blacks in the job. Again there are two
trends that are important from this table. First, we find that 28.84 percent of Whites who
work in jobs that are less than 10 percent Black exercise authority without having a
promotion, while only 10 percent of Blacks who work in jobs with the same percentage
of Blacks exercise authority without having a promotion. These percentages are reversed
in jobs that are over 50 percent Black, as 14.29 percent of Whites have some authority
with no promotion compared to 18.18 percent of Blacks. Second, we notice that 14.89
percent of Whites receive promotions with authority in jobs that are less than 10 percent
Black, while no Blacks in the sample receive such promotions, and in jobs that are over
50 percent Black no Whites receive promotions to positions of authority, while about 5
percent of Blacks receive such promotions. From this table we can come to two
preliminary conclusions, first Blacks and Whites are more likely to have access to
authority without receiving a promotion in jobs that are overwhelmingly homogenous. A
second preliminary conclusion is that Blacks and Whites are more likely to be promoted
to positions of authority in jobs that are homogeneous.
---Table 3. About Here---

I include several traditional human capital characteristics in the analysis as my
control for non-discriminatory processes that lead to authority and promotion. These
include years of formal education, labor force experience, firm tenure, and hours worked
in a given week. Education is measured by the highest year of school completed by the
respondent. Education ranged from 2 years to 18 years, with a mean of 13 years of
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education. Whites have slightly more education than Blacks as the mean for White
education is 13.37 years, while the mean for Black education is 12.67 years.
Pre-firm experience is conceptualized as all the labor force experience the
respondent gained prior to joining their current firm. Pre-firm experience is measured as
the respondents age minus the years of school completed minus 5 minus current firm
tenure. Pre-firm experience ranged from 0 to 59 years with an average of 13 years of
experience. Here again, Whites have more pre-firm experience than Blacks with the
mean for Whites at 13.02 years, and the mean for Black pre-firm experience is 11.12
years. Firm tenure is measured by subtracting the year the respondent began working
with the firm from 1989 (the year the NCHES was conducted). Tenure ranged from 0 to
43 years, with an average tenure of eight years. Whites also have more firm tenure than
Blacks as the mean for White firm tenure is 8.54 years, while the mean for Black firm
tenure is 7.51 years. To allow for declining returns to experience and tenure, I include
the squared values for both variables.
Unemployment spells is measured as the number of times the respondent has been
unemployed for a week or more across their career. Here, we see that there is little
variation between Whites and Blacks in their length of unemployment. The mean
number of times that Whites have report being unemployed for a week or more is 1.48,
while for Blacks the mean is 1.38. It should be noted that Whites are older and have been
in the workforce longer, resulting in longer unemployment spells. Lastly, hours worked
is measured as the number of hours the respondents worked during a normal work week,
on their primary job not counting the time taken off for meals. Whites work slightly
more hours in a week as the mean for Whites is 41.05 hours, and the mean for Blacks is
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39.59 hours. I report the means and standard deviations of all variables for Blacks and
Whites in Table 4.
---Table 4. About Here--Workplace Characteristics
Workplace characteristics may affect the rate of promotion and the rates of entry
into positions of authority (Maume, 1999). I assessed the influence of two workplace
characteristics: type of firm or organization (private profit making, non-profit, or
government) and size of the organization.
I include firm size as a control variable, which has been reported to affect
authority attainment (McGuire & Reskin, 1993; Kluegel, 1978). Although the specific
effect is not particularly relevant for the current research, dual labor market theorists
would argue that resource-rich organizations (i.e. large firms operating in the private
sector) reserve the best positions for White males, using race and sex as methods of
sorting. One would expect that Blacks would be less likely to hold positions of authority
in larger firms. According to Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002), firm size and the
firm’s industry may “capture some organizational-level social closure processes”. In
other words, organizations with high-resources (firms in the private sector) can afford to
employ and promote higher paid White males, thus excluding Blacks and women
(Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993a). The social closure argument proceeds in arguing that the
advantaged jobs are being reserved for White males, while Blacks and women are being
relegated to lower skilled jobs in firms that can afford to so. This argument would be
supported empirically if we find that Blacks are working in firms in the private sector at

23

rates comparable to Whites, but are not being promoted or receiving authority at the same
rates.
The type of firm is dummy coded (0, 1 for private profit making and non-profit)
for the purposes of this analysis, with the government sector serving as the reference
category. Tomaskovic-Devey (1993a) and Wilson (1997) support the particularistic
mobility thesis in that they argue that promotion and authority attainment for Black
employees in the public sector is based more on formal credentials and related
experience, while promotions and authority are given based on more “hard to measure”
criteria in the private sector, thus leaving the door open for greater discrimination and
personal discretion in handing out promotions and authority. Paulin and Mellor (1996)
found that Black workers who were paid on an hourly basis were less likely to be
promoted than White workers who also worked for an hourly wage in private sector
firms. One would expect human capital determinants to be more significant for Blacks in
the private sector than those working in non-profit or government jobs. In this analysis,
the majority of all respondents work in the private sector, 74% of Whites and 71% of
Blacks respectively. I also included gender in the analysis. Females are coded 1, while
males are coded 0. Forty-seven percent of the respondents are male, and 53 percent are
female.
Multivariate Analysis
Two similar sets of models will be explored in this analysis. In the first phase of
the analysis I conduct a logistic regression analysis using a maximum likelihood
estimation procedure to predict the log odds of receiving a promotion. The dependent
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variable is promotion, as measured by, “Is your current job a promotion in terms of rank
or responsibility…?” (1=yes, 0=no).
In the first model, I include the measures for race and sex, which allows us to
estimate the log likelihood of Blacks receiving a promotion as compared to their White
counterparts. This first model may provide support for hypothesis one, which says that
Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted and are similarly less likely to receive
authority. Hypothesis two states that Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted
and are similarly less likely to receive authority even after controlling for human capital.
To test hypothesis two, the second model includes human capital measures level of
education; hours worked in a normal work week; pre-firm experience; firm tenure; and
unemployment spells. Firm sector and size are also included in model two as controls.
The third model includes percent of Black incumbents and the interaction
between Blacks and the percent of Blacks in the jobs to examine if the likelihood of being
promoted is lower in Black jobs. This interaction will allow us to examine any effect the
percent of Blacks in the job may have on Black and White employees. If the likelihood
of being promoted increases for Blacks as the percentage of Blacks increase in the job,
then model three could provide support for hypotheses 5a and 5b. To reiterate,
hypothesis 5a states that when Whites are promoted they tend to be in positions with
other Whites while, hypothesis 5b postulates that when Blacks are promoted they tend to
be in positions with other Blacks.
Models four and five include interaction terms which could provide support for
hypothesis six, which states that Blacks follow a more formal and circumscribed route in
attaining job authority and/or promotions than do Whites. In model four the interaction
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effects between Black and education and Black and firm tenure if significant could
explain that race affects one’s likelihood of promotion partly by raising or reducing the
effects of variables that could be significant in the determination of receiving a
promotion. Specifically, education and firm tenure have traditionally been used to
support the particularistic mobility thesis, which states that Blacks (relative to Whites)
receive promotions and reach positions of authority through “a more deterministic and
formal route” (Wilson, 1997). The interactions in model four may provide support for
hypothesis six, which is a derivative of this particularistic mobility thesis. Similarly,
model five adds the interactions between Black and the private sector and Black and the
non-profit sector. These interactions will allow us to see if organizational sector is
significant in the likelihood of Blacks being promoted.
Training time was not used in the analysis of promotion because of the nature of
time order in the promotion process. Basically, one may be trained before receiving a
promotion, and any additionally training may not be recorded. I performed a separate
analysis using training time as a dependent variable. In that analysis I found that
promotion as an independent variable was statistically insignificant. Similarly, I found
that an interaction between race and promotion was also insignificant. Because of the
time order and statistical insignificance these findings are not reported.
The dependent variable used in the OLS analysis is supervisory authority as
measured with a seven-point summated scale, with seven being the highest degree of
authority. Those respondents with no workplace authority receive a score of “0” on the
scale. In the first model, I include the measures for race and sex, which provide us with
the total race and sex gap in access to authority. Here again in the first model we may
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find support for hypothesis one, which states that Blacks are less likely than Whites to be
promoted and receive authority. The second model includes human capital measures
(level of education, hours worked in a normal work week, pre-firm experience, firm
tenure, and unemployment spells), if race is still significant and negatively associated
with work authority, this particular model could provide support for hypothesis two,
which says that Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted and receive authority
even after controlling for human capital. The third model includes percent of Black
incumbents and the interaction between Black and percent of Black employees in the job.
If authority attainment increases for Blacks as the percentage of Blacks increase in the
job or if authority for Whites decreases as the percent of Blacks in the job increases, then
model three may provide support for hypotheses 3a and 3b. Again, hypothesis 3a states
that when Whites hold positions of authority they will be in firms with a higher
percentage of White employees, while hypothesis 3b which says that when Blacks hold
positions of authority they will be in firms with a higher percentage of Black employees.
The fourth model includes training time, and the interaction of training time with
race as the potential social closure mechanism. Training time, should explain some of the
race gap in access to authority. Model four may provide support for hypothesis four,
which says that when Blacks receive authority positions, they tend to be positions with
less training time than Whites in comparable positions.
Model five adds the interactions between Black and education and Black firm
tenure. As with the logistic analysis, these interactions are added to test hypothesis six
and to find support for the particularistic mobility thesis. In model six the interactions
between Black and the private sector and Black and the non-profit sector are added. Here
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we are looking for any effect organizational sector may have on Blacks’ authority
attainment.
The seventh and final model adds the promotion variable in interaction with race.
The addition of the promotion variable as an independent variable tests to see if authority
is associated with promotions net of the other variables in the model. Promotion in
interaction with race is included to examine whether Blacks and Whites enjoyed the same
authority for promotions.
RESULTS
Analysis of Promotion
Table five reports the results of five logistic regression models using promotion as
the dependent variable. This logistic analysis is similar to the OLS analysis conducted
below. Model one in the table regresses promotion on race and sex. Consistent with
studies of the past, the results in model 1 indicate that Blacks are almost half as likely as
Whites to receive a promotion (odds ratio = .49), while women are less likely than men to
receive a promotion (odds ratio = .89), but the latter result is statistically insignificant.
The findings in this first model are consistent with the findings of Baldi and McBrier
(1997).
Model two regresses promotion on race, human capital characteristics (education,
experience, hours worked in a normal work week, and firm tenure), unemployment
spells, and organizational characteristics (organization size and sector). It should be
noted here that human capital along with unemployment spells and organizational
characteristics are used as controls in this analysis.3 Here again we find results that are

3

Pre-firm experience squared was used in all models, but the results were similar to those reported in the
analysis.
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consistent with past studies in that even after controlling for human capital and
organizational characteristics, Blacks are more than half as likely to be promoted (odds
ratio = .56). A key finding in this second model is that with the addition of human capital
variables and organizational controls the log likelihood of Blacks receiving a promotion
has decreased by .08. This finding provides support for hypothesis two which states that
Blacks are less likely to receive authority even after controlling for human capital. As
shown in table 5 the model chi-square increases from 7.10 in model one to 41.94 in
model two, which is evidence that human capital variables help better explain the model
in general.
Model three adds the percentage of Blacks in the job along with the interaction
between Black and the percentage of Black employees in the job. The results of the
interaction indicate that increased Black presence in the job has a positive effect on the
log likelihood of Blacks receiving a promotion (odds ratio -.017 + .025 = .008). Thus the
increased percentage of Blacks in the job slightly increases the likelihood of Blacks
receiving a promotion. Increased Black presence in a job has a negative effect on Whites
being promoted (odds ratio = -.017). Net of the interaction we also see that the likelihood
of Blacks receiving a promotion has decreased (odds ratio = .25) from model 2 (odds
ratio = .56), indicating that Blacks are about a quarter as likely as Whites to receive a
promotion when they are in a job 100 percent White. This model provides support for
hypothesis 5a and 5b, which state that when Whites are promoted they tend to be in
positions with other Whites and when Blacks are promoted they tend to in positions with
other Blacks. This hypothesis is supported because of the positive effect of the
interaction between Blacks and the percentage of Blacks in the job, and the negative
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coefficient for Whites in Black jobs. Model three provides support for Kanter’s (1977)
theory of homosocial reproduction, wherein managers are more likely to promote those
who are most like them.
In models four and five I test hypothesis 6, which again states that Blacks follow a
more formal and circumscribed route in attaining job authority and/or promotions than do
Whites. This hypothesis tests Wilson’s (1997) particularistic mobility thesis.
Interactions between Black and education and Black and firm tenure are added to model
four. The interaction between Black and education is positive and significant (log odds
.091 + .381 = .472), a result indicating that the more education Blacks attain the more
likely they are to receive a promotion. Thus each year’s increase in education makes
Blacks a little less than half as likely as Whites of receiving a promotion. Although the
interaction between Black and firm tenure is insignificant and negative we still find
preliminary support for hypothesis 6 and the particularistic mobility thesis because of the
significance of education, which would be a formal criteria used for promotion. One
must look at firm sector to find further support for the particularistic mobility thesis.
With the addition of these interactions the likelihood of Blacks receiving a promotion has
decreased (odds ratio = .003) from model three (odds ratio = .25). The key finding here
is that Blacks who have higher amounts of education, are more likely to receive
promotions. Thus education is a significant factor in determining likelihood of being
promoted. Similar to model four, model five adds interactions to further test hypothesis
six, specifically to examine how sector effects Blacks likelihood of being promoted. In
table five we see that Black has become statistically insignificant in this model. The
interesting finding here is that Blacks in the private sector are less likely to receive
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promotions than Whites (log odds -1.287 + .556 = -.731). Even after controlling for
human capital Blacks are much less likely to be promoted than Whites, indicating that
factors other than human capital may contribute to the likelihood of Blacks being
promoted. The findings in model five provide further support for the particularistic
mobility thesis in that Blacks are less likely to receive promotions in the private sector.
A sixth model was run adding the interactions between Black and education and Black
and private sector. In this model the interaction between Black and private sector was
found to be statistically insignificant, but the interaction between Black and education
remained positive and significant (log odds = .444), findings that are consistent with
model four. The findings in this model further support hypothesis six and the
particularistic mobility thesis. The interaction between Black and non-profit sector was
found to be statistically insignificant.
Training time was run as a dependent variable because of issues of time order. As
an independent variable, although positive, promotion was statistically insignificant in the
training time models. Training time, when used as an independent variable predicting
promotions was also found to be statistically insignificant. Thus the exclusion of training
time from promotion models does not influence estimates.
---Table 5. About Here--Analysis of Authority
The unstandardized coefficients from the OLS regression models are presented in
table six. In the first model, as expected we see that Blacks have less authority (b = -.62)
in the workplace than White respondents. Women are also found to have less authority
than men. Here we see further support for hypothesis one, which states that Blacks are
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less likely than Whites to receive authority. In model two the race gap in authority (b = .32) has been significantly reduced by 50 percent after controlling for human capital and
organizational characteristics. Human capital differences are found to explain about half
of the race gap in authority. A key finding from this second model is that pre-firm
experience is not a statistically significant source of authority. Because of a possible
curvilinear relationship I squared the pre-firm experience variable. After squaring the
term the coefficient remained statistically insignificant suggesting that workplace
authority may be more about current firm experience than pre-firm experience. In other
models I experimented a measure with age instead of experience and experience squared.
Age had a positive effect on authority, but was not statistically significant therefore it was
not reported in the findings. Model two provides support for hypothesis two in that
Blacks are less likely than Whites to receive authority even after controlling for human
capital.
In model three I added the percent of Blacks in the job along with the interaction
between Blacks and the percent of Blacks in the job. This interaction should allow us to
examine the effect that percentage of Blacks in the job has on Black and White
employees. As expected, the percentage of Blacks in the job has a positive effect on
Blacks (b = .005). To compute the effect of Blacks and the percentage of Blacks in the
job, I added .018 and -.013, getting .005. We also note that the percentage of Blacks in
the job continues to have a negative effect on White employees in the job (b = -.01). The
race gap in authority is larger, signifying that when percentage of Blacks in the job is
equal to 0 the race gap in authority is almost a full point (b = -.80), but decreases for
Whites when a job becomes increasingly Black. Model four provides support for
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hypotheses 3a and 3b, which states that when Whites hold positions of authority they will
be in jobs with a higher percentage of Whites, while when Blacks hold positions of
authority they will be in jobs with a higher percentage of Blacks.
In model four I substitute training time for the percentage of Blacks in the job to
examine the effects of training time on the race gap in authority. Also added to model
four is the interaction between Blacks and training time. The addition of the interaction
should allow us to examine any potential effect training time has on race. Being Black
still has a negative effect on authority, but has become statistically insignificant (b = .280). A key finding in this model is that training time is significant and positive for
White employees (b = .004), but the addition of training time has led to the statistical
insignificance of the Black coefficient. Another factor to note is that the interaction
between Black and training time is positive, but also statistically insignificant (b = .001).
This would mean that I have failed to support hypothesis 4, which states that when
Blacks receive authority positions, they tend to be in positions with less training time
than Whites in comparable positions. Although the interaction between Black and
training time is statistically insignificant, as evidenced in the means (see table 4) there is
a big race difference in training time. Blacks on average get less access to training (on
average 27 weeks less) thus giving them less access to authority. The gap in training
time and access is in line with the argument posited by Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs
(2002) in that training time could be used as a social closure mechanism excluding
Blacks from the valued positions in the firm. This particular aspect of the analysis
warrants further research.
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As in the logistic analysis, the fifth and sixth models include the interactions
between Black and education and Black and firm tenure along with two interactions for
firm sector, Black and private sector and Black and non-profit sector. These interactions
were added to test hypothesis 6, and again this model could provide support for Wilson’s
(1997) particularistic mobility thesis. In model five, none of the interactions were
statistically significant from zero. Although the addition of the interactions caused the
race gap in authority to increase from model four (b = -.383), it was also found to be
statistically insignificant. With the insignificant interactions, I failed to support
hypothesis 6, which states that Blacks follow a more formal circumscribed route in
attaining job authority than do Whites. Four human capital characteristics, education,
hours worked in a normal work week, firm tenure, and unemployment spells all remained
statistically significant. From model five we can conclude that human capital
characteristics are the most significant determinant of authority attainment. Model six
adds the interactions between Black and private sector and Black and non-profit sector.
Again, as in the logistic analysis the interaction between Black and private sector is
negative and statistically significant (b = -.339). To compute the effect of Blacks and the
private sector, I added -.816 and .477 getting -.339. What we see here is that Blacks have
much less authority in the private sector than Whites (b = .477) even after controlling for
human capital, a finding which again provides support for the particularistic mobility
thesis. An eighth model was run adding the interactions between Black and education
and Black and private sector. Here the interaction between Black and education was
found to be statistically insignificant, while the interaction between Black and private
sector was found to be negative (b=-.454). This negative interaction is consistent with
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the findings of model six, and provides further support for the particularistic mobility
thesis. In this model we see a direct contrast to the sixth model referenced above in the
logistic analysis, where sector was statistically insignificant, and education was found to
be significant. What we notice from the difference in this eighth model and the sixth
model in the logistic analysis is that the interactions between Black and education and
Black and the private sector have shifted. In terms of promotions, Blacks are more likely
to be promoted with increased education, but are less likely to be promoted in the private
sector. When it comes to authority, education is insignificant for Blacks, and they are
less likely to have authority in the private sector. Both of these conclusions support the
particularistic mobility thesis, and suggest that there may be some type of homosocial
reproduction or social closure mechanism at work in the private sector. This area of the
analysis would warrant further research. Again, the interaction between Blacks and the
non-profit sector was found to be statistically insignificant.
In the seventh and final model, promotion was added to determine if one can
accurately conceptualize authority and promotion as distinct from one another. Judging
from the coefficient (b = 1.17) it appears as if promotion has the strongest effect on
authority thus far in the analysis. This is not to say that authority is conceptually
dependent on promotions, but up to this point promotion has had the strongest effect on
authority. A key finding from this last model is that the interaction effect between job
promotion and race is negative (b = -1.07). When we add the coefficient for the
interaction (b = -1.07) and the coefficient for promotion (b = 1.17) we see that when
Blacks are promoted they essentially have no boost in average authority (b = .10), while
White authority goes up a full point on the authority scale on average (b = 1.17).

35

Although statistically insignificant, the race gap in authority has significantly decreased
(b = -.12) with the addition of the promotion interaction effect. The results of this
interaction effect clearly show support for hypothesis one, which states that Blacks are
less likely than Whites to be receive authority and hypothesis two, which says that Blacks
are less likely then Whites to be receive authority even after controlling for human
capital. This interaction effect also supports the findings of Collins (1997) in that when
Blacks are given promotions, they are usually put into “figure-head” positions with no
“real” authority.
---Table 6. About Here--DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Previous research has examined racial disparities in promotions and authority in
the workplace. However, the majority of the previous research has treated promotions
and authority as one in the same. Results of this research show that employees are
promoted without receiving any type of authority and some employees are hired into
positions of authority. In addition, previous research has failed to explain how
organizational mechanisms could account for the disparities in the allocation of
promotions and access to authority. This paper pushes the literature forward by
conceptualizing authority and promotions as separate ends, and by examining
organizational mechanisms that account for the lack of promotions and positions of
authority allocated to Black employees.
This research began with six hypotheses in order to answer several questions. Are
Blacks as likely as Whites to receive promotions? Are Blacks as likely as Whites to
receive promotions even after controlling for human capital? When reaching a position
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of authority are Blacks and Whites in jobs with other employees of the same race? Do
Blacks receive less training time than Whites for the same authority invested positions?
When Blacks and Whites are promoted are they in positions with members of the same
race? Do Blacks follow a more formal route in attaining authority and promotions? The
focus here shifts away from conceptualizing promotions and authority as the same end,
but as theoretically different, and the mechanisms used to include and/or exclude outgroup members may be used for both promotions and authority.
My findings indicate that Blacks are less likely than Whites to be promoted to
receive authority, even after controlling for human capital. This finding is consistent
with the findings of Baldi and McBrier (1997), who concluded that the determinants for
promotion were different for Blacks than for Whites. They found that there was a racespecific model of attainment, which differed from the status attainment models of the
past. Two aspects of the present research differ from that of Baldi and McBrier’s (1997)
research. First, they did not examine authority as an outcome in its own right. Although
promotions are a valued resource within the workplace, autonomy and authority are also
highly valued and should be studied along with promotions. Second, the present research
takes into account social closure as a mechanism used to exclude Blacks from promotions
and access to authority.
In my analysis of promotions not only did I find that Blacks are less likely than
Whites to receive promotions, but also that Whites that are in jobs with a higher
percentage of Blacks are less likely to receive promotions than other Whites. This
finding is consistent with Kanter’s (1977) notion of homosocial reproduction. This
analysis provides empirical support for Kanter’s (1977) theory of homosocial
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reproduction. After examining the interaction effect of race and percent of Blacks in the
job, Blacks were more likely to be promoted when they are in jobs with other Blacks.
These findings are also consistent with Tomaskovic-Devey’s (1993a) notion of a
segregated labor market, in that Blacks are promoted in Black jobs and Whites are
promoted in White jobs. Other research shows that Black jobs, (similar to women’s
work) are devalued so the returns in those jobs are less than the returns to Whites who are
promoted in White jobs. Although Whites are less likely to be promoted in Black jobs, it
may not be to their benefit to be promoted in those jobs anyway because of the fewer
returns they may receive as a result.
Organization characteristics such as size did have a significant negative effect for
Whites, but those findings were beyond the scope of the present research. We found that
Blacks were promoted less often and had less authority than Whites in the private sector.
This finding is consistent with previous literature that found that Blacks who work in the
private sector are promoted less often than those who work in the public sector (Baldi &
McBrier, 1997; McGuire & Reskin, 1993; Wilson, 1997). Although the results for the
private sector were conclusive, the results for the non-profit sector were insignificant.
The insignificance of the non-profit sector could be due to the small sample size of
Blacks in the analysis, which is one of the limitations to the current research.
In my analysis of authority, it is clear as stated above that when Blacks hold
positions of authority they are in firms with a higher percentage of Black employees, and
the same is true for White employees. Again we find empirical support for Kanter’s
(1977) theory of homosocial reproduction. As the percentage of Blacks gets higher the
access to authority for Whites declines, similarly as the percent of Blacks increases the
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access to authority for Blacks increases. This pattern of exclusion by the in-group is
clear, but there is another organizational mechanism taking place here.
According to Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002) training time can be used as
a mechanism to exclude members of the out-group from desirable positions within a firm.
In the present analysis I did not find empirical support for this claim, but I did find that
Whites are subjected to longer training periods, which led to more access to authority.
The interaction between race and training time was insignificant, but on average Blacks
received 27 weeks or about 6 ½ months less training than Whites. This lack of training
time limited Blacks access to authority. As Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs (2002)
hypothesized, training time can be used as a social closure mechanism specifically when
it comes to accessing authority positions. The fact that Blacks receive less training time
for comparable positions is evidence that there is some type of social closure mechanism
taking place. This lack of training not only excludes Blacks from authority invested
positions, but also may usher them into Black jobs. The fact that Blacks are receiving
less training may be used as a way of maintaining the dual labor market, as those with
less training work in the secondary market or the lower jobs with less access to authority,
and those with more training work in the primary market of the jobs with room for
advancement and access to authority. It should be noted that social closure processes are
best observed at the level of interactions, and although this research finds empirical
support for the training time hypothesis, it may not explain all of what is happening at the
interactional level within organizations.
Promotion was used in this analysis as a dependent and independent variable. In
order to observe the difference between promotions and authority empirically, I added
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promotion as an independent variable in authority models. Promotions had essentially no
consequences for Blacks’ access to authority, while Whites authority went up when
receiving a promotion. This finding is interesting not only because it supports the
hypothesis that Blacks receive less authority even after controlling for human capital, but
it also supports the argument advanced by Collins (1997) who argued that Blacks are
given positions with no “real” authority. What we notice is that even if Blacks receive
promotions it still is not closing the gap in authority, which further supports my
conceptually separating of the two terms. Black employees’ lack of access to authority
even after being promoted is also evidence of closure mechanisms used on a higher level.
Although I have not empirically observed the mechanism, it may be an accurate
explanation as to why Whites receive on average a full point increase on the authority
scale after being promoted, while Blacks have no boost in authority.
My empirical analysis of authority partly supports the particularistic mobility
thesis advanced by Wilson (1997). I found that education was a significant factor in
determining the likelihood of Blacks being promoted. Similarly the findings concluded
that Blacks had less authority in the private sector than did Whites. Both of these
conclusions are consistent with the particularistic mobility thesis. According to the
particularistic mobility thesis Blacks are promoted on the basis of more formal
credentials, which is consistent with the findings in my analysis of promotions.
According to this particularistic mobility thesis, Blacks also receive authority on “a range
of personal characteristics that are vaguely defined and difficult to measure directly, such
as perceived loyalty”. White employers begin to feel “comfortable” enough with a Black
employee after an extended period of time to give them authority. As Kanter (1977)
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suggests managers look for those who they can trust and communicate with,
qualifications not withstanding. In the above analysis on authority we see that even after
controlling for human capital, in the private sector, Blacks had less authority than Whites.
These findings are consistent with the notion that, when it comes to authority, in the
private sector, Blacks often attain it through hard to measure means.
So the question that still remains is; why does this inequality in the workplace
persist? Tilly (1998) introduces a theory of categorical inequality, which incorporates
paired and unequal categories that result from the processes of exploitation and
opportunity hoarding. Tilly (1998) argues from a Marxist perspective that when groups
are in competition over valuable resources, the dominant group will exploit the
subordinate groups by extracting material returns on their labor. We see a hoarding of
opportunities by the dominant group as a way of protecting their valued resources. Tilly
(1998) argues that categorical inequality becomes embedded at the structural level, and
manifests itself more clearly on the interactional level. Tomaskovic-Devey’s (1993a)
social closure thesis and Kanter’s (1977) theory of homosocial reproduction resemble this
form of opportunity hoarding within the workplace.
Empirically it is shown that social closure and homosocial reproduction
mechanisms may limit promotion opportunities and access to authority, but the analysis
does not show us exactly what happens between employees. It is my suggestion that
future research engage in a more qualitative study like that of Royster (2003), which
provides in-depth interviews of Black and White employers and employees in blue-collar
occupations. The problem with that type of format is that the results cannot be
generalized to the larger population so we lose some of the generalizability afforded to us
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by a quantitative analysis. It is a good idea to incorporate qualitative analysis because it
does allow the researcher to examine relationships. We may be able to learn the motives
behind the actions that take place within the workplace. Survey research, although
generalizable, only gives us half the story.
The analysis is also limited by the small African American sample size. Some of
the non-significant effects in the models might be significant in a larger sample analysis.
The size of the sample, the use of cross-sectional data, and the sample of North Carolina
workplaces may also hurt the generalizability of the findings of this analysis. Although I
would argue that the racial composition of jobs is not very different in North Carolina
than in other parts of the United States. The key strength of these data is the wide
coverage of job, organization, and individual characteristics, more specifically the racial
composition of the respondent’s job.
This paper has implications for both theory and research that should be noted. On
the theoretical level, I believe social science would benefit from the conceptualization of
promotions and authority as separate entities. Both are valued workplace resources that
are viewed as achievements not only in workplace, but also in society as whole. They
should no longer be conceptualized as one in the same, with the assumption that workers
are promoted to authority. Wilson (1997), Baldi and McBrier (1997), and McGuire and
Reskin (1993) all fail to make this distinction. It should also be noted that social closure
and homosocial reproduction are empirically observable organizational mechanisms used
to exclude out-group members within the workplace. More attention needs to be paid to
these types of mechanisms, rather than the traditional status attainment models that have
been so prevalent in social science. As status attainment models will continue to be
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important, there are other factors beyond human capital that can and do account for
inequality within the workplace.
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Table 1
Race Difference in Distribution of Authority and Promotion
Frequency
Cumulative
Cumulative
Frequency
Percent
Black White
No Promotion with no
96
362
458
57.97
Authority
No Promotion with some
30
167
655
82.91
Authority
Promotion with no Authority
7
42
704
89.11
Promotion with Authority
7
79
790
100.00
N=
140
650
790
100.00

Table 2
Race Difference in Authority and Promotion by Training Time
Less Than Six
Between Six Months
Over One Year of
Months of Training
and a Year of Training Training
White
Black
White
Black
White
Black
% of Respondents
Respective of Race
No Promotion with
no Authority
No Promotion with
some Authority
Promotion, with no
Authority
Promotion with
Authority
N=

44.00

61.43

32.46

27.14

23.54

11.43

69.93

77.91

53.55

55.26

32.03

50.00

16.78

13.95

26.07

34.21

41.83

31.25

5.59

3.49

6.16

7.89

8.50

6.25

7.69

4.65

14.22

2.63

17.65

12.50

286

86

211

38

153

16

N=790. Column percentages total 100.
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Table 3
Race Difference in Authority and Promotion by Percentage of Black Employees
Less Than 10%
Between 10% and 50% Over 50% Black
Black
Black
White
Black
White
Black
White
Black
% of Respondents
Respective of Race
No Promotion with
no Authority
No Promotion with
some Authority
Promotion, with no
Authority
Promotion with
Authority
N=

68.45

7.35

24.76

44.12

6.80

48.53

50.12

80.00

60.13

65.00

80.95

71.21

28.84

10.00

22.22

26.67

14.29

18.18

6.15

10.00

7.19

3.33

4.76

6.06

14.89

0.00

10.46

5.00

0.00

4.55

423

10

153

60

42

66

Note: N=790. Column percentages total 100.

Variable
Authority (0-7
summated scale)
Promotion
Training Time (weeks)
Percent of Black
Employees
Education (years)
Pre-Firm Experience

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics (means and standard deviations)
Mean
SD
Black
Mean
SD
1.38
2.07
0.89
1.68

White
Mean
1.45

SD
2.11

35.82
49.56
21.49

68.93
30.36

.264
26.16
59.08

.443
34.78
34.38

.378
53.51
13.54

.485
72.95
22.44

13.24
12.68

2.44
11.01

12.67
11.12

2.45
9.09

13.36
13.02

2.42
11.36

8.36
40.79

8.25
10.08

7.51
39.59

7.75
7.67

8.55
41.05

8.35
10.51

1.46

5.24

1.38

3.12

1.47

5.59

3.88
.738
.062
790

1.93
.440
.241

4.01
.714
.064
140

1.86
.453
.246

3.85
.743
.062
650

1.95
.437
.241

(years)

Firm Tenure (years)
Hours Worked Per
Week
Unemployment
Spells (weeks)
Organization size
Private Sector
Non-Profit Sector
N=
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Variable
Black
Female
Education
Pre-Firm Experience
Hours Worked
Unemployment Spells
Firm Tenure
Percent Black
Organization Size
Private
Non Profit
Black * Percent Black
Black * Education

Table 5
Logistic Regression of Promotion
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
-.722 / .486*
-.572 / .564*
-1.370 / .254*
(.299)
(.308)
(.670)
-.117 / .889
.112 / 1.118
.094 / 1.099
(.190)
(.210)
(.216)
.130 / 1.138*
.115 / 1.122*
(.045)
(.046)
-.013 / .987
-.013 / .987
(.011)
(.011)
.016 / 1.016
.013 / 1.013
(.011)
(.011)
-.037 / .964
-.033 / .968
(.037)
(.038)
.032 / 1.032*
.034 / 1.035*
(.011)
(.012)
-.017 / .983*
(.006)
.089 / 1.093*
.142 / 1.153*
(.053)
(.056)
.344 / 1.410
.252 / 1.287
(.263)
(.270)
-.061 / .941
-.226 / .798
(.476)
(.483)
.025 / 1.025*
(.011)
-

Black * Firm Tenure

-

-

-

Black * Private Sector

-

-

-

Model 4
-5.765 / .003*
(2.131)
.139 / 1.149
(.211)
.091 / 1.095*
(.047)
-.014 / .987
(.011)
.017 / 1.018
(.011)
-.035 / .965
(.037)
.032 / 1.033*
(.012)
-

Model 5
.415 / 1.514
(.534)
.146 / 1.157
(.211)
.132 / 1.141*
(.045)
-.013 / .987
(.011)
.017 / 1.017
(.011)
-.037 / .964
(.037)
.032 / 1.033*
(.011)
-

.091 / 1.095*
(.053)
.354 / 1.424
(.265)
-.065 / .937
(.479)
-

.089 / 1.093*
(.053)
.556 / 1.744*
(.292)
.251 / 1.285
(.498)
-

.381 / 1.463*
(.146)
-.010 / .990
(.041)
-

-

-1.287 / .276*
(.660)
Black * Non-Profit
-13.666 / .000
Sector
(583.6)
Constant
-1.41
-4.68
-4.24
-4.23
-4.96
-2 log likelihood
715.42
666.37
630.64
658.86
661.01
Model X2
7.10
41.94
52.97
49.44
47.29
Model X2 improvement
7.10
34.84
11.03
-3.53
-2.15
Degrees of Freedom
2
10
12
12
12
Note: N=790 Table entries are coefficient and odds ratios respectively (standard errors of estimates in parentheses)
*indicates p<.10 (one-tailed tests)
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Model
Black
(White Reference)
Sex
(Male Reference)
Education
Pre-Firm Experience
Hours Worked
Firm Tenure
Unemployment
Spells
Organization Size
Private Sector+
Nonprofit Sector+
Percent Black
Training Time
Promotion

Table 6
OLS Regression Coefficients of Authority
1
2
3
4
5
-.616*
-.321*
-.798*
-.280
-.383
(.199)
(.189)
(.350)
(.235)
(1.047)
-.698*
-.352*
-.322*
-.203
-.350
(.153)
(.150)
(.149)
(.154)
(.150)
.202*
.185*
.165*
.205*
(.033)
(.033)
(.034)
(.036)
.003
.002
-.000
-.003
(.007)
(.007)
(.007)
(.007)
.054*
.053*
.050*
.054*
(.008)
(.008)
(.008)
(.008)
.034*
.033*
.028*
.029*
(.009)
(.009)
(.009)
(.010)
-.024*
-.023*
-.023*
-.025*
(.013)
(.013)
(.013)
(.013)
-.117*
-.078*
-.116*
-.115*
(.039)
(.040)
(.038)
(.038)
.311
.239
.275
.312
(.190)
(.190)
(.188)
(.190)
.409
.297
.372
.402
(.328)
(.326)
(.325)
(.328)
-.013*
(.004)
.004*
(.001)
.018*
(.006)
-

6
-.284
(.398)
-.339*
(.150)
.202*
(.033)
-.004
(.007)
.054*
(.008)
.034*
(.009)
-.024*
(.013)
-.114*
(.039)
.477*
(.211)
.482
(.362)
-

7
-.120
(.197)
-.352*
(.147)
.185*
(.032)
.005
(.007)
.052*
(.007)
.028*
(.009)
-.022*
(.013)
-.131*
(.038)
.248
(.186)
.392
(.321)
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1.170*
(.199)
-

.001
(.005)

-

-

-

-.009
(.077)
.023
(.024)
-

-

-

-

-

-

-1.069*
(.587)
-

Black * Percent
Black
Black * Training
Time
Black * Education

-

-

-

-

Black * Firm Tenure

-

-

-

-

Black * Promotion

-

-

-

-

-

Black * Private
-.816*
Sector
(.452)
Black * Non-Profit
-.299
Sector
(.847)
R2
.040*
.180*
.196*
.197*
.181*
.184*
.218*
Note: N=790 Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (standard errors of estimates in
parentheses)
*indicates p<.10 (one-tailed tests)
+indicates government sector used as reference category
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Figure 1.

Race Difference in Predicted Promotions by Job Race Composition
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Figure 2.

Race Difference in Predicted Promotion By Education
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Figure 3.

Race Difference in Predicted Authority by Job Race Composition
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Figure 4.

Race Differences in Observed Authority by Promotion
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Appendix A.

Correlation Matrix
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Race
Sex
Education
Pre-Firm Experience
Hours Worked
Firm Tenure
Unemployment Spells
Organization Size
Private
Nonprofit
Percent Black
Training Time
Promotion
Race * Percent Black
Race * Training Time
Race * Education
Race * Firm Tenure
Race * Promotion
Race * Private
Race * Non-Profit

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

1.00

-.01
1.00

-.11
-.03
1.00

-.07
.04
-.28
1.00

-.06
-.30
.16
-.12
1.00

-.04
.00
-.01
-.12
.04
1.00

-.02
.03
-.06
.02
-.06
-.04
1.00

.05
-.01
.11
-.17
.13
.22
-.01
1.00

-.04
-.04
-.29
.08
-.03
-.09
.04
-.04
1.00

-.00
.08
.13
.00
-.01
.00
.02
.02
-.44
1.00

.57
.03
-.11
-.10
-.05
.05
.03
.19
-.09
-.03
1.00

-.15
-.28
.27
-.02
.22
.13
-.05
.04
-.04
.03
-.17
1.00

-.09
-.02
.15
-.09
.09
.13
-.05
.11
-.00
-.02
-.10
.06
1.00

.84
-.02
-.09
-.06
-.05
-.01
-.00
.02
-.06
.00
.74
-.12
-.07
1.00

.58
-.08
.03
-.07
.03
-.00
-.01
.06
-.04
-.01
.36
.09
-.04
.52
1.00

.98
-.01
-.02
-.09
-.05
-.05
-.03
.05
-.06
.00
.56
-.13
-.07
.83
.61
1.00

.65
-.01
-.13
-.03
-.06
.29
-.02
.04
-.05
.01
.41
-.09
-.05
.59
.42
.61
1.00

.29
-.02
.10
-.05
.00
.01
-.02
.06
-.06
-.04
.20
-.04
.29
.28
.20
.34
.23
1.00

.82
.01
-.16
-.02
-.07
-.05
-.00
.06
.23
-.10
.43
-.13
-.10
.64
.44
.76
.50
.17
1.00

.23
.05
.03
-.03
-.00
.01
-.02
-.04
-.18
.41
.15
-.04
-.05
.21
.11
.24
.18
-.01
-.04
1.00

Note: For the variable sex, female is coded one and for the variable race, Black is coded one.
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