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Abstract

This paper studies the evolution of Black-white income gaps among women

since 1950. I document that the gap in incomes of Black and white women nar-

rowed substantially in the 1960s, around the end of Jim Crow. While the South

was the epicenter of racial inequality during Jim Crow, its Black-white gaps have

since converged with other regions. The improvements in the Black-white gap were

shared among Black women across the income distribution. However, there were

two distinct drivers. At the bottom and middle of the income distribution, the pre-

1980 compression of the distribution’s lower tail narrowed the Black-white gap. In

contrast, Black women at the top experienced a substantial improvement in the rank

they occupied in the white distribution, narrowing the Black-white gap despite ris-

ing inequality at the distribution’s higher tail.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The seeming intractability of socioeconomic differences between Black and white
Americans constitutes one of the great challenges in the United States’ modern history.
Racial gaps in women’s economic well-being are a major aspect of this challenge, but
one that economists have largely neglected. Today, the median Black woman’s house-
hold income is 36 percent below the one of her white peer’s: Two steps forward com-
pared to a gap of 51 percent in 1950, but one step back compared to 31 percent in 1980
(see Figure 5).1 Are these shifts attributable to general economic forces affecting Black
and white Americans differently, or are there race-specific policies and developments
at work?

This paper provides empirical evidence on the evolution of Black-white disparities
in women’s household income between 1950 and 2019 using the Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS) data. Building on the methodologies of Juhn et al. (1991) and
Bayer and Charles (2018), I use quantile regressions to estimate Black-white differences
in income levels and ranks at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of the distribution of
women’s household incomes. Instead of restricting attention to wage income, I con-
sider all sources of generated income, including government aid and other sources. I
also explore the role of household composition, examining household income for single
women and couples separately, and taking into account that spousal income itself may
be influenced by racial disparities.2

My results show that Black women across the income distribution have made signif-
icant progress in narrowing the income gap to their white peers, but large gaps persist
throughout the period of 1950 to 2019. In recent years, single Black women across all
tiers of the distribution have relied on 30 percent less income than what was available
to their white peers.3 Much of the historical progress was made before 1980, coinciding
with the Civil Rights Movement and the Great Migration. Since then, the narrowing
has almost come to a halt. The remaining gaps are increasingly difficult to statistically
account for. If Black women were to be observationally equal to white women, they
would still earn almost 20 percent less than their white peers at the bottom, middle,
and top.

Despite the imperfect but substantial narrowing in income gaps, Black women’s po-
sitions within the white income distribution have hardly improved since 1950. The me-

1The literature has focused on female workers. See Figure 7 for an overview of female workers’
earnings gaps.

2By considering single women and couples separately, I follow some of the most recent work on
disparities in income or wealth (e.g., Chetty et al., 2020; Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue, 2020).

3These income differences stand in contrast with the evidence for female workers. Not only is this
gap ten percentage points larger than the Black-white earnings gap among female workers, but it also
did not come close to zero in 1980.
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dian single Black woman’s income placed her at the 30th percentile within the white dis-
tribution in 1950 and at the 35th percentile in 2019, while the positions of Black women
at the bottom have worsened. In contrast, the households of Black women at the top
have made substantial improvements in their position within the white distribution,
therefore forming a bright exception to the otherwise sobering lack of progress.

I show that pre-1980, the compression at lower parts of the income distribution nar-
rowed income gaps at and below the median, absent any changes in the positions that
individuals occupy in the distribution. Conversely, rising income inequality at the top
implies that while Black women with the highest incomes have climbed up the ranks
of the distribution, even small remaining gaps translate into large differences in income
levels.4 Together, my results accentuate that focusing on the average or median in-
comes of female workers drastically misrepresents the evolution in women’s economic
well-being at different parts of the income distribution.

This paper is closely related to the large body of literature studying Black-white in-
come disparities since World War II. The Black-white gap rapidly narrowed between
1940 and 1980 (Freeman, 1973; Brown, 1984; Smith and Welch, 1989; Donohue and
Heckman, 1991; Blau and Beller, 1992; Card and Krueger, 1992; Card and Lemieux,
1996; Derenoncourt and Montialoux, 2020). The key drivers that emerge from this rich
palette of empirical evidence include the Civil Rights Movement and its achievements
in making institutions more equitable, the Great Migration from the rural South to the
urban North, and narrowing educational gaps. Since 1980, the narrowing of Black-
white gaps has come to a halt (Juhn et al., 1991; Bound and Freeman, 1992; Neal and
Johnson, 1996; Altonji and Blank, 1999; Neal, 2004; Neal and Rick, 2014; Bayer and
Charles, 2018; Collins and Moody, 2018). Among the likely drivers are weakening affir-
mative action efforts under the Reagan administration, rising skill premiums (punish-
ing Black Americans who face reduced but persistent gaps in education), mass incar-
ceration, rising non-employment among Black men, and eroding institutional support
through minimum wages and unions.5,6

The vast majority of previous work focuses on men, for which there are at least two
important reasons. First, the nature of women’s selection into the labor market consid-
erably evolved over the decades (as discussed below), creating large potential discrep-
ancies between actual and potential earnings (see, e.g., Neal, 2004). Second, relatedly,

4These results are consistent with the role of distributional forces that Bayer and Charles (2018) at-
tribute to the evolution of racial inequality among men.

5While union membership has historically been higher for Black workers, their membership rates
have almost converged to whites’ falling membership rates (see Joint Economic Committee, 2020).

6Besides, Derenoncourt (2019) shows that the arrival of Black families in the North during the Great
Migration led to a deterioration of Black upward mobility in destination locations. She argues that the
primary mechanisms are local public goods and neighborhood quality changes rather than an adverse
migrant selection.
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white women tended to be married at far higher rates and, therefore, could rely on a
second income, rendering their own earnings a poor measure of economic well-being.
In this paper, I abstract from potential outcomes and focus on actual income as a closer
proxy for women’s economic well-being. Also, consistent with some of the most recent
work on disparities across race and gender, I analyze incomes at the household level to
account for the different nature of resources available to single and non-single women
(Chetty et al., 2020; Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue, 2020).

This paper also contributes to a somewhat separate literature on differences be-
tween the socioeconomic status of Black and white women. Goldin (2006) describes
the decades after 1970 as a turning point for women in the labor market, enabling
them to plan for personal careers and make fruitful educational investments, increase
their independence from potential spouses, and narrow occupational and pay gaps to
men. Goldin and Mitchell (2017) add that the increased ability to control the timing of
childbirth reduced the impact of motherhood on women’s careers. Goldin (1977) and
Boustan and Collins (2014) study the Black-white convergence in female labor force
participation rates, which tended to be higher for Black women in the decades after
emancipation in 1865. Cunningham and Zalokar (1992) and Sundstrom (2000) study
the occupational shift among Black women from service jobs to clerical work between
1940 and 1980. I add to this literature by showing how the changing Black-white gaps
in labor force participation, education, and occupation have translated into changing
income gaps among women throughout the income distribution.

In the next section, I lay out the empirical strategy I employ to assess the nature
of racial income gaps. In Section 3, I discuss the data used and some essential ob-
servational patterns. Section 4 discusses benchmark estimates of racial income gaps. In
Section 5, I decompose those gaps using several different methods. Section 6 concludes.

2. EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

2.1 Main Estimation

The advance of this study is to shed light on the Black-white income differences of
women at the bottom, middle, and top of the distribution. Using the tools provided
by Juhn et al. (1991) and Bayer and Charles (2018), I estimate income differences in
terms of both income level gaps and income rank gaps. The level gap at percentile q
measures the difference in log-income levels between the qth percentile in the income
distribution of Black women and the same percentile in the income distribution of white
women. The rank gap at percentile q measures the difference between a Black woman’s
percentile rank q in the Black female income distribution and the position her income
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would occupy in the distribution of white women.

To account for the context of women’s family structure, I conduct this analysis sepa-
rately for single women and couples. The incomes of single women’s households con-
sist of a woman’s total personal income (including earnings, government benefits, and
other income).7 For the households of non-single women, incomes include the couple’s
total personal incomes.8

Formally, let the log-income9 of a woman’s household i at time t be a function of
its percentile qw in the income distribution of white women’s households: f w

t (qw) for
white women’s and f b

t (q
w) for Black women’s households. Furthermore, let qw

t (q) be
the function that maps the percentile of a woman’s household income in her race’s dis-
tribution into the percentile the household’s income would occupy in the distribution
of white women’s households. The income level gap at the qth percentile can then be
expressed as

f b
t (q)− f w

t (q) = f w
t (qw

t (q))− f w
t (q).

The income rank gap at q and t can be expressed as qw
t (q) − q. Again, note that any

comparison occurs separately for the income distributions of single women’s house-
holds and non-single women’s households.

Quantile regressions quantify the two types of income gaps. First, the income level
gap at percentile q and time t is estimated by the following regression equation:

Eit = αt(q) + βt(q)blacki + εit(q) (1)

where Eit is i’s log-income at time t and blacki is an indicator for whether the woman in
household i is Black.10 The main coefficient of interest, βt(q) = f w

t (qw
t (q)) − f w

t (q),
yields an estimate of the income level gap, while αt(q) = f w

t (q) estimates the log-
income of the household at the qth percentile of the income distribution of white
women’s households. Second, the income rank gap at percentile q and time t is esti-
mated by the following regression equation:

qw
it = at(q) + bt(q)blacki + uit(q) (2)

7Bayer and Charles (2018) consider men’s earnings, a concept defined to include wage, business, and
farm income. Total personal income consists of all income reported, including earnings as defined by
Bayer and Charles (2018), welfare, supplemental security income (SSI), and other income.

8For brevity, I will often use the term “income distribution of women’s households.” For single
women, this always refers to the distribution of single women’s incomes; for couples always to the dis-
tribution of couples’ incomes.

9The standard logarithmic approach does not allow for zeros in the variable to be transformed. In-
stead, I use the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) transform that has recently gained popularity among
economists (e.g., Bellemare and Wichman, 2020). Specifically, an outcome y’s IHS transformation is
y′ = ln(y +


y2 + 1). The interpretation remains virtually identical to the standard log-specification.

10For couples, only the race of the woman enters this equation.
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where qw
it is the percentile which i’s income in t would occupy in the income distribution

of white women’s households. The main coefficient of interest, bt(q) = qw
t (q)− q, yields

an estimate of the income rank gap, while at(q) = q is the identity function.

FIGURE 1: Illustration of Income Level and Rank Gaps

f w
t ( )50f b

t ( )50
≈ f w

t ( )35

White
Women

black
Women

Eit

Density

Notes: This figure displays the densities of Black women’s and white women’s log-earnings, Eit. The
figure illustrates the concepts of income level gaps at the median, f b

t (q)− f w
t (q) = f b

t (50)− f w
t (50), and

income rank gaps at the median, qw
t (q)− q = qw

t (50)− 50 = 35 − 50. The race-specific functions f b
t and

f w
t reflect the incomes at a given percentile q in Black and white women’s respective distribution. The

function qw
t maps the percentile a given income occupies in the Black distribution into the percentile it

would occupy in the white distribution.

2.2 Decomposition

Can Black-white differences in observable characteristics, such as education, geo-
graphic location, or the number of children, account for the estimated income gaps?
What fraction of the estimated gaps among couples would remain under a scenario
where Black men were to face no racial income gap? Answering these questions in-
forms our understanding of individual drivers and policies that may help reduce racial
inequality. The residual in racial income gaps that cannot be explained by observable
characteristics itself provides information about racial disparities in America.

Regional income gaps

To unmask regional heterogeneity in Black-white income differences, I estimate both
level and rank gaps separately for the American North, South, Midwest, and West.
To do this, I compute the regional, rather than the national, income distributions and
repeat the estimation procedure for income level and rank gaps as outlined above.
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Accounting for changes in the shape of the income distribution

To decompose the evolution of racial income gaps into changes due to distributional
shifts, as opposed to positional shifts, I conduct a simulation adapted from Bayer and
Charles (2018). Distributional convergence (or divergence) is the result of the compres-
sion of the income distribution. Those changes may be race-neutral (e.g., skill-biased
technological change widening the entire income distribution), but their effect can vary
by race due to the different positions Black and white Americans occupy within the
distribution. Positional convergence (or divergence) results from the changing position
of the Black relative to the white income distribution. By definition, those changes are
race-specific. The decomposition method applies the 1950 quantile function, mapping
the quantile a woman would occupy in the income distribution of white women into
income, to the contemporary income distributions. Specifically,

(i) For a given period t, pair each individual i with a randomly drawn individual j at
t = 0 who is identical to i in terms of some characteristics Xi. Those characteristics
may include only race and age, or they may also include marital status, number
of children, years of education, occupation, and industry.

(ii) Assign to i the income at time t associated with the percentile rank of j in the white
distribution at time 0, f w

t (qw
0 (qj)).

(iii) Use the simulated observations to reestimate income level gaps.

The resulting simulated income level gaps answer the following question: How large
would the income level gaps at different parts of the income distribution be if no po-
sitional changes had occurred since 1950? The difference between the actual and the
counterfactual gaps informs us about the importance of changes in the income distri-
bution for Black women’s household incomes.

Accounting for racial disparities among men

To quantify the fraction of Black-white gaps in couples’ household incomes attributable
to racial differences among women, I simulate Black men’s incomes absent any racial
disparities towards their white peers. Specifically

(i) For a given period t, I assign each Black man at percentile q of his own distribution
the income of the man at the same percentile in the white distribution.

(ii) For all couples, I recompute the total household income under this scenario.

(iii) I reestimate income level gaps following the baseline specification.
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Accounting for observables

To isolate the part of the income level and rank gaps that can be accounted for by Black-
white differences in the distributions over observable characteristics, I follow the ap-
proach of Chernozhukov et al. (2013).11 This method is based on quantile regression.
It estimates the entire counterfactual distribution of outcomes, rather than the counter-
factual mean alone. The measured residual is due to racial differences in the function
that maps observables into incomes.

Specifically, let Ew and Eb be the race-specific functions that map a woman’s ob-
servable characteristics into income. Let Xw and Xb be vectors of women’s observable
characteristics. QEw,Xw(q) and QEb,Xb(q) are the quantiles of the race-specific income
distribution. Importantly, QEw,Xb(q) is the quantile of the (counterfactual) income dis-
tribution of Black women if their characteristics Xb were rewarded according to white
female income function Ew. In the flavor of Oaxaca (1973) and Blinder (1973), we can
then decompose the income gap at a given percentile q as follows:

QEw,Xw(q)− QEb,Xb(q) =


QEw,Xw(q)− QEw,Xb(q)

+


QEw,Xb(q)− QEb,Xb(q)


  

Residual

. (3)

The key challenge is to estimate the counterfactual quantile function, QEw,Xb(q). To that
end, the entire counterfactual distribution, FEw,Xb(e), is estimated as follows:

(i) Estimate the density of Black women’s observable characteristics, FXb(x), by its
empirical distribution, FXb(x).

(ii) Estimate white women’s conditional income function, FEw|X(e|x) by FEw|Xw(e|x).

(iii) Compute the (unconditional) counterfactual joint distribution of income and ob-
servables by integrating over the conditional distribution:

FEw,Xb(e) =


FEw|Xw(e|x)dFXb(x).

(iv) Finally, the counterfactual quantile QEw,Xb(q) is estimated via quantile regression.

After obtaining this counterfactual estimate, I can compute the residual income gap
at each tier of the distribution. In the next section, I discuss the data used in this paper
and some major empirical facts that motivate the analysis.

11This method has been gaining substantial popularity in labor economics (e.g., Blau and Kahn, 2017;
Dube, 2019).
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3. DATA

This paper draws on data from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
covering the decennial U.S. Censuses from 1950 to 2000, and the annual American Com-
munity Surveys (ACS) from 2005 to 2019 (Ruggles et al., 2020). I construct nine sample
periods, one for each Census decade and three periods pooling data from the ACS: 2007
using the surveys between 2005 and 2007; 2010 using the 2010 survey; and 2019 using
the surveys between 2017 and 2019. My sample starts with the 1950 Census since this
is the first one to include information on income from sources other than wages. The
periods of 2007 and 2010 reflect the data before and after the Great Recession.

I limit my focus to non-Hispanic Black and white women in prime ages. By restrict-
ing the sample to the ages between 25 and 54 years, I aim to exclude individuals who
have not yet finished their education or have already entered retirement.12 I compute
incomes at the household level in a way that is consistent with prior work (e.g., Chetty
et al., 2020). In particular, the household incomes of single women consist of her total
personal income. The ones of non-single women consist of the couple’s income, i.e.,
the sum of her and her partner’s total personal incomes. Couples may include married
or unmarried couples. While the survey data starting with 1990 identify unmarried
couples as such, I use the algorithm provided by Fitch et al. (2005) to infer likely un-
married couples in the data between 1950 and 1980. Any couple that includes a Black
or white woman enters the analysis, regardless of the partner’s race and age. I limit my
analysis to household heads, their potential partners, and other non-relative household
members. The latter enter the analysis separately in case they are female.13

For the Census of 1950, income data is available only for a fraction of respondents.
Only a random subset of individuals, so-called “sample line” respondents, were asked
about their incomes and several other outcomes. Since there is a fixed number of sub-
jects between one sample line respondent and the next, there are no households in this
sample for which incomes are available for multiple of its members. Using the ran-
domness of missing responses, I take each non-single woman with observed income
and impute her partner’s income based on a variety of socioeconomic characteristics.14

12This is a conventional choice for both men (see, e.g., Bayer and Charles, 2018) and women (see, e.g.,
Boustan and Collins, 2014).

13For example, if a married couple and a female person not related to them share an apartment, the
former enter the analysis as a couple, and the latter separately as a single. One potential issue with this
approach is that it ignores the changing importance of multi-generational households. An alternative
approach to providing comparability between households would be to compare per-capita incomes.

14I start by matching the partner to sample line respondents based on sex, race, age-group, geographic
region, farm-status, industry of employment, occupation, class of worker, metro status, state, marriage
status, an indicator for living in a multi-generational household, family size, labor force participation,
and employment status. If a match does not exist, I try matching again, dropping one variable after the
other in reverse order. The smallest set of variables I match based upon consists of sex, race, and age.
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3.1 Household and Family structure

FIGURE 2: The Rising Share of Single Women
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of Black and white women aged 25-54 who do not share their
household with married or unmarried partners. Before 1990, likely unmarried couples are identified
using the algorithm suggested by Fitch et al. (2005). The widening gap between single women (blue) and
unmarried women (gray) reflects the rising importance of cohabitation.

Since 1950, the share of both Black and white women who lead a single household has
tripled (see Figure 2). Since 1950, Black women have been more than twice as likely
to be single as their white peers. Today, 60 percent of Black women do not have a
partner – and can therefore not rely on a second income. The same is true for less
than 30 percent of white women. The divergence in the fraction of single women and
unmarried women reveals the rise in cohabitation among unmarried couples (see also
Fitch et al., 2005).

A seismic shift towards singlehood has also occurred among mothers, especially
among those without a college degree (see Figure 3). Again, the racial differences are
massive. Today, 50 percent of Black mothers are single, up by almost 40 percentage
points since 1950. Mothers without a college degree are twice as likely to fall into this
category than college-educated mothers. Among white mothers, 12.5 percent are single
(compared to 1.6 percent in 1950).

3.2 Non-Employment

The twentieth century constituted what Goldin (2006) calls a revolution in women’s
role in the labor market. In 1950, around 40 percent of both Black and white women
were not gainfully employed. By 1980, rising participation rates among white single
women reduced non-employment to 20 percent. Black single women also increased
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FIGURE 3: What Fraction of Mothers are Single Mothers?
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of Black and white mothers (aged 25-54) of children below five who
do not share their household with a married or unmarried partner. Before 1990, likely unmarried couples
are identified using the algorithm suggested by Fitch et al. (2005).

FIGURE 4: Sources of Non-Employment among Women
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of Black and white women aged 25-54 not currently working. I
exclude women who are both out of the labor force and have children aged five or below from the
category “Out of labor force” and report them separately under “Caretakers.”
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participation, but this increase was offset by a boom in non-employment due to single-
motherhood and unemployment. After 1980, the Black-white gap in non-employment
among single women narrowed substantially.

The Black-white gap in non-employment differs fundamentally for non-single
women. Among Black women who share their households with a partner, labor force
participation rates have been higher than for their white counterparts throughout recent
history. Goldin (1977, 1995); Boustan and Collins (2014) argue that this gap can partly
be attributed to the “double-legacy of slavery,” consisting of different social norms re-
garding female employment and socioeconomic disadvantages that prevent Black fam-
ilies from relying on a single income. Employment was higher among Black non-single
women until 2000. After 2000, higher unemployment rates began to more than offset
higher participation rates.

3.3 Educational and occupational attainment

Between 1950 and 1990, the drastic historical disparities in occupational attainment be-
tween Black and white women shrank considerably (see Appendix Figure A.1). In par-
ticular, Black female workers were concentrated in “dirty jobs” that were physically
demanding and incurred social stigma. In contrast, most white female workers held
clerical positions, i.e., “clean jobs” (Boustan and Collins, 2014). The literature finds that
the main forces driving occupational upgrading among Black women were reduced
racial discrimination and increased educational attainment (Cunningham and Zalokar,
1992; Sundstrom, 2000).

While the reduction in educational gaps between Black and white women was sim-
ilarly drastic, the gains were shared more equally. In 1950, almost 90 percent of Black
and 80 percent of white women did not attend high school beyond 8th grade. By 1990,
less than five percent of both groups fell into this category. Today, the vast majority of
Black and white women have received an education beyond high school (see Appendix
Figure A.1).

3.4 Income levels

Women’s real household incomes have increased substantially since 1950 (see Figure
5). In 2019, the median Black single woman had a real income of USD 23,000, around
USD 10,000 less than the income available to their white peers.15 For non-single Black
women, the per-capital household income was USD 31,000, around USD 13,000 less
than available to white women and their partners. Compared to 1950, both single

15All incomes are reported in 2014-USD. The CPI-U deflator is used as a price index.
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women’s and couples’ real incomes had more than tripled among Black women and
at least doubled among white women.

FIGURE 5: Real Annual Household Income (Per Capita)
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Notes: This figure shows the annual per-capita income (in tsd. 2014-U.S. dollars) of single women (left
panel) and couples (right panel) in 1950 and 2019 at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles. Consistent with
the rest of this paper, percentiles are computed for single women’s and couples’ income distributions
separately. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income. The CPI-U deflator is used as a price
index. Real annual incomes for all years are displayed in Appendix Figure A.2.

The distribution of women’s incomes has experienced positional and distributional
shifts (see Figure 6). Real incomes have increased for Black and white single women
and couples, portrayed by a right-shift of the entire income distribution. The shift was
more substantial for Black women’s incomes – a trend consistent with Black economic
progress reducing racial disparities. Inequality decreased at the bottom, as illustrated
by a loss of mass at lower tiers of the distribution. Such a pattern is consistent with a
growing economy, minimum wages, or redistributive policies lifting individuals out of
the lowest income brackets. Simultaneously, inequality increased at the top for white
women, illustrated by more mass being concentrated at higher tiers. Such a shift is
consistent with the increasing concentration of income and wealth at the top.

Single women at the bottom of the distribution receive substantial parts of their in-
come in government benefits (see Appendix Figure A.3). Among single women at the
bottom quintile, between 33 percent (white women) and 38 percent (Black women) of
total household income stem from welfare and supplemental security income (SSI) pay-
ments. This fraction was only somewhat higher in 1970 (the first year for which this
data is available). But different from today, single women across the remainder of the
income distribution were much more reliant on government aid. The reliance tended
to be significantly higher for Black single women, which is no longer true.
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FIGURE 6: The Distribution of Real Incomes among Women
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Notes: This figure shows the distribution of log-transformed annual per-capita income (in tsd. 2014-U.S.
dollars) of single women (left panel) and couples (right panel) in 1950 and 2019. The kernel density es-
timates use an Epanechnikov kernel and bandwidth of 0.4 log-dollars. While the densities are estimated
including zero incomes, I only display the density for positive values here. Annual incomes include all
forms of reported income. The CPI-U deflator is used as a price index.

4. RESULTS

In this section, I present estimates of the income level and rank gaps between Black and
white women at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles. The results for women’s household
incomes paint a picture drastically different from what is known about the average
and median female worker. The progress in narrowing income level gaps was slower
and less exhaustive when taking into account non-employment. Except for top-income
Black households, little or no progress has been made in improving the position that
Black women occupy in the white income distribution.

Much of the prior work has focused on the Black-white gap of the median worker.
Figure 7 illustrates two lessons that emerge from past studies, serving as a benchmark
for this study. First, the median Black-white earnings gap among women is massive in
1950, closes until 1980, and widens again after. Second, the median Black-white earn-
ings gap among women tends to be much smaller in recent decades than that among
men. The figure highlights another important fact that has been less well documented
in the literature: The closing of the Black-white gap among female workers by 1980
is driven by non-single workers, while large gaps persist among single female work-
ers. The fact that non-single female workers closed the Black-white gap in earnings by
1980 does not imply that their household incomes reached parity. Instead, large racial
disparities among men may have translated into wide income gaps for couples. This
simple disaggregation exercise highlights the importance of reevaluating racial income
disparities among women in the context of their family structure.
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FIGURE 7: Income Level Gaps of Median Workers
(Literature Benchmark)
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Notes: This figure shows the median Black-white earnings level gaps among male, female, single female,
and non-single female workers aged 25-54. Different from my main analysis, but consistent with much
of the literature, these estimates focus on individuals’ earnings, rather than household-level incomes
(see, e.g., Bayer and Charles, 2018; Collins and Moody, 2018). Earnings level gaps are the difference
in real earnings transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, closely resembling the log-
transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual earnings include wage, business, and farm income.

4.1 Income Level Gaps

Income level gaps measure the log-point difference in Black and white women’s real
annual household income at a given percentile of their respective distribution. Figure 8
documents two key dynamics in the historical evolution of this gap.

Single women at the middle of the distribution (50th percentile) have experienced
two episodes of rapidly narrowing income level gaps: from 1950 to 1970 and 1990 to
2000. Throughout the remaining years, they have experienced little or no progress. The
period of the most rapid convergence, 1950 to 1970, coincides with the peak of the Great
Migration and the Civil Rights Movement. The break in convergence, around 1980, co-
incides with the Reagan administration (1981 to 1989) rolling back affirmative action
policies, rising skill premiums favoring top-earners, and eroding institutions such as
unions and minimum wages. Today, the median single Black woman relies on around
70 percent of the median single white woman’s income. Black women at the bottom
(25th percentile) and top (90th percentile) face gaps of similar magnitudes, despite their
historical experiences being very different. Black women at the top of the income distri-
bution caught up with white income levels much faster but have essentially stagnated
since 1980. Black women at the bottom did not experience any improvement over their
relative status until 2000. Generally, the gaps faced towards the bottom of the income
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distribution tend to be larger than those further up.

FIGURE 8: Income Level Gaps
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Notes: This figure shows the income level gaps between Black and white women aged 25-54 at the 25th,
50th, and 90th percentiles of the distribution along with 95-percent confidence bands. Point estimates,
along with standard errors, are shown in Appendix Tables B.1 and B.2. Income level gaps are the differ-
ence in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, closely resembling the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

Among couples, Black-white income gaps narrowed substantially between 1950 and
1980 but have since widened again. Similar to single women, couples at lower parts
of the distribution faced larger racial income gaps. Today, the 50th and 90th percentiles
face a gap of 30 percent, white the 25th percentile faces a gap of 40 percent.

Is the range of those estimates comparable to what Bayer and Charles (2018) find
for men? First, it is important to reiterate the caveat that the authors focus on men’s
earnings, rather than total income. At the median, their estimates across 1940 to 2014
range between -1.0 and -0.5, compared to -1.1 and -0.3 that I find for single women. For
the 90th percentile, they report a range of -0.8 to -0.35, while for single women, I find
one of -0.8 to -0.25. Qualitatively, the evolution of male earnings level gaps is similar
to female income level gaps until 1990. Since then, the median Black man’s economic
status has eroded relative to the median white man, while the median Black woman
has continued catching up.

In summary, while a lot of progress has been made, the incomes that Black women
rely on are substantially lower than those of white women. These gaps apply to all
tiers of the income distribution, with the bottom facing additional disparities. Were the
women who faced smaller Black-white income gaps also able to climb up the ranks of
the white income distribution? This question will be answered in the next section.
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4.2 Income Rank Gaps

Black-white income rank gaps reflect the difference between the percentile rank the
income of a Black woman’s household occupies in the income distribution of Black
women, and the rank the same income would occupy in white women’s income distri-
bution. Figure 9 documents the historical evolution of income rank gaps.

FIGURE 9: Income Rank Gaps
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Notes: This figure shows the income rank gaps between the households of Black and white women aged
25-54 at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of the distribution along with 95-percent confidence bands.
Point estimates along with standard errors are also displayed in Appendix Tables B.1 and B.2. Income
rank gaps are the difference between the percentile of Black women’s household incomes in the Black
distribution, and the percentile those incomes would occupy in the white distribution. Annual incomes
include all forms of reported income.

There is a drastic divide between the top and the rest of the income distribution
among single women. The single Black woman at the 90th percentile of her income
distribution ranked only somewhat above the median of the white distribution in 1950.
By 1980, she ranked at around the 80th percentile of the white distribution, and her
position has further improved since. In stark contrast, the single Black woman at the
25th percentile of her income distribution ranked at the 18th percentile of the white
distribution in 1950. By 1990, she fell back to the 10th percentile. In 2019, she had not
recovered to the 1950 level. While the median single Black woman has climbed up six
percentile points since 1950, her progress has been depressingly slow. Today, she ranks
at the 35th percentile of the white distribution.

The divide has been similar, though somewhat less drastic, for couples. Black
women and their partners’ position has improved across the income distribution, with
higher gains at the top. The couple at the 25th percentile of the Black distribution
climbed up from the 5th to the 13th percentile in the white distribution between 1950
and 2019. The median Black woman and her partner ranked below the 15th percentile
in the white income distribution in 1950, while in 2019, they ranked at the 30th per-

17



centile. The couple at the 90th percentile of the Black distribution climbed up from the
57th to the 79th percentile in the white distribution.

These estimates range in similar territories as the earnings rank gaps that Bayer and
Charles (2018) report for men. They report earnings rank gaps between -32 and -22 per-
centile points for the median, while for single women my estimates range between -26
and -12. At the 90th percentile, they report estimates ranging from -37 to -15, compared
to the range of -43 to -10 for single women. Qualitatively, the evolution of income rank
gaps at the 50th and the 90th percentile for single Black women closely resembles that
of Black men. At the top, rapid progress until 1980 is followed by stagnation until to-
day. The median started with smaller rank gaps in 1950, but due to almost complete
stagnation, it has fallen back by 1970.

In a nutshell, progress in climbing up the ranks of the white income distribution has
been captured almost exclusively by Black women at high tiers. Single women at the
middle and bottom, as well as couples at the bottom, have made little or no progress
in climbing up the ranks of the white distribution. It becomes clear that a focus on
narrowing income level gaps before 1980 entirely misses the staggering lack of Black
economic progress as captured in this section. Why do income level and rank gaps
tell such a fundamentally different story about Black women’s relative standing? This
question will be addressed in the following section.

5. DECOMPOSITION OF INCOME GAPS

5.1 Unmasking Regional Heterogeneity

To unmask regional heterogeneity, I reestimate the Black-white income rank gaps for
women in each of the four major regions in the U.S.: The North, Midwest, West, and
South. Figure 10 documents the evolution of racial income rank gaps for median Black
women in each region.

A striking convergence in Black-white income gaps occurred between all regions in
the decades before the Great Recession. In stark contrast to the first half of the sample
period, today, Black women in all four regions face very similar income level and rank
gaps. The North-South divide largely had disappeared by 2000. The South stands out
for two reasons. First, it was the region with the most massive Black-white income
gaps between 1950 and 2010. Second, it is the region where Black women have made
the most substantial progress in closing the racial income gap.

In the North and Midwest, the median single woman has made not a single step
forward in the position she occupies in the white distribution. The same is true for
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FIGURE 10: Regional Income Level and Rank Gaps at the Median
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Notes: This figure shows the income level and rank gaps between Black and white women aged 25-
54 at the median of the regional distributions along with 95-percent confidence bands. The national
series does not correspond to a weighted average of regional series. Income level gaps are the difference
in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, closely resembling the log-
transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income. Tables
B.3-B.10 show level and rank gaps at all parts of the distribution along with standard errors. Figure A.5
shows the changing geographic concentration of Black Americans across the country.

couples in the Midwest. While the Midwest ranked among the least unequal regions
pre-1990, today it is at par with the rest of the country.

5.2 Accounting for Positional and Distributional Forces

How large would the Black-white gaps in women’s incomes be today absent any po-
sitional gains or losses among Black women since 1950? This question is answered by
the estimates presented in Figure 11.

The changing nature of American income inequality had very different effects on
racial income gaps at the bottom, middle, and top of the female distribution. At the
bottom, Black women benefited greatly from lower parts of the income distribution be-
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FIGURE 11: Distributional Forces and Income Level Gaps among Single Women
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Notes: This figure compares actual and simulated income level gaps at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles
of the distribution of single women. In the simulation, the channel of positional convergence is shut
down to isolate the role of distributional convergence.

ing compressed pre-1980. Their income level gaps would have narrowed substantially
absent any positional changes. Indeed, their positional falling behind undid substantial
portions of those gains. Women at the bottom do not seem to be significantly affected
by the increasing inequality post-1980. An exception is the Great Recession, whose
increase in inequality at the bottom translated into a small negative effect on racial dis-
parities among women with low-incomes.

At the median, Black single women benefited from decreasing inequality around the
center of the income distribution pre-1980. From 1980 to 1990 and 2000 to 2019, the
moderate increase in inequality around the center of the distribution widened Black-
white gaps absent any positional change. These two periods coincide with the falling
real value of the federal minimum wage.

Black women at the top of their distribution have greatly suffered from increas-
ing inequality among high-income households. Indeed, had inequality at the top not
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changed, Black women at the 90th percentile would have achieved income parity with
white women at the 90th percentile around 2010.

5.3 Accounting for Partners’ Income

What fraction of the income level and rank gaps faced by couples can be accounted for
by the Black-white income differences among men? To answer this question, I rees-
timate household income gaps under the counterfactual scenario in which Black men
were to face no racial disparities relative to their white peers. The results are displayed
in Table 1.

TABLE 1: Fraction of Couples’ Income Gaps Attributable to Men

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th 87.3% 87.7% 72.3% 85.8% 74.0% 75.0% 60.7% 49.0%
50th 93.2% 90.4% 87.0% 108.2% 95.6% 91.0% 75.5% 64.2%
90th 91.4% 100.2% 103.0% 126.0% 105.2% 97.6% 90.0% 76.9%

Rank gaps
25th 77.3% 74.5% 64.4% 79.9% 67.2% 67.2% 51.9% 39.7%
50th 88.3% 83.3% 82.0% 106.7% 93.0% 92.6% 74.9% 60.2%
90th 93.5% 101.8% 102.1% 116.7% 103.7% 98.5% 93.1% 83.4%

Notes: This table shows the fraction of couples’ income level gaps that can be accounted for by racial
income differences among men. First, I compute the counterfactual of Black men’s incomes if they were
to face no gap to their white peers. Second, I recompute couples’ incomes under these counterfactuals.
Lastly, I reestimate income level and rank gaps for couples.

In earlier decades, only small fractions of the baseline income level and rank gaps re-
main after accounting for male racial gaps. That finding is consistent with much higher
employment rates among Black non-single women until 1980. By 1990, this Black-white
gap in employment had narrowed substantially and disappeared completely by 2000.
With the rapid labor market entry of non-single white women, an increasing fraction
of the racial difference in couples’ incomes was due to Black-white disparities among
women. As a consequence, the share of baseline gaps explained by disparities among
men falls substantially after 1980, especially for middle- and low-income households.

Today, Black couples at the median would face around one-third of their actual gap
to the median white couple if Black men faced no racial income gaps. That implies that
their incomes would amount to 87 percent of their white peers’ (compared to 70 percent

21



among single women). At the 25th percentile, Black couples’ incomes would amount to
75 percent of that of their white peers (compared to 67 percent among single women).

5.4 Accounting for Observable Characteristics

What fraction of the Black-white income differences would persist, even if women’s
distribution over observable characteristics would not differ across races? Figure 12
answers this question. Figure 13 shows the explanatory power of individual observable
characteristics.

FIGURE 12: Residual Income Level Gaps among Single Women
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Notes: This figure compares the actual and residual income level gaps at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles
of the distribution of single women. To compute the residual gaps, I apply the decomposition method
of Chernozhukov et al. (2013), accounting for Black-white differences in the distribution over age, years
of education, region, rural-status, being a caretaker of a child below 5, number of children, labor force
participation, and occupation. Appendix Figure A.7 shows the results of this analysis for couples.

Accounting for racial differences in the distribution over an extensive array of ob-
servable characteristics substantially narrows the Black-white difference in incomes
across the distribution. Nevertheless, residual income gaps remain substantial. If Black
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women were to be observationally equal to white women, they would still earn almost
20 percent less than their white peers at the bottom, middle, and top.

In terms of residual gaps, Black women have made two steps forward, one step back
– this is one of the key results of this paper. In the decades around 1950, these residuals
were immense. Coinciding with the achievements of the Civil Rights Movement, these
residuals narrowed substantially. Today, the median Black woman faces a residual gap
that is half as large as the one faced by the median Black woman in 1950. At the top,
all the progress has been undone. At the bottom, the residual gap reduction has been
more persistent, but no further progress has been made since 1980. These results point
to the importance of fighting racial injustices not only through equalizing educational
and occupational attainment. Other forces at play need to be identified and combatted
through targeted policies.

Figure 13 illustrates the vanishing ability to explain persisting racial gaps with dif-
ferences in women’s observable characteristics. Gaps in education and occupation have
been the most important contributors to racial inequity. The fraction in racial gaps they
account for has halved for the median Black woman between 1950 and 2019.

FIGURE 13: Fraction of Single Women’s Level Gaps Explained
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of couples’ income level gaps that can be accounted for by dif-
ferences in the distribution over observable characteristics. I first apply the method proposed by Cher-
nozhukov et al. (2013) for each characteristic individually. Then I pool all of the listed characteristics
(shown in the rows labeled “All”). Appendix Figure A.6 shows the results of this analysis for couples.
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6. CONCLUSION

Between 1950 and today, Black women’s household incomes have remained 25 percent
or more below those of white women across the distribution. Most of the progress
that has been achieved took place before 1980. Falling income inequality at the bottom
until 1980 and rising inequality at the top after 1980 have significantly contributed to
the evolution of racial income gaps in America. These shifts mask the soberingly slow
progress made by Black women at the middle and bottom in improving their position
within the distribution.

For couples, the role of women’s contribution to household incomes has become in-
creasingly important. In the decades around 1950, Black-white differences in couples’
incomes stemmed almost exclusively from racial disparities among men. The negligi-
ble role of women’s incomes may not be unsurprising, given that among non-singles,
Black women were far more likely to participate in the labor market than white women
at the time. When large numbers of white married women entered the labor market
and started contributing to household incomes, racial inequity among women began to
matter more. Indeed, today’s income gap for the median household can be attributed
in equal parts to racial disparities among men and racial disparities among women.

Differences in women’s observable characteristics, such as their age, education, oc-
cupation, labor force participation, caretaking responsibilities, or geographic location,
have been increasingly unable to account for Black-white differences in incomes. This is
true for women across the income distribution, but particularly so for women at the top.
Therefore, it seems imperative that policies aiming to reduce racial inequality should
extend beyond equalizing educational and occupational attainment.16

Substantial differences in the incomes available to Black and white women have far-
reaching implications beyond present-day inequity. Among Black children, 35 percent
are provided for by a single mother – more than twice as much as white children. Al-
most all other Black and white children grow up in the households of their mother and
her potential partner. To understand the persistence of racial inequality in the past and
the future, it is critical to understand the income differences of women’s households.
In this context, immense progress has been made in shedding light on the intergenera-
tional mobility of Black and white Americans conditional on their parents’ household
income (see, e.g., Chetty et al., 2020). Initial income gaps across the distribution are the
starting point of any child’s future upward mobility and therefore form the second key

16For example, Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004); Ge et al. (2020) show that consumers and employers
discriminate against individuals with “African-American sounding names.” As a consequence, anony-
mous job applications have gained attention as a potential policy to reduce discrimination. While being
only one source of Black-white disparities, this example highlights that racial inequality goes far beyond
differences in schooling.
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ingredient in the evolution of racial inequality.17

There are at least two fruitful avenues for future research. First, we need a better
understanding of the causal effect of policies and labor market dynamics on women’s
economic well-being at different parts of the income distribution. In particular, we
have incomplete knowledge about how state-level variation in generosity of govern-
ment support affects women’s labor supply, fertility, and marriage decisions. Second,
more work needs to be done on wealth disparities among Black and white women.
Both single and non-single Black women are less than half as likely to own their homes
as white women. As renters, Black women are often trapped in a spiral of evictions; in-
deed, so much so that Desmond (2014) describes eviction as the female analog to mass
incarceration among Black men. It will be particularly interesting to see how Black-
white differences in wealth and income interrelate throughout history.

17For example, Chetty et al. (2020) find that there are no racial disparities in social upward mobility
between Black and white girls conditional on their parents’ income. The reason for the persisting gaps in
economic outcomes between Black and white women is that the incomes of Black parents tend to be far
below those of white parents.
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APPENDIX

A. FIGURES

FIGURE A.1: Convergence in Educational and Occupational Attainment

A: Female Occupational Attainment

0

20

40

60

80

100

%
 o

f w
or

ke
rs

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2007 2010 2019
B W B W B W B W B W B W B W B W B W

Agricultural Service Laborer Clerical

B: Female Educational Attainment
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of Black and white women aged 25-54 in each educational or occupational
bracket. The left panel shows occupational attainment of female workers (excluding women without an occupa-
tion). The right panel shows educational attainment across the population of women.

FIGURE A.2: Real Annual Income
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Notes: This figure shows the annual income (in thousands of 2014-U.S. dollars) of singles and couples at the 25th,
50th, and 90th percentiles. The left panel shows these percentiles within the income distributions of Black and
white single women. The right panel shows them for the income distributions of the couples that include Black
and white women. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income. The CPI-U deflator is used as a price
index.
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FIGURE A.3: Welfare and SSI Benefits
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Notes: This figure shows the fractions of household incomes that stem from welfare and supplemental security
income (SSI) payments by income quintile. Income quintiles are computed separately for the total personal
incomes (which include welfare and SSI) of single women and couples. Appendix Figure A.4 shows that the
fraction of single women receiving positive welfare and SSI payments has halved since 1950.

FIGURE A.4: Welfare and SSI Recipients
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of households receiving positive welfare and supplemental security income
(SSI) payments over time.
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FIGURE A.5: Black Population by State

A: 1950
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B: 2019
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Notes: This figure shows non-hispanic Black men and women as a fraction of each state’s total population in 1950
(left panel) and 2019 (right panel). In the first half of the twentieth century, Black Americans were concentrated
in the South. By the end of the Great Migration, many Black Americans had moved to states outside of the South.

FIGURE A.6: Fraction of Couples’ Level Gaps Explained
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of the income level gaps of couples that can be accounted for by differences
in the distribution over observable characteristics. I first apply the method proposed by Chernozhukov et al.
(2013) for each characteristic individually. Then I pool all of the listed characteristics (shown in the rows labeled
“All”). Figure 13 shows the results of this analysis for single women.

31



FIGURE A.7: Residual Income Level Gaps among Couples

A: Bottom (25th)

-1.2

-1

-.8

-.6

-.4

-.2

0

Lo
g-
po
in
ts

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Baseline Residual

B: Middle (50th)

-1.2

-1

-.8

-.6

-.4

-.2

0

Lo
g-
po
in
ts

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Baseline Residual

C: Top (90th)

-1.2

-1

-.8

-.6

-.4

-.2

0

Lo
g-
po
in
ts

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Baseline Residual

Notes: This figure compares actual and residual income level gaps at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentile of the
distribution of non-single women. To compute the residual gaps, I apply the decomposition method of Cher-
nozhukov et al. (2013), accounting for Black-white differences in the distribution over age, years of education,
region, rural-status, being a caretaker of a child below 5, number of children, labor force participation, occupa-
tion, and partner’s income. Figure 12 shows the results of this analysis for single women.
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B. TABLES

TABLE B.1: Baseline Black-White Income Gaps for Single Women

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -1.299∗∗∗ -0.870∗∗∗ -0.673∗∗∗ -0.635∗∗∗ -0.780∗∗∗ -0.629∗∗∗ -0.409∗∗∗ -0.405∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.008) (0.018) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.013) (0.024)
50th -1.099∗∗∗ -0.879∗∗∗ -0.584∗∗∗ -0.506∗∗∗ -0.547∗∗∗ -0.371∗∗∗ -0.317∗∗∗ -0.288∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.007) (0.010) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.012) (0.012)
90th -0.680∗∗∗ -0.548∗∗∗ -0.408∗∗∗ -0.254∗∗∗ -0.288∗∗∗ -0.277∗∗∗ -0.257∗∗∗ -0.277∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.011) (0.014)

Rank gaps
25th -5.677∗∗∗ -10.230∗∗∗ -10.661∗∗∗ -13.349∗∗∗ -14.985∗∗∗ -12.388∗∗∗ -8.488∗∗∗ -7.162∗∗∗

(0.848) (0.138) (0.169) (0.114) (0.097) (0.109) (0.319) (0.376)
50th -21.409∗∗∗ -26.156∗∗∗ -23.403∗∗∗ -22.375∗∗∗ -23.030∗∗∗ -18.015∗∗∗ -14.016∗∗∗ -12.898∗∗∗

(1.123) (0.173) (0.323) (0.146) (0.171) (0.166) (0.352) (0.471)
90th -33.714∗∗∗ -30.964∗∗∗ -20.438∗∗∗ -11.195∗∗∗ -12.707∗∗∗ -9.874∗∗∗ -8.548∗∗∗ -8.808∗∗∗

(2.422) (0.317) (0.446) (0.268) (0.176) (0.160) (0.382) (0.500)

Notes: This table shows point estimates and standard errors of income level gaps between the households of
Black and white single women aged 25-54 at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of the distribution. Level gaps are
the difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles
the log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

TABLE B.2: Baseline Black-White Income Gaps for Couples

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.821∗∗∗ -0.877∗∗∗ -0.653∗∗∗ -0.449∗∗∗ -0.400∗∗∗ -0.431∗∗∗ -0.464∗∗∗ -0.444∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.006) (0.013) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.011)
50th -0.651∗∗∗ -0.605∗∗∗ -0.475∗∗∗ -0.264∗∗∗ -0.265∗∗∗ -0.289∗∗∗ -0.321∗∗∗ -0.357∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.003) (0.007) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.007) (0.007)
90th -0.527∗∗∗ -0.494∗∗∗ -0.347∗∗∗ -0.206∗∗∗ -0.250∗∗∗ -0.310∗∗∗ -0.288∗∗∗ -0.356∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.002) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.009) (0.012)

Rank gaps
25th -19.023∗∗∗ -18.509∗∗∗ -10.029∗∗∗ -14.026∗∗∗ -12.801∗∗∗ -13.111∗∗∗ -12.069∗∗∗ -11.997∗∗∗

(0.247) (0.059) (0.106) (0.085) (0.084) (0.087) (0.220) (0.321)
50th -37.014∗∗∗ -34.985∗∗∗ -24.377∗∗∗ -20.208∗∗∗ -17.712∗∗∗ -18.178∗∗∗ -17.632∗∗∗ -19.257∗∗∗

(0.412) (0.083) (0.168) (0.135) (0.165) (0.138) (0.364) (0.318)
90th -33.544∗∗∗ -28.840∗∗∗ -16.801∗∗∗ -9.161∗∗∗ -9.559∗∗∗ -10.671∗∗∗ -9.481∗∗∗ -11.408∗∗∗

(1.245) (0.187) (0.338) (0.095) (0.146) (0.157) (0.341) (0.494)

Notes: This table shows point estimates and standard errors of income level gaps between the households of Black
and white non-single women aged 25-54 at the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of the distribution. Level gaps are
the difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles
the log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.
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TABLE B.3: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Singles: North

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -9.087∗∗∗ -0.471∗∗∗ -0.376∗∗∗ -0.428∗∗∗ -0.835∗∗∗ -0.731∗∗∗ -0.629∗∗∗ -0.478∗∗∗

(2.667) (0.027) (0.038) (0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.037) (0.049)
50th -0.490∗∗∗ -0.405∗∗∗ -0.390∗∗∗ -0.396∗∗∗ -0.342∗∗∗ -0.353∗∗∗ -0.349∗∗∗ -0.327∗∗∗

(0.118) (0.012) (0.016) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.022) (0.022)
90th -0.549∗∗∗ -0.414∗∗∗ -0.355∗∗∗ -0.228∗∗∗ -0.256∗∗∗ -0.279∗∗∗ -0.295∗∗∗ -0.309∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.011) (0.009) (0.006) (0.009) (0.006) (0.028) (0.022)

Rank gaps
25th -4.394∗∗∗ -6.489∗∗∗ -6.179∗∗∗ -10.497∗∗∗ -15.028∗∗∗ -13.755∗∗∗ -12.175∗∗∗ -8.675∗∗∗

(1.071) (0.320) (0.575) (0.264) (0.267) (0.250) (0.656) (0.883)
50th -15.399∗∗∗ -16.940∗∗∗ -16.690∗∗∗ -18.316∗∗∗ -17.589∗∗∗ -15.899∗∗∗ -14.918∗∗∗ -13.729∗∗∗

(2.123) (0.455) (0.493) (0.343) (0.422) (0.388) (0.823) (0.882)
90th -26.564∗∗∗ -22.967∗∗∗ -17.784∗∗∗ -10.941∗∗∗ -11.044∗∗∗ -10.455∗∗∗ -10.641∗∗∗ -9.942∗∗∗

(2.391) (0.521) (0.663) (0.347) (0.384) (0.322) (0.965) (0.801)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among sin-
gle women in the North. Women aged 25-54 are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the differ-
ence in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

TABLE B.4: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Singles: South

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.847∗∗∗ -0.837∗∗∗ -0.769∗∗∗ -0.826∗∗∗ -0.910∗∗∗ -0.560∗∗∗ -0.255∗∗∗ -0.189∗∗∗

(0.318) (0.021) (0.025) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.020) (0.031)
50th -0.898∗∗∗ -1.010∗∗∗ -0.779∗∗∗ -0.561∗∗∗ -0.588∗∗∗ -0.370∗∗∗ -0.316∗∗∗ -0.223∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.011) (0.011) (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.012) (0.016)
90th -0.995∗∗∗ -0.835∗∗∗ -0.537∗∗∗ -0.305∗∗∗ -0.324∗∗∗ -0.288∗∗∗ -0.269∗∗∗ -0.229∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.013) (0.018) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.015) (0.012)

Rank gaps
25th -4.382∗∗∗ -9.887∗∗∗ -11.072∗∗∗ -14.212∗∗∗ -14.862∗∗∗ -11.079∗∗∗ -5.073∗∗∗ -3.807∗∗∗

(1.245) (0.273) (0.366) (0.167) (0.161) (0.167) (0.431) (0.504)
50th -21.356∗∗∗ -26.174∗∗∗ -25.415∗∗∗ -25.023∗∗∗ -24.550∗∗∗ -17.843∗∗∗ -11.174∗∗∗ -9.938∗∗∗

(1.635) (0.299) (0.400) (0.239) (0.218) (0.163) (0.506) (0.634)
90th -38.476∗∗∗ -40.353∗∗∗ -26.548∗∗∗ -14.919∗∗∗ -14.590∗∗∗ -10.592∗∗∗ -8.334∗∗∗ -6.237∗∗∗

(1.745) (0.430) (0.820) (0.271) (0.291) (0.185) (0.482) (0.412)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among sin-
gle women in the South. Women aged 25-54 are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the differ-
ence in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.
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TABLE B.5: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Singles: West

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -1.099 -0.632∗∗∗ -0.474∗∗∗ -0.344∗∗∗ -0.396∗∗∗ -0.486∗∗∗ -0.405∗∗∗ -0.461∗∗∗

(4.763) (0.047) (0.047) (0.012) (0.014) (0.018) (0.041) (0.056)
50th -0.880∗∗∗ -0.541∗∗∗ -0.492∗∗∗ -0.275∗∗∗ -0.275∗∗∗ -0.276∗∗∗ -0.278∗∗∗ -0.269∗∗∗

(0.200) (0.017) (0.023) (0.010) (0.008) (0.012) (0.032) (0.032)
90th -0.478∗∗∗ -0.408∗∗∗ -0.346∗∗∗ -0.161∗∗∗ -0.175∗∗∗ -0.222∗∗∗ -0.190∗∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗

(0.172) (0.014) (0.021) (0.010) (0.007) (0.012) (0.022) (0.038)

Rank gaps
25th -10.868 -9.478∗∗∗ -9.770∗∗∗ -8.867∗∗∗ -9.311∗∗∗ -10.689∗∗∗ -7.687∗∗∗ -8.788∗∗∗

(7.656) (0.559) (0.667) (0.278) (0.275) (0.371) (0.789) (0.828)
50th -24.689∗∗∗ -21.787∗∗∗ -20.995∗∗∗ -15.678∗∗∗ -12.940∗∗∗ -13.342∗∗∗ -11.419∗∗∗ -12.253∗∗∗

(3.628) (0.659) (0.750) (0.498) (0.374) (0.470) (1.253) (1.368)
90th -27.398∗∗∗ -26.778∗∗∗ -17.540∗∗∗ -7.357∗∗∗ -7.128∗∗∗ -7.132∗∗∗ -6.447∗∗∗ -5.322∗∗∗

(10.278) (1.193) (1.656) (0.412) (0.404) (0.426) (0.837) (1.211)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among sin-
gle women in the West. Women aged 25-54 are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the difference
in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the log-
transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

TABLE B.6: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Singles: Midwest

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.788 -0.753∗∗∗ -0.498∗∗∗ -0.558∗∗∗ -0.748∗∗∗ -0.642∗∗∗ -0.453∗∗∗ -0.460∗∗∗

(0.603) (0.041) (0.028) (0.011) (0.013) (0.017) (0.031) (0.049)
50th -0.663∗∗∗ -0.651∗∗∗ -0.464∗∗∗ -0.402∗∗∗ -0.560∗∗∗ -0.314∗∗∗ -0.336∗∗∗ -0.297∗∗∗

(0.088) (0.014) (0.011) (0.010) (0.015) (0.008) (0.022) (0.022)
90th -0.623∗∗∗ -0.410∗∗∗ -0.304∗∗∗ -0.117∗∗∗ -0.163∗∗∗ -0.154∗∗∗ -0.216∗∗∗ -0.232∗∗∗

(0.146) (0.015) (0.012) (0.006) (0.007) (0.010) (0.019) (0.033)

Rank gaps
25th -4.973∗∗ -9.657∗∗∗ -7.740∗∗∗ -11.916∗∗∗ -15.000∗∗∗ -13.523∗∗∗ -10.445∗∗∗ -9.065∗∗∗

(2.014) (0.387) (0.408) (0.213) (0.209) (0.232) (0.649) (0.728)
50th -16.666∗∗∗ -22.188∗∗∗ -19.368∗∗∗ -20.039∗∗∗ -22.979∗∗∗ -16.938∗∗∗ -14.308∗∗∗ -14.209∗∗∗

(1.366) (0.394) (0.505) (0.359) (0.420) (0.367) (0.855) (0.906)
90th -33.629∗∗∗ -24.045∗∗∗ -14.536∗∗∗ -5.230∗∗∗ -6.577∗∗∗ -5.674∗∗∗ -6.696∗∗∗ -8.507∗∗∗

(7.372) (0.847) (0.728) (0.303) (0.378) (0.356) (0.599) (1.162)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among sin-
gle women in the Midwest. Women aged 25-54 are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the dif-
ference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.
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TABLE B.7: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Couples: North

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.468∗∗∗ -0.424∗∗∗ -0.417∗∗∗ -0.380∗∗∗ -0.330∗∗∗ -0.471∗∗∗ -0.479∗∗∗ -0.511∗∗∗

(0.041) (0.007) (0.024) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.028) (0.037)
50th -0.447∗∗∗ -0.339∗∗∗ -0.298∗∗∗ -0.186∗∗∗ -0.187∗∗∗ -0.290∗∗∗ -0.325∗∗∗ -0.369∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.004) (0.014) (0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.020) (0.022)
90th -0.398∗∗∗ -0.380∗∗∗ -0.323∗∗∗ -0.190∗∗∗ -0.256∗∗∗ -0.355∗∗∗ -0.338∗∗∗ -0.399∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.006) (0.013) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.017) (0.032)

Rank gaps
25th -16.759∗∗∗ -16.079∗∗∗ -8.179∗∗∗ -13.669∗∗∗ -12.349∗∗∗ -13.857∗∗∗ -12.800∗∗∗ -12.772∗∗∗

(0.739) (0.144) (0.307) (0.230) (0.305) (0.223) (0.525) (0.636)
50th -34.126∗∗∗ -28.664∗∗∗ -20.542∗∗∗ -15.977∗∗∗ -13.755∗∗∗ -17.920∗∗∗ -18.320∗∗∗ -19.948∗∗∗

(1.265) (0.233) (0.517) (0.418) (0.533) (0.422) (0.984) (0.990)
90th -22.074∗∗∗ -21.060∗∗∗ -13.795∗∗∗ -7.637∗∗∗ -9.101∗∗∗ -11.512∗∗∗ -11.329∗∗∗ -13.483∗∗∗

(2.651) (0.547) (0.583) (0.275) (0.307) (0.349) (0.751) (1.477)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among couples
in the North. Women aged 25-54 and their partners are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the
difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

TABLE B.8: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Couples: South

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.761∗∗∗ -1.008∗∗∗ -0.683∗∗∗ -0.477∗∗∗ -0.418∗∗∗ -0.392∗∗∗ -0.397∗∗∗ -0.368∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.008) (0.017) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.012)
50th -0.693∗∗∗ -0.781∗∗∗ -0.583∗∗∗ -0.321∗∗∗ -0.304∗∗∗ -0.277∗∗∗ -0.310∗∗∗ -0.326∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.010) (0.011)
90th -0.671∗∗∗ -0.657∗∗∗ -0.451∗∗∗ -0.269∗∗∗ -0.297∗∗∗ -0.327∗∗∗ -0.292∗∗∗ -0.314∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.005) (0.009) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.011) (0.017)

Rank gaps
25th -17.524∗∗∗ -17.188∗∗∗ -10.406∗∗∗ -13.769∗∗∗ -12.376∗∗∗ -11.560∗∗∗ -10.112∗∗∗ -9.841∗∗∗

(0.473) (0.086) (0.208) (0.118) (0.125) (0.121) (0.293) (0.323)
50th -33.122∗∗∗ -33.788∗∗∗ -25.613∗∗∗ -22.005∗∗∗ -19.682∗∗∗ -17.020∗∗∗ -16.653∗∗∗ -16.652∗∗∗

(0.448) (0.122) (0.273) (0.169) (0.184) (0.206) (0.466) (0.566)
90th -37.707∗∗∗ -39.148∗∗∗ -22.378∗∗∗ -12.086∗∗∗ -11.962∗∗∗ -11.276∗∗∗ -9.425∗∗∗ -9.484∗∗∗

(1.389) (0.285) (0.483) (0.227) (0.185) (0.164) (0.445) (0.623)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among couples
in the South. Women aged 25-54 and their partners are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the
difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.
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TABLE B.9: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Couples: West

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.408∗∗∗ -0.433∗∗∗ -0.382∗∗∗ -0.350∗∗∗ -0.266∗∗∗ -0.349∗∗∗ -0.430∗∗∗ -0.486∗∗∗

(0.081) (0.014) (0.045) (0.011) (0.017) (0.015) (0.050) (0.028)
50th -0.399∗∗∗ -0.345∗∗∗ -0.307∗∗∗ -0.175∗∗∗ -0.140∗∗∗ -0.204∗∗∗ -0.264∗∗∗ -0.374∗∗∗

(0.049) (0.007) (0.017) (0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.032) (0.039)
90th -0.376∗∗∗ -0.354∗∗∗ -0.283∗∗∗ -0.192∗∗∗ -0.204∗∗∗ -0.270∗∗∗ -0.207∗∗∗ -0.377∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.012) (0.013) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.040) (0.037)

Rank gaps
25th -14.861∗∗∗ -15.485∗∗∗ -7.112∗∗∗ -11.133∗∗∗ -9.400∗∗∗ -11.176∗∗∗ -11.271∗∗∗ -12.830∗∗∗

(1.883) (0.237) (0.525) (0.293) (0.432) (0.342) (0.905) (0.636)
50th -31.587∗∗∗ -27.703∗∗∗ -19.224∗∗∗ -13.330∗∗∗ -9.996∗∗∗ -12.758∗∗∗ -14.517∗∗∗ -19.278∗∗∗

(2.259) (0.426) (0.679) (0.555) (0.601) (0.520) (1.518) (1.595)
90th -22.901∗∗∗ -20.665∗∗∗ -13.223∗∗∗ -7.785∗∗∗ -6.726∗∗∗ -8.062∗∗∗ -5.810∗∗∗ -11.581∗∗∗

(2.957) (0.714) (0.840) (0.372) (0.407) (0.407) (1.529) (1.426)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among cou-
ples in the West. Women aged 25-54 and their partners are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the
difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.

TABLE B.10: Regional Black-White Income Gaps for Couples: Midwest

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2019

Level gaps
25th -0.293∗∗∗ -0.394∗∗∗ -0.340∗∗∗ -0.257∗∗∗ -0.336∗∗∗ -0.415∗∗∗ -0.586∗∗∗ -0.571∗∗∗

(0.030) (0.010) (0.027) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.034) (0.037)
50th -0.321∗∗∗ -0.291∗∗∗ -0.232∗∗∗ -0.096∗∗∗ -0.130∗∗∗ -0.195∗∗∗ -0.344∗∗∗ -0.426∗∗∗

(0.024) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.009) (0.006) (0.023) (0.026)
90th -0.347∗∗∗ -0.337∗∗∗ -0.214∗∗∗ -0.090∗∗∗ -0.115∗∗∗ -0.162∗∗∗ -0.211∗∗∗ -0.332∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.026) (0.025)

Rank gaps
25th -12.268∗∗∗ -12.405∗∗∗ -7.209∗∗∗ -10.181∗∗∗ -11.868∗∗∗ -13.407∗∗∗ -14.505∗∗∗ -14.169∗∗∗

(0.872) (0.165) (0.398) (0.287) (0.318) (0.254) (0.521) (0.602)
50th -26.444∗∗∗ -23.874∗∗∗ -17.135∗∗∗ -8.307∗∗∗ -9.955∗∗∗ -14.318∗∗∗ -19.906∗∗∗ -22.831∗∗∗

(1.504) (0.239) (0.454) (0.414) (0.669) (0.519) (1.100) (1.065)
90th -20.282∗∗∗ -17.562∗∗∗ -10.004∗∗∗ -3.687∗∗∗ -4.139∗∗∗ -5.408∗∗∗ -7.703∗∗∗ -12.284∗∗∗

(2.136) (0.375) (0.437) (0.220) (0.246) (0.288) (1.043) (1.306)

Notes: This table shows estimates and standard errors for Black-white income level and rank gaps among couples
in the Midwest. Women aged 25-54 and their partners are included in the analysis. Income level gaps are the
difference in real incomes transformed by the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) function, which closely resembles the
log-transformation while allowing for zeros. Annual incomes include all forms of reported income.
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