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ABSTRACT 

 

 

TONYA KRISTINA FREVERT. The intersectional effects of race, gender, and class on 

worker outcomes. (Under the direction of DR. BETH A. RUBIN) 

 

 

In this dissertation, I investigate how the combined structural locations of 

workers’ race, gender, and class affect their individual outcomes in their personal domain 

(health perceptions), their work domain (job satisfaction), and the interface between their 

personal and work domains (work-life management). I test hypotheses of structural 

inequality models to dissect the theoretical concept of intersectionality: institutionalized 

structures of race, gender and class interact to influence an individual’s outcomes 

depending on his or her intersectional location, such that some routinely obtain 

advantages while others routinely obtain disadvantages. I introduce a proxy variable of 

class that follows a similar logic and visibility to race and gender so that intersectional 

models can be explicitly tested. Using data from the 2008 National Study of the 

Changing Workforce, I compare outcomes in different domains of workers’ lives. Results 

indicate that race, gender, and class do predict differences in workers outcomes. While 

nonwhite working class women are systemically and cumulatively disadvantaged in 

terms of health outcomes, results for job satisfaction and work-life management are 

mixed. The findings indicate that structural advantage and disadvantage varies among 

race, gender, and class categorizations and across domains. I discuss explanations for the 

results; implications for scholars, organizational leaders, and policy makers; limitations; 

and directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

 

“Euclid’s first common notion is this: ‘Things which are equal to the same thing are 

equal to each other.’ That’s a rule of mathematical reasoning. It’s true because it works. 

Has done and always will do. In his book, Euclid says this is self-evident. You see, there 

it is. Even in that 2,000 year old book of mechanical law, it is a self-evident truth that 

things which are equal to the same thing are equal to each other.” 

Daniel Day-Lewis as Abraham Lincoln, citing Euclid in the 2012 film “Lincoln” 

 

My dissertation research investigates how the combined structural locations of 

workers’ race, gender, and class affect their individual outcomes in their personal domain 

(i.e., health perceptions), their work domain (i.e., job satisfaction), and the interface 

between their personal and work domains (i.e., work-life management). Despite 

considerable change in reducing structural inequalities over the past several decades, the 

demographic characteristics of workers continue to play a significant part in determining 

their life and work experiences. Sex-based and race-based discrimination at work persist, 

although women comprise 46.7% of the US workforce and, as of 2050, people of color 

will comprise 54% of the US population (Jones and George 2015). Growing income 

disparities and precarious work arrangements are contributing to public conversations 

about a social-political-economic system that advantages some while disadvantaging 

others (Neckerman and Torche 2007; Kalleberg 2009; Rubin 2012; Wisman 2013). While 

much social science research has attempted to determine why inequality occurs based on 

ascriptive characteristics (Reskin 2003), very little of that research has done so from an 

intersectional perspective. Using cross-sectional data from the 2008 National Study of the 
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Changing Workforce, I test hypotheses of differential worker outcomes drawn from the 

theoretical concept of intersectionality with ordinary least squares regression techniques.  

As the United States marked the 50th anniversary of the Civil Rights Act in 2014, 

significant progress in race and gender equality was clearly evident. Using the Executive 

Branch of the US Government as one barometer of such progress, it is telling that in 2008 

the first black man was elected President of the United States (and re-elected in 2012). 

Additionally, since 1997, three women—one of them black—served as Secretary of 

State. It took several decades and years of legislated and socialized change beyond the 

1960s, but racial minorities and women have now held what are arguably two of the most 

powerful occupations across the globe. Despite these milestones, progress in race and 

gender equality has been nonlinear and often recursive, particularly in the workplace 

(Jiménez, Fields, and Schachter 2015; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). While 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act specifically prohibits race and gender discrimination in 

the workplace (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission N.d.g), problems persist. 

For example, Table 1 shows the number of both racial discrimination charges and sex 

discrimination charges filed with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(EEOC) in 1993 and 2013, as well as what percentage of those charges were 

 

 

TABLE 1: EEOC litigation statistics         

      Fiscal Year 1993 Fiscal Year 2013  

Race-based charges            31,695          33,068  

Resolved as “reasonable cause”               475 (1.5%)     925 (2.8%) 

 

Sex-based charges            23,919          27,687  

Resolved as “reasonable cause”               693 (2.9%)           1,107 (4.0%)  

Note. Source: EEOC N.d.c; N.d.d; N.d.e; N.d.f. 
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resolved as “reasonable cause,” meaning that the EEOC determined that there was 

“reasonable cause to believe that discrimination occurred based upon evidence obtained 

in investigation” (EEOC N.d.a).  

Given the growth and reach of the diversity training industry1, vast 

implementation of corporate policies (Anand and Winters 2008), and the achievement of 

historic milestones such as those in the executive branch of the US government, the 

increases in both race and sex charges found to be with cause is concerning. One 

potential explanation for the increases is resegregation2. With both the civil rights and 

women’s movements losing steam over the past few decades, resegregation may be 

occurring due to a lack of organized bottom-up pressure on policy makers and business 

leaders (Sokoloff 1992; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). Top-down pressure 

was also weakened in the 1980s under President Reagan’s deregulation policies (Anand 

and Winters 2008), which contended that “intensive, fine-grained regulation of business 

led firms to opt out of compliance altogether. Goals such as…reduced discrimination 

would be elusive under intense regulation” (Kalev and Dobbin 2006:862). Further, 

functional sociologists contend that race and gender serve reproducible functions for the 

sake of capitalism itself (Wright 1997), and thus resegregation may also stem from 

market forces that perpetuate race and gender inequality. Progress is further stunted due 

to well-meaning antidiscrimination laws and policies that fail to recognize that 

individuals are simultaneously located in multiple categories, creating a regulatory 

system wherein an individual has recourse against racial discrimination or has recourse 

                                                 
1 Diversity training was estimated to be an $8 billion industry as of 2003 (Anand and Winters 2008).  
2 While better awareness, reporting, investigation, and enforcement may also explain the increases, the 

numbers still reflect the persistence of racism and sexism in the workplace, despite efforts to the contrary 

(see Reskin 2003). 
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against sexual discrimination, but has little to no recourse for racial and sexual 

discrimination (Crenshaw 1989; see Goldman, Gutek, Stein, and Lewis 2006). In addition 

to the resegregation of race and gender inequality, I posit that this stagnation is occurring 

in part due to the co-entanglement of class-based inequality. This co-entanglement of 

race, gender, and class is termed intersectionality: institutionalized structures of race, 

gender and class interact to influence an individual’s outcomes depending on his or her 

intersectional location, such that some routinely obtain advantages (e.g., white upper 

class men) while others routinely obtain disadvantages (e.g., lower class women of 

color).  

Following the social movement efforts of civil rights activists and black feminists 

in the 1950s through the 1980s to change existing power relations in the United States, 

intersectionality as an area of scholarship slowly found its way into the academy (Collins 

2015a; Stirratt, Meyer, Ouellette, and Gara 2008; see Crenshaw 1989, 1991). In 

recognition that existing scholarship inadequately considered the experiences and 

struggles of non-white women (Davis 2008), intersectionality provided a means for 

scholars to begin unpacking the “interlocking oppressions of race, class, and gender” and 

served “as a structural frame for understanding multiple social inequalities” (Collins 

2015a:3.8). In this vein, intersectionality is generally defined as the interaction between 

socially-constructed categories of difference—race, gender, and class—and is thus used 

as a framework to understand the experiences of people who are socially positioned 

outside of the prototypically privileged white male experience (Staunæs 2003). Its core 

tenet is that combining multiple axes of oppression shapes distinct perspectives for 

individuals (Stirratt et al. 2008) that yield differences in “individual lives, social 
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practices, institutional arrangements, and cultural ideologies” (Davis 2008:68). Rather 

than separately examining race, gender, or class as singular attributes of individuals, an 

increasing chorus of scholars calls for intersectional models that combine attributes in 

empirical studies of inequality (Browne and Misra 2003; Cole 2009; McCall 2005; 

Shields 2008).  

Mirroring this call for intersectional models in studies of inequality is a call from 

organizational scholars to critically assess how the design and operation of work 

organizations advantage some members while disadvantaging others (Acker 2006; Gray 

and Kish-Gephart 2013; Hinings and Greenwood 2002; Reskin 2003). Traditionally, 

organizations look to neoclassic economic theory to explain differences in worker 

outcomes as attributable to differences in human capital (e.g., education, skills; Browne 

and Misra 2003), as Marx’s classical formulation of capitalism posits that it eventually 

destroys oppression (Wright 1997). This view has been criticized by some, however, as 

“discourse too closely wedded to the individual” (Collins 2015b), for while workers carry 

their individual capital with them in the labor market, this view fails to recognize that 

they also carry with them visible characteristics that are tied to structures of oppression 

determined by race, gender, and class. Organizations “operate in the domains of 

collective experience and social interaction” that generate normative categorical relations 

which play out in the day-to-day tasks, routines, and conversations between 

organizational members (Tilly 1998:24). In turn, these categorical relations became 

entwined with the institution of work over time and thus the institution of work itself 

reproduces and perpetuates inequality (Acker 2006; Branch 2011). Today’s neo-Marxists 

acknowledge that both class oppression and nonclass oppression (i.e., race, gender) “tend 
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to reinforce the other…as the more oppressive and exploitative are class relations with 

capitalism, the more oppressive these other forms of oppression will tend to be as well” 

(Wright 1997:542-543). This mutually constitutive relationship between class oppression 

and nonclass oppression lies at the heart of intersectionality.  

The overarching aim of my research is not to just demonstrate that social 

hierarchies exist, but to empirically investigate the mutual construction of distinctive 

social power relations (Bowleg 2008) and how these power relations are (re)enforced in 

the workplace (Gray and Kish-Gephart 2013). Intersectionality may thus bridge a gap 

between sociological and organizational research by providing a framework with which 

to examine workers’ structural locations and resulting inequalities that are confounded by 

the combined social characteristics of race, gender, and class.  

This dissertation project has four goals. First, I formulate and test hypotheses of  

structural inequality models to test the theoretical concept of intersectionality. While 

much research in this vein has studied race, gender, or class alone (Acker 2006), and 

many others have studied the interactive effects of race and gender3, to my knowledge, no 

research has explicitly and concurrently included class (as traditionally defined within 

sociology). This absence is a serious deficit in the intersectionality literature, but may be 

due in part to researchers using race and gender themselves as proxies for class (Adib and 

Guerrier 2003), as well as the difficulty in defining and measuring social class in a 

modern capitalist economy. Although others have tested 3-factor intersectional models, 

their focus has varied—race, gender, and immigrant status (see Williams, Alvarez, and 

                                                 
3 See Browne and Misra 2003; Elliott and Smith, 2004; Glauber 2008; Keene and Prokos 2007; 

Rockquemore 2002; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993; Tomaskovic-

Devey, Zimmer, Stainback, Robinson, Taylor, and McTague 2006; and Williams-Reid and Rubin 2003. 



7 

Hauck 2002) or race, gender, and sexuality (see McQueeney 2009) in lieu of explicit 

measures of class. While intersectionality may be fruitful in understanding various 

combinations of oppression, I posit that we must first establish or refute the role of class 

in intersectionality. One critique of intersectionality is that some intersectional research 

measures the combined effects of race and gender (as distinct categorical variables) but 

then couches their arguments in a larger discussion of race-gender-class inequality, 

without ever explicitly measuring class (Collins 2015a). To date, there exists scant 

evidence as to whether intersectionality really does construe race, gender, and class. A 

second critique is that it automatically assumes the taken-for-granted categories of race, 

gender, and class (Anthias 2013) over other possible combinations of oppression (e.g., 

disability, religion, body size). Caution must be exercised, however, in “switching out”  

categories4 from the traditional triad of race, gender, and class, because scholars may end  

up “erasing categories where we are uncomfortable”, such as race (Collins 2015b), and 

may inadvertently create “space for a non-racial vision of what diversity looks like in 

organizations” (Collins 2011:519). Additionally some question whether intersectionality 

is a theory, a framework, or merely a methodological technique (Collins 2015a; Dubrow 

2008). As a first step in resolving these issues, I posit that empirical research that 

explicitly includes class is needed to determine the scope conditions under which  

intersectionality occurs.  

The foundations of sociology are rooted in understanding class differences 

(Wright 1997), but defining and measuring class became problematic and controversial in 

the latter decades of the 20th century (Kingston 2000). For example, class is often treated 

                                                 
4 E.g., Logan 2010 (gender, masculinity, and sexuality) and Mason 2012 (gender and body size). 
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as a gradational variable, and thus class categories are often critiqued as having difficult-

to-define boundaries (e.g., upper middle class versus lower middle class). Additionally, 

the vast variety of class definitions and categorizations yield several proposed class 

schemas in the sociological literature (e.g., Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Weeden and 

Grusky 2005). Finally, some researchers posit that “class is dead” and irrelevant as a 

variable of study in the modern capitalist era (see Clark and Lipset 1991; Kingston 2000). 

My second objective of this research is to develop a reasonable proxy of class that 

follows a similar logic (Collins 2015a) and visibility (Acker 2006) to race and gender so 

that intersectional models can be explicitly tested to tackle the empirical challenges that 

dog this line of research.  

Third, I compare outcomes in different domains of workers’ lives because the 

crossroads of an intersection create a matrix of oppression and privilege that does not 

necessarily operate uniformly in all circumstances. Intersectional locations in an 

organization may differ from intersectional locations in the home because of the distinct 

power relations relative to each domain. As such, I test my intersectional models across 

three areas of workers’ lives: 1) health perceptions in their personal domains, 2) job 

satisfaction in their work domains; and 3) work-life management outcomes at the 

interface between their personal and work domains. Studies repeatedly demonstrate a 

strong relationship between social inequalities and health outcomes (Carpiano, Link, and 

Phelan 2008) as well as the link between employment and health outcomes (Scott 2004). 

Additionally, decades of work-life research persistently show that women suffer more 

penalties in the workplace than men (Bianchi and Milkie 2010; Casper, Eby, Bourdeaux, 

Lockwood, and Lambert 2007; Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, and Crouter 2000), but researchers 
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and practitioners have largely overlooked how these penalties vary by race and class 

(Frevert, Culbertson, and Huffman 2015). Finally, since the breakdown of the Capital-

Labor accord, employment has yielded numerous changes to the state of work following 

increased globalization and a shift from a manufacturing economy to a service economy 

(Rubin 1995; Rubin 2012). As the boundary between the work and home domains 

evaporates, increased work demands are reshaping workers’ well-being and quality of life 

(Rubin and Brody 2011). In today’s workplace, most individuals spend the majority of 

their time “at” work—often while “off the clock”—and thus it behooves us to explain 

how employment differentially affects worker outcomes across intersectional locations 

and across domains. It should be noted that my emphasis is focused on the combined 

independent variables of race, gender, and class. This study is not about health 

perceptions, job satisfaction, or work-life management per se. Rather, this study 

examines intersectionality’s theoretical underpinnings of cumulative advantage or 

disadvantage by testing the relationships between race, class, and gender with workers’ 

health perceptions, job satisfaction, and work-life management.  

Fourth, I aim to bridge a gap between sociology and organizational science. While  

class analysis is not new to sociology, it “has received only scant attention” by 

organizational and management scholars (Gray and Kish-Gephart 2013:670). I posit that 

this oversight is due in part to class not being a legally protected group under Title VII of 

the Civil Rights Act (see EEOC N.d.g), and thus class is not considered a necessary 

component of diversity practices in work organizations (i.e., an employee cannot file a 

complaint based on social class discrimination with the EEOC). Indeed, given that the 

message of the “American Dream” is that anyone can overcome her class position, if she 
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just puts in the work and effort to do so (thus her class position is earned/deserved5), then 

class is unlikely to be viewed as a category of difference that requires legal protections. 

The reality, however, is that changing one’s class position is much more difficult than 

touted in “the United States’ purportedly open and egalitarian society” (Ravlin and 

Thomas 2005:967). For example, recent research by Harvard economists demonstrates 

that the quality of geographical location in the United States matters to intergenerational 

mobility (Chetty and Hendren 2015). Additionally, structural inequalities are further 

exacerbated in the workplace by the reproduction of class behaviors that privilege white 

men, such as access to upper management positions (Collins 2011) and opportunities for 

advancement (Padavic and Reskin 2002). Further, since the Great Recession of 2007, 

class and inequality have become part of the larger public conversation as the chasm 

between rich and poor widens (Wisman 2013). 

By bringing intersectionality to organizational scholarship, this research project  

begins a dialogue between the two literatures. For sociology scholars, this study aims to 

contribute to inequality research and “tease out the interlocking effects of class, race, and 

gender…and its consequences” (Gray and Kish-Gephart 2013:694), specifically by 

explicating linkages among macro stratification structures and individual level outcomes 

                                                 
5 Crenshaw argues that the conversation around poverty is frequently attributed to individual immorality, 

particularly when “the ills of Black America” are being diagnosed (1989:163). This policy view was first 

established in then-Assistant Secretary of Labor (and later New York Senator) Daniel Patrick Moynihan’s 

1965 report, The Negro Family: The Case for National Action (notably produced at the height of the Civil 

Rights era). Although Moynihan was harshly criticized by some at the time, his thesis that the breakdown 

of black families is to blame for systemic inequality and poverty endures 50 years later, recently evidenced 

during extensive political/media analysis (see Harrington 2015) of the 2015 protests and civil unrest in 

Baltimore, Maryland following the death of Freddie Gray, a black man who died under suspicious 

circumstances while in the custody of six Baltimore Police Department officers. Crenshaw critiques this 

view for assuming white cultural norms and the failure of Black women “to live up to a white female 

standard of motherhood” (163), yet failing to acknowledge that “the structure of the economy and the 

workforce subordinates the interests of women, especially childbearing Black women” (165). 
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in the workplace. For organizational science, I hope to sensitize organizations to the 

effects of intersectionality, for they take their diversity practice cues from 

antidiscrimination laws, and thus treat race and gender as separate foci in the workplace. 

Successfully identifying linkages is a first step in demonstrating to organizational and 

management scholars that inequalities persist despite well-intentioned diversity efforts 

and antidiscrimination legislation. Intersectionality provides the means to “flesh out a 

more nuanced understanding of how social structures and cultural representations 

interconnect” (Collins 2015a:3.5) and thus bridge the relationship between sociology and 

organizational science. 

I divide this dissertation into five chapters. Following this introductory chapter, 

Chapter 2 sets this study in context with a discussion of the history of inequality and 

antidiscrimination efforts in the United States followed by a review of intersectionality 

and related literatures on race, gender, and class. I conclude Chapter 2 with my outcome 

variables, conceptual model and hypotheses. Chapter 3 provides the methodology as 

defined by the cross-sectional data, measures, and statistical procedures. Chapter 4 

presents empirical findings for the hypotheses. The last chapter, Chapter 6, concludes the 

study with a discussion of the results and the implications derived from this study. 

  



 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. A Brief History of Inequality in America 

As intersectionality is historically and institutionally situated, addressing 

inequalities in 21st Century America requires a brief step back in time to the birth of the 

United States in 1776. From the American Revolution to the present, pivotal events over 

the past 250 years have fueled the mythology of the “American Dream,” which “is the 

promise that all residents of the United States have a reasonable chance to achieve 

success as they define it (material or otherwise) through their own efforts and resources, 

and to attain virtue and fulfillment through that success” (Hochschild and Scovronick 

2000:209). The American historian James Truslow Adams (1878-1949) stated in his book 

The Epic of America that the American Dream is: 

"…that dream of a land in which life should be better and richer and fuller for 

everyone, with opportunity for each according to ability or achievement. It is a 

difficult dream for the European upper classes to interpret adequately, and too 

many of us ourselves have grown weary and mistrustful of it. It is not a dream of 

motor cars and high wages merely, but a dream of social order in which each man 

and each woman shall be able to attain to the fullest stature of which they are 

innately capable, and be recognized by others for what they are, regardless of the 

fortuitous circumstances of birth or position" (1931:214-215). 

 

The murmurings of this national ethos began with The Declaration of Independence of 

1776 which explicitly stated that “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are 

created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights that 

among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness” (National Center for 
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Constitutional Studies 2012:35; NCCS). Arguably, The Declaration of Independence was 

a radical renunciation of heretofore class-based structures and the inequality inherent 

within them. Sadly, the reality of that historical era afforded these rights primarily to 

white men, as women and people of color were excluded (Glenn 2002). Nearly a century 

later, President Abraham Lincoln would draw upon these revolutionary words to make 

his case via The Gettysburg Address that slavery must be abolished (Lincoln 1863). 

Although slavery was officially abolished with ratification of the Thirteenth Amendment 

in 1865 (NCCS 2012), the subsequent decades did little for achieving racial equality, as 

systems of neo-slavery (i.e., debt peonage, criminal servitude) and de facto and de jure 

segregation (i.e., Jim Crow laws) took slavery’s place in the absence of any real federal 

enforcement (Blackmon 2008). Despite the official “death” of slavery, the social 

construct of race “would survive and mutate into new and hideous shapes” (Jones 

2013:xvii). In a parallel vein, it would take an additional 55 years following the abolition 

of slavery for the rights of women to advance when they were finally afforded the right to 

vote with ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920 (NCCS 2012). While these 

historic milestones slowly chipped away at institutionalized structures of race and gender 

inequality, it was not until passage of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act in 1964 and the 

subsequent establishment of the EEOC in 1965 as the Act’s enforcer that these laws 

began to have any teeth. 

Along with race and gender, Title VII initially prohibited discrimination by 

employers based upon color, religion, and national origin6 (EEOC N.d.g). Subsequent 

                                                 
6 Originally, Title VII only provided for “make-whole relief,” in which the injured party was “entitled only 

to remedies that would put them in the position they would have been if the alleged discrimination did not 

occur” (Goldman et al. 2006:788). The Civil Rights Act of 1991 “authorized jury awards and compensatory 

and punitive damages in all Title VII cases involving intentional discrimination (disparate impact)” (788). 
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legislation expanded protection to include age, disability, and genetic information and, in 

2012, the EEOC used the sex discrimination guidelines to extend some protections to 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender individuals (EEOC N.d.b). Historically, race and 

gender are the two primary—yet separate—fronts upon which antidiscrimination efforts 

focused (Crenshaw 1989), and the development and expansion of antidiscrimination laws 

since 1964 has been driven largely by employers themselves (Dobbin 2001). At its outset, 

Title VII narrowly defined what discriminatory behavior was, and as such, the legal and 

human resource departments in work organizations focused their energies on 

predicting—and thereby avoiding—future legal challenges. Legal and human resources 

departments thus went into the business of lawsuit prevention for their parent 

organizations (Goldman et al. 2006), a strategy that has, over time, yielded the 

affirmative action policies and corporate diversity initiatives of today’s workplace 

(Anand and Winters 2008).  

 The employment protections afforded under Title VII are certainly not exhaustive 

of the myriad ways humans may discriminate against one another. Since the Great 

Recession of 2007, the larger political conversation has invoked income and class 

inequality as a growing problem as the divide widens between the “haves” and the “have-

nots” (Wisman 2013). For example, President Obama’s 2014 State of the Union address 

centered on income inequality and the short-lived Occupy Wall Street movement 

reflected a growing conflict of class consciousness between the “99% and the 1%” 

(Rehman 2013). Recent data indicate that the gap between lower class incomes and upper 

class incomes is getting larger (Wisman 2013) and that the middle class is simply 

disappearing (Foster and Wolfson 2010; see Leicht and Fitzgerald 2007). These events, 



15 

coupled with the persistence of race and gender inequality, are nested in the breakdown 

of the Capital-Labor Accord that began in the 1970s and changed the nature of 

occupations and work arrangements (Kalleberg and Marsden 2012; Rubin 1995, 2012), 

often to the disadvantage of the worker (e.g., disappearance of career ladders). When all 

of these events are considered in tandem, achieving the American Dream if you belong to 

the “wrong” race, the “wrong” gender, and the “wrong” class seems near impossible. 

Although a plethora of research has investigated these axes of oppression separately, our 

understanding of how they intersect with one another remains elusive.  

2.2. Intersectionality 

 Feminist scholarship provides the theoretical foundation for this research project 

with the recognition both inside and outside the academy that women of color were 

excluded from the larger conversation about inequality and stratification (Cole 2009; 

Collins 2015a; McCall 2005). Building upon the social justice efforts of black feminists, 

Kimberlé Crenshaw, a critical legal scholar, coined the term intersectionality (1989, 

1991), which posits that a person’s multiple identities interact with her experiences of 

exclusion and subordination (Davis 2008). The core tenet of intersectionality is that race, 

gender, and class are not separate characteristics shaping life experiences, but are rather 

an interlocking system of societal relationships (Andersen and Collins 2006). Following 

the lead of critical race theory that examines the interaction of race, law, and power 

(Brooks 1994), intersectionality became a new paradigm for feminist research (McCall 

2005) and a proposed analytical tool for understanding how people are differentially 

positioned in the social structure and thus possibly marginalized (Staunæs 2003). For the 

purposes of this dissertation project, I limit the scope of my inquiry to the workplace and 
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focus on how an individual’s intersectional location predicts her outcomes across three 

domains in terms of health perceptions, job satisfaction, and work-life management. 

As theorized, intersectionality requires that we conceptualize social categories in 

terms of the stratification that arises through the practices of individuals, institutions, and 

cultures rather than merely as individual characteristics (Cole 2008). Social categories 

connote hierarchies of privilege and power (Cole 2009) that shape differential life 

experiences and outcomes. Tilly argued that:  

“Categories support durable inequality when they combine with hierarchies—ties 

between social sites in which the connections are asymmetrical and the sites 

systematically unequal. Each reinforces the other, for a relatively impermeable 

barrier reduces the likelihood that equalizing relations will form across it, while 

asymmetrical relations based on unequal resources justify the boundary and 

render it more visible” (1998:72). 

 

Race, gender, and class inequality will thus seem “natural” as long as the social 

transactions across their boundaries (i.e., white-nonwhite, male-female, upper class-lower 

class) remain asymmetrical. Intersectional models provide an opportunity to bring a new 

level of understanding to the asymmetrical power relations of race, gender, and class by 

testing their interdependence with one another. 

Women’s studies, gender studies, and cultural studies have heavily embraced 

intersectionality (Carbin and Edenheim 2013; Collins 2015a; Davis 2008) and some 

scholars within sociology, criminology, education, anthropology, and history have found 

intersectionality a fruitful form of investigation (Collins 2015a). Additionally, the 

European Union and Canada are considering intersectionality in policy making because it 

“can serve as a human rights policy methodology…as it aims to capture the complexity 

and multiplicity of axes of oppression” (Carbin and Edenheim 2013:6). Beyond the 

aforementioned disciplines within the academy and European/Canadian politics, 
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however, intersectionality has not been widely embraced in other areas of scholarship, 

US policy making, or business. Part of this absence is due to the methodological 

challenges and complexity posed by intersectionality (Dubrow 2008; Collins 2015a; 

McCall 2005) as well as some feminist scholars contend that inequality can be 

understood only through a gendered lens, “refusing to see their own feminism as 

racialized, or even racist” (11). 

While it is beyond the scope of this project to settle the ongoing debate within 

feminist studies, I aim to address some of the methodological challenges. One of the 

frequent assumptions of measurement in social science data analyses is that categorical 

social identities are additive (e.g., nonwhite + lower class + woman) versus intersectional 

(e.g., nonwhite × lower class × woman) (Bowleg 2008; Dubrow 2008). An additive 

approach, however, contradicts the central tenet of intersectionality: social categories of 

inequality are interdependent for groups such as nonwhite lower class women, not 

mutually exclusive. They do not act independently: one is never just a person of color 

without also being of one gender or the other. For example, the life experiences of 

nonwhite lower class women are a product of the intersecting patterns of racism, sexism, 

and classism that affect their outcomes as people of color, as women, and of a lower class 

that in turn marginalizes them in all three social categories (Crenshaw 1991). These 

hierarchical categories are so intertwined in the social structure that despite the progress 

made towards equality since passage of the Civil Rights Act, individuals with multiple 

subordinate group memberships typically experience the most disadvantages.  

Many researchers across the social science disciplines employ an additive  

approach when studying demographic variables (Dubrow 2008). Demographic categories  
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are assumed to be distinct from one another and thus the characteristics of individuals are 

additive; that is, the joint effects of race, gender, and class result from the sum of the 

unique effects stemming from each distinct demographic variable. The overarching 

criticism of the additive approach, however, is that it is insufficient; if we simply add 

categories together, we fail to acknowledge that they can also change one another (Walby 

2007) or that they may differ over time and across space (Anthias 2013). For example, an 

individual might be in both a position of dominance (e.g., as male head-of-household in 

his home domain) and in a position of subordination simultaneously (e.g., as a lower 

class man in his work domain). The additive approach falls short of teasing apart how 

different power relations interact with each other not only in the larger social structure 

(Carbin and Edenheim 2013), but also within the domains that comprise the larger social 

structure (e.g., home, work), each with their own sets of power relations (Walby 2007). 

Race inequality and gender inequality were highly salient in the post-Civil Rights 

Era that formally ended segregation and banned race and gender discrimination at work 

(Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). The historic abolitionist and suffrage 

movements that preceded the Civil Rights Era treated race and gender as separate—albeit 

related—axes of oppression (Ward and Burns 1999), inadvertently creating “legal 

structures that stand alone” (Chowdhury 2015). Antidiscrimination policies and 

organizational practices reflect this separation within their “single-issue framework” 

(Crenshaw 1989). In Crenshaw’s seminal work on intersectionality, she explains how 

antidiscrimination laws and policies are structured to address race inequality and gender  

inequality separately: 
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“Discrimination which is wrongful proceeds from the identification of a specific 

class or category; either a discriminator intentionally identifies this category, or a 

process is adopted which somehow disadvantages all members of this category. 

According to the dominant view, a discriminator treats all people within a race or 

sex category similarly. Any significant experiential or statistical variation within 

this group suggests either that the group is not being discriminated against or that 

conflicting interests exist which defeat any attempts to bring a common claim. 

Consequently, one generally cannot combine these categories. Race and sex, 

moreover, become significant only when they operate to explicitly disadvantage 

the victims; because the privileging of whiteness or maleness is implicit, it is 

generally not perceived at all” (emphasis in original; 1989:150-151). 

 

The law is not set up to assist individuals who may be simultaneously discriminated 

against by race and gender. Thus, women of color fall into a categorical gap that fails to 

capture their intersectional location, as white women do not allege discrimination due to 

race and men of color do not allege discrimination due to gender. Women of color 

simultaneously reside in multiple subordinate categories but, within the context of the 

law, are offered little to no remedy for their oft doubly-disadvantaged intersectional 

location7.  

 Mirroring the call from feminist scholars that more intersectional research is 

needed in general (Browne and Misra 2003; Davis 2008; McCall 2005), Acker (2006) 

argued that intersectional analyses are especially needed in work and labor studies, for 

the joint relationship between race and gender contributes to continuing inequality 

                                                 
7 Crenshaw further extrapolates that “Underlying this conception of discrimination is a view that the wrong 

which antidiscrimination law addresses is the use of race or gender factors to interfere with decisions that 

would otherwise be fair or neutral. This process-based definition is not grounded in a bottom-up 

commitment to improve the substantive conditions for those who are victimized by the interplay of 

numerous factors. Instead, the dominant message of antidiscrimination law is that it will regulate only the 

limited extent to which race or sex interferes with the process of determining outcomes. This narrow 

objective is facilitated by a top-down strategy of using a singular ‘but for’ analysis to ascertain the effects 

of race or sex. Because the scope of antidiscrimination law is so limited, sex and race discrimination have 

come to be defined in terms of the experiences of those who are privileged but for their racial or sexual 

characteristics. Put differently, the paradigm of sex discrimination tends to be based on the experiences of 

white women; the model of race discrimination tends to be based on the experiences of the most privileged 

Blacks. Notions of what constitutes race and sex discrimination are, as a result, narrowly tailored to 

embrace only a small set of circumstances, none of which include discrimination against Black women” 

(1989:151). 
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regimes in work organizations. Because of the subsequent overt legal and cultural 

pressures to end race and gender inequality, work organizations have arguably been the 

largest conduit of change and change efforts (Anand and Winters 2008) as they try 

strategically to get in front of the “legislative ball” (Dobbin 2001). However, despite 

well-intentioned efforts to eliminate race and sex discrimination in the workplace, 

organizations—as sites where social relations are reproduced—may be inadvertently 

perpetuating inequalities that maintain the status quo. Organizations have been largely 

self-determining in the design and implementation of antidiscrimination efforts, creating 

a wide continuum of diversity training and practices that ranges from “check of the box” 

policies (i.e., employees attend a one-time class) to full integration throughout the 

organizational structure (i.e., top management is motivated by a moral imperative 

philosophy) (Anand and Winters 2008). Further, given the overarching mono-categorical 

legal structure that has informed antidiscrimination policies within organizations for the 

past 50 years, the continuum of diversity training and practices also reflects this mono-

categorical focus (see Goldman et al. 2006) that “unwittingly uphold(s) the same 

complex social inequalities” that it seeks to remedy (Collins 2015a:3.14): 

“…the failure to embrace the complexities of compoundedness is not simply a 

matter of political will, but is also due to the influence of a way of thinking about 

discrimination which structures politics so that struggles are categorized as 

singular issues. Moreover, this structure imports a descriptive and normative view 

of society that reinforces the status quo” (Crenshaw 1989:166-167). 

 

It is important to emphasize that while “the motivation for discrimination is not always 

malicious” (Goldman et al. 2006:802), “the law has a great influence on the actions 

individuals, groups, and organizations can take with regard to employment and 

discrimination” (816). As such, both the law and associated organizational policies 
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reproduce a larger, mono-categorical antidiscrimination environment in which workers 

are situated. An environment comprised of inequality regimes (Acker 2006) that does not 

comprehend workers’ intersectional locations within it. I thus contend that the 

overarching social structure drives race, gender, and class inequalities that coalesce in 

workers’ intersectional locations. In turn, workers’ intersectional locations act as a proxy 

mechanism that links the mono-categorical anti-discrimination environment to 

differential worker outcomes (Reskin 2003). 

The mono-categorical approach is similarly reflected in many post-Civil Rights  

Era research studies that focus on the independent effects of race and the independent 

effects of gender, such as racial pay gaps (Tomaskovic-Devey 1993), racial hiring 

preferences (Zamudio and Lichter 2008), and occupational sex segregation (Kmec 2005; 

Reskin 1993). Yet much of that research demonstrates the inescapable entwinement with 

class. For example, in The Truly Disadvantaged (1987), William Julius Wilson 

demonstrated that the growth of suburban-located employment and the associated 

movement of good jobs disadvantaged urban blacks living in inner cities, giving them 

less access to employment (and what employment remained was low wage and low skill). 

While some blacks were able to migrate to the suburbs for better paying and higher 

skilled jobs, many were not. In turn, this decentralization of work led to class exclusion, 

with a black middle class primarily located in the suburbs and a black working 

class/underclass primarily located in the inner city.  

It is of little surprise that much social science research focused on examining the 

extent to which race inequality and gender inequality persisted, despite economic, 

legislative, and public shifts against it. The mono-categorical approach, however, is so 
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deeply in-grained in our social, political, and economic structures that our understanding 

of race and gender in the labor market has primarily been understood from the 

experiences of professional white women and men of color (Browne and Misra 2003), 

thus frequently excluding women of color in a categorical gap that, once again, fails to 

recognize their intersectional location. 

Intersectional locations, however, are not limited to the intertwined paradigms of 

race and gender. Social justice activists pushing back against inequality regimes along 

with scholars studying those inequality regimes have frequently situated their efforts in a 

larger discussion about inequality stemming from a triadic paradigm of race, gender, and 

class (Collins 2015a). However, because class is not recognized under the law as a 

protected category against discrimination and because class is a difficult—and often 

contentious—variable to measure, it has not received the depth of analysis that race and 

gender have received within intersectional research. Additionally, in a recent review 

paper on the historical path and current state of intersectional scholarship, Patricia Hill 

Collins states that: 

“Class is routinely mentioned across intersectional scholarship, yet it remains 

underutilized as an analytical category to explain complex social 

inequalities…with the development of postmodern/poststructuralist feminism, 

several leading feminist theorists turned to issues of culture, representation, and 

identity, in effect abandoning class as a central theoretical construct. By 

overemphasizing class as a descriptive category of economic stratification and 

underemphasizing class as an analytical category of economic relations, 

empirical scholarship that relies on descriptive analyses of class inadvertently 

elevates race and gender as explanatory categories while appearing to treat class 

in a similar fashion” (emphasis added; 2015a:3.13). 

 

This oversight by intersectional scholars is dangerous and damning, for then we too 

reinforce the status quo of inequality regimes by failing to recognize those individuals 

who reside in particular intersectional locations. As with the racial structure privileging 
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whites and the gender structure privileging men, the class structure is also organized to 

privilege one group (e.g., the “upper class”)—those with capital and authority within an 

overarching structure of economic relations that organizes the distribution of resources 

throughout society—over others (e.g., the “lower class”). Following the established 

patterns of exclusion between race and gender locations, exclusions resulting from an 

overlap with class location must therefore also exist. Consequently, ignoring the 

intersectional location of race and class renders invisible lower class people of color; 

ignoring the intersectional location of gender and class renders invisible lower class 

women. When thus considering the triadic paradigm of intersectionality as a whole, 

ignoring the intersectional location of race, gender, and class renders invisible lower class 

women of color. As intersectionality posits that categories are mutually constitutive, the 

patterns of inequality outcomes thus suggest the following propositions: 

Proposition 1: Belonging to the subordinate category within race, gender, or 

class will yield negative outcomes for an individual. 

 

Proposition 2: Belonging to two subordinate categories within race, gender, or 

class will amplify negative outcomes for an individual beyond belonging to a 

single category. 

 

Proposition 3: Belonging to three subordinate categories within race, gender, or 

class will further amplify negative outcomes for an individual beyond belonging 

to two categories. 

 

The hypothesized comingling of class with race and gender, resegregation trends 

in the workplace, and the growing divide between the rich and the poor suggests that 

equality efforts have stalled in part because of the failure to comprehensively account for 

differences in life chances and choices (Cole 2009). To remedy that failure, intersectional 

scholarship is needed. Because intersectionality traverses academic disciplines and is not 

a fixed body of knowledge (Collins 2015a), however, there is not a set source of prior 
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studies and findings to simply build upon. Rather, the foundation is largely comprised of 

mono-categorical scholarship that examines race, gender, and class as separate, self-

contained structures of inequality. Reskin referred to this as the “balkanization of 

scholarship:” 

“…the division of stratification scholarship into largely separate specialties that 

are based on different ascribed characteristics. This balkanization…on ascriptive 

inequality reflects this country’s ‘metanarrative’ of discrimination against specific 

groups. This metanarrative implies that different explanations hold for different 

types of ascriptive inequality. Balkanized theories tend to assume that variation in 

some outcome across ascriptive groups is caused by something related to the 

particular characteristics that differentiates them” (emphasis in original; 2003:5). 

 

Next, I review select mono-categorical research studies8 to demonstrate how the singular 

contributing characteristics of race, the singular contributing characteristics of gender, 

and the singular contributing characteristics of class have informed the understanding of 

power relations within the context of the workplace. 

2.3. Axes of Intersectional Locations 

2.3.1. Race  

 Research studies on race demonstrate that people of color have made gains in the 

workplace since the 1960s, though the progress has been uneven (Stainback and 

Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). For example, many people of color moved into management 

positions, but remain underrepresented at executive levels of management (Collins 1997) 

where power is most concentrated (Cortina 2008). Racial inequalities persist in spite of 

legislation, public awareness, affirmative action policies, and workplace diversity 

programs. Many corporate affirmative action policies and diversity programs are 

                                                 
8 The separate research literatures on race, gender, and class are too voluminous to be adequately reviewed 

as part of this project. Further, this project is a study of intersectionality, not a study focused solely on race, 

nor gender, nor class. As those literatures inform intersectionality, however, I review a select group of 

studies that demonstrate the inequality patterns that race, gender, and class produce in the workplace. 
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ineffective and do not work; although such initiatives are well-intentioned, structural 

forces reinforce systems of discrimination, despite teaching individuals not to 

discriminate (Collins 2011; Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly 2006). For example, an individual 

manager may wish to promote a person of color, but structural forces within the 

organization prevent the promotion from occurring (e.g., “we’ve never had a black 

woman in that position of authority before”). Given the United States’ tumultuous history 

of colonization, slavery, and oppression, discriminatory behaviors persist because they 

are so tightly woven into our social, economic, and political structures that awareness and 

policies often fail (Glenn 2008; Mills 1997). A recent experimental study found that for 

job applicants with equivalent résumés for entry-level positions, black applicants were 

half as likely as white applicants to receive callbacks or job offers (Pager, Western, and 

Bonikowski 2009). This finding may be attributed to work organizations’ increasing 

“need” for “soft skills” (e.g., people skills, personal habits, social graces) in labor markets 

following the breakdown of the Capital-Labor Accord that is disadvantaging black males’ 

access to entry-level jobs (Moss and Tilly 1996). Cued by stereotypes associated with 

race, many managers may view black males as lacking these soft skills and thus they are 

less likely to be hired than white males (Moss and Tilly 1996) and Latino workers 

(Zamudio and Lichter 2008). These studies demonstrate that darker skin tones still carry 

negative perceptions in the workplace, despite diversity training efforts to eliminate 

stereotypical thoughts and discriminatory behaviors. 

2.3.2. Gender 

 The independent effects of gender have also been long-studied in the social 

sciences. The gains that women made in the workplace since the 1960s—as with race—
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are also uneven (Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012) and asymmetrical (England 

2010). Industrialization in the 18th and 19th centuries led to masculinization of the 

workplace that eventually became a form of exclusion as women tried to enter; over time, 

the majority of women thus tended to end up in female occupations such as teaching, 

nursing, and secretarial work (Kanter 1993). While women have moved into male-

dominated occupations in the post-Civil Rights Era, far fewer men have moved into 

female-dominated occupations (England 2010). The persistence of sex-traditional 

employment is a fundamental source of economic inequality between women and men 

(Kmec 2005) as well as a source of inequality in the opportunities to move up and the 

opportunities to exercise authority (Padavic and Reskin 2002). The association of certain 

occupations with being female carries with it a devaluation of women’s activities (e.g., 

caregiving) (Charles and Bradley 2009; Ferree 1990). According to gender theory, 

specific behaviors and roles take on gendered meanings that become attached to 

occupations in the labor market. Social structures thus incorporate gender “values” that 

carry both advantages and disadvantages. While women are increasingly represented in 

top management positions in organizations, the structural characteristics of the 

organization likely dictate the extent of that representation (Goodman, Fields, and Blum 

2003). For example, an organization with less gender diversity at lower levels of 

management and heterogeneity throughout the organization is less likely to see women at 

top management levels. Women have also stalled in top management positions because 

upper managerial work still carries a masculine connotation (e.g., assertiveness) and if 

women are not perceived to possess these characteristics, they are unlikely to be 

hire/promoted for these positions, despite EEOC policies that are designed to facilitate 
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the entry of women into management (Charles and Bradley 2009; Connell 2006; England 

2010; Maume 1999; Wajcman 1998). Gender inequalities persist due to “interactional 

mechanisms that rewrite inequality into new socioeconomic arrangements” (Ridgeway 

1997:218). These processes are evinced in the workplace in the continued gender-

labeling of jobs (Ridgeway 1997; Ridgeway 2011) that cue differential expectations of 

job performance for women and men (Roth, Purvis, and Bobko 2012). Since job 

performance is a key factor in both wages (Lemieux, MacLeod, and Parent 2009) and 

mobility (Igbaria and Baroudi 1995), the ongoing gendered cultural frame that 

coordinates behavior and organizes social relations (Ridgeway 2009; Ridgeway 2011) 

facilitates persistent gender inequality in both the work and home domains. Our 

knowledge of gender in the labor market, however, has primarily been understood from 

the experiences of professional white women (Browne and Misra 2003), and this 

tendency pervades even well-intentioned studies of workplace gender discrimination that 

fail to recognize the unique problems of non-white, non-professional women (see Blair-

Loy 2005). Similarly, studies of racial inequality that fail to incorporate gender are 

inadequate for understanding the experiences of women of color, for this suggests that 

women of color and men of color have the same experiences and outcomes. 

2.3.3. Class 

When researchers use race and gender as variables, they frequently treat both 

variables as ascribed characteristics that distinctly sort individuals into categories with 

discrete boundaries (i.e., black or white; male or female). Further, while race and gender 

categories are not free from criticism, there is a general level of acceptance in their 

operationalization across disciplines in both science and practice. In contrast, social class 
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is generally viewed as a characteristic whose categories have permeable boundaries in a 

modern capitalist economy (e.g., determining the demarcation line between the working 

class and the middle class; Wright 1997). The permeability of these boundaries often 

makes class difficult to operationalize and measure. One aspect owing to this difficulty is 

the conception of and identification with class by the popular press and the general 

public—some see class as lifestyle, some as social status, and others as social categories 

in conflict (Wright 2005). The trend of public discourse regarding class typically focuses 

on gradational distinctions such as “upper class” and “lower class,” where class is based 

on inequalities of material conditions (e.g., income; Wright 1997).   

Karl Marx (1818-1883) regarded class as an objective structure of social positions 

(Burris 1987), grouped into capitalists and workers who are identified in terms of 

polarization between property relations and exploitation (Wright 1997). The capitalist 

class (i.e., the exploiters) owns the means of production and hires workers; the working 

class (i.e., the exploited) does not own the means of production, but sells their labor 

power in exchange for subsistence. When workers produce a surplus, the surplus is not 

owned by the workers, but rather the capitalists as profits. Marx argued that profits are 

thus “an appropriation of the fruits of labor of workers” (18) that creates polarized class 

relations between capitalists and workers—an antagonistic relationship between the two 

classes that is not just about the level of wages but also the amount of work effort, as 

“capitalists always want workers to expend more effort than workers willingly want to 

do” (18). Because Marx’s understanding of class coincided with the shift from an 

agrarian-based economy to an industrial-based one, Marx acknowledged a third class—

the petty bourgeoisie—who own and use the means of production without hiring others 
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(on a large scale), and are thus neither exploiters or exploited (e.g., small merchants, 

shopkeepers).  

Classical Marxism generally holds that racism and sexism “reflect historical 

processes that are distinct from those of capitalism as a mode of production” (Burris 

1987:76); traditionally, Marxists argued for the primacy of class over other forms of 

oppression. Some contemporary Marxists (e.g., Edwards 1979; Geschwender 1978; 

McDonough and Harrison 1978; Mitchell 1974; Wright 1978), however, are recognizing 

that neither class, nor race, nor gender can subsume any of the others—to understand 

inequality, the “situation of…minorities must be treated as an interaction between class 

and…oppression” (77). This recognition, however, is tempered by the debate on class in 

modern capitalism. This debate coincided with the collapse of communism in the former 

states of East Germany and the Soviet Union, and sociologists subsequently moved away 

from Marxist models of class. A prescient and important critique was Bell’s (1976) 

argument that knowledge rather than property was the axis of class in the post-industrial 

world. Another major theoretical innovation was Wright’s (1978) theory and 

measurement of contradictory class locations that incorporated relations of authority and 

property ownership. Further, some scholars endorse a “class is dead” viewpoint, which 

arose from the dilemma of how to measure class in contemporary society (Weeden and 

Grusky 2005; see Kingston 2000).  

The middle class in modern capitalism adds a layer of complexity to Marxist class 

distinctions because certain aspects of modern occupations place some individuals 

simultaneously in both the capitalist class and the working class (e.g., salaried managers 

and professionals). In a contemporary advanced capitalist society like the United States, 



30 

Marx’s capitalist-worker model is insufficient, for 85-90% of a developed capitalist 

country’s population would thus fall within the working class (Wright 2005). 

Additionally, the Marxist model does not account for the modern middle class: 

individuals who do not own the means of production but do sell their labor power, yet 

seem “different” from the working class.  

Wright (1997) posits that the “difference” of the middle class encompasses two 

additional dimensions of class: 1) the relationship to authority within production and 2) 

the possession of skills and expertise. The authority dimension is held by some 

individuals in managerial and supervisory occupations. While managers and supervisors 

fall along a wide spectrum of authority depending on their organizational level (e.g., an 

upper-level manager versus a lower-level manager), those with high degrees of authority 

are acting on behalf of the capitalist class (i.e., they participate in organizational decision-

making versus merely supervising). In return for those actions, their earnings are 

significantly higher than other members in the organization, and these higher earnings 

serve as a “loyalty rent”9 to increase upper-level managers’ commitment to the 

organization. While upper-level managers thus attain privileges that members of the 

working class do not, those upper-level managers remain outside the capitalist class 

despite their proximity. Similarly, the skills and expertise dimension reflects how many 

modern occupations require specific credentials (i.e., occupations with advanced 

degrees). Possession of these credentials translates into a “skill rent” that also places their 

holders into positions in a privileged location above the working class. Because of their 

advanced knowledge, the capitalist class thus loses some control over the credentialed, 

                                                 
9 Sørensen (1996) defines rent as “a payment for the use of an economic resource to the owner of this 

resource” (1336). 
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but buys their loyalty in exchange for more power and autonomy that enhances the 

credentialeds’ power in labor markets and labor processes. Again, the credentialed are not 

working class, but they also remain outside of the capitalist class. Therefore, Wright 

argues that the modern middle class is a contradictory class location (in relation to 

Marx’s model) because they reside in both classes simultaneously—in a modern 

capitalist society, class definitions must expand beyond the polarized capitalist class-

working class relationship to incorporate those in the modern middle class into class 

analysis.  

Without fully engaging the considerable corpus of scholarship that seeks to 

unravel the measurement of class in the contemporary economy—an endeavor far beyond 

the scope of this project—I conceptualize class as a characteristic with mutually 

exclusive categories that each respondent can be “sorted into” for the express purpose of 

testing intersectionality. This strategy allows me to operationalize class as a discrete 

variable in the same tradition and logic of race and gender (Collins 2015a), but does not 

allow me to consider “classes for themselves” (e.g., the process of class organization and 

disorganization), and is, therefore, subject to some of the same criticisms other such 

studies have invoked (Kalleberg and Berg 1987). My aim is not, however, to settle the 

long-standing debate on class. Rather, the primary purpose of my study is to test 

intersectionality and the power of the combined effects of race, gender, and class to in the 

persistence of inequality; to do so, the race, gender, and class variables in my project 

need parallel structure of categorization (Collins 2015a). Additionally, while race and 

gender are typically visible characteristics, class is less likely to be visible (Acker 2006), 

particularly when it is defined by income or education. I posit that defining class by 
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occupational location creates a variable that is both measurable and visible, a la race and 

gender. 

 To that end, I build on Wright’s conception of class (1997) by narrowly using 

class location as the sorting mechanism for the participants. Replicating elements of 

Wright’s work (see 1997:277-278), I use a class location model that sorts my participants 

into the class categories of the middle class that includes 1) small business owners with 

less than 100 employees, 2) self-employed respondents who occupy managerial or 

supervisory authority positions or those in professional, managerial, or technical 

occupations, and 3) wage-earners who work someone else who occupy managerial or 

supervisory authority positions or those in professional, managerial, or technical 

occupations; and the working class that includes 1) self-employed respondents in 

nonsupervisory jobs and occupations other than professional, managerial, and technical, 

and 2) wage-earners who work for someone else in nonsupervisory jobs and occupations 

other than professional, managerial, and technical.10 Following a similar logic to race and 

gender, this conceptualization creates a dichotomous class variable where one group is 

dominant (the middle class) and one group is subordinate (the working class), with the 

subordinate group typically experiencing the most disadvantages. Because of the data 

sample, I am unable to include those in the capitalist class (the wealthy who own the 

means of production) or the underclass (i.e., the working poor; those who are chronically 

un/underemployed or unable to sell their labor power). The class system in the US is 

complex, yet this study’s focus on the middle strata allows for testing of intersectional 

models (see Figure 1). 

                                                 
10 Similarly, Kalleberg and Griffin (1980) used a three-class model of employers, managers, and workers to 

empirically examine inequality in job rewards. 
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I note that Wright’s (1997) modern model of Marxist class definitions is built  

upon direct class locations as determined by jobs and occupations. However, some  

researchers (see Chase 1975; Tyree and Treas 1974) base class on mediated locations, 

such as those resulting from family/marital ties. For example, in today’s economy, most 

households are comprised of couples where both partners work (i.e., dual-earners; 

Huffman and Frevert 2013). Traditionally, when most women were full-time 

homemakers, their class location was determined by their husband’s class location. Given 

that most women today participate in the paid labor force and that mediated class 

locations suggest a messy entanglement with gender, I posit that a mediated location 

approach would confound the separate-yet-mutually-constitutive intersectional variables I 

am examining in this project. Full-time homemakers are usually classified outside of the 

paid labor force, as are children, retirees, some people with disabilities, students, people 

on welfare, and the unemployed. Additionally, class models do not typically include the 

underclass (i.e., Marx’s lumpenproletariat)—those who are economically oppressed but 

not consistently exploited in the labor market. While members of the underclass do have 

their own labor power, it is not productively saleable (e.g., individuals in prison). 

Furthermore, the practical application of traditional class schemas is extremely difficult 

to carry out in reality. To truly measure class, I need access to data on all levels of strata 

in our society—from the poorest of the poor to the extremely wealthy. Getting access to 

data associated with such populations, particularly the extremely wealthy, is for practical 

purposes, impossible. Due to these constraints, I examine the broad middle stratum of 

class in the United States where data is available. To avoid messiness from mediated 

class locations, I use Wright’s direct class locations to categorize survey respondents, 
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exclude the capitalist class and the underclass, and restrict my analyses to those in the 

middle strata of the paid labor force. 

2.4. Worker Outcomes 

 The emphasis of my study is on the predictive powers of intersectionality (i.e., 

race, gender, and class) to shape different life experiences and worker outcomes. For my 

purposes, I thus test my models on the outcomes health perceptions (i.e., workers’ 

personal domains), job satisfaction (i.e., workers’ work domains), and work-life 

management (i.e., the interface between workers’ domains) (see Figure 2 below). While 

intersectionality generally assumes that race, gender, and class strengthen each other 

(Anthias 2013), that may not be true in every context (Walby 2007). Different domains 

have different power relations and by examining intersectionality across domains, my 

study tests if some workers are in contradictory locations (e.g., a dominant position at 

work but a subordinate position at home) or in consistent locations (e.g., dominant 

positions across domains or subordinate positions across domains) (Anthias 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 2: Conceptual model of intersectionality and worker outcomes. 
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(Race × Gender × Class) 
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2.4.1. The Personal Domain: Health Perceptions 

 For several centuries, social science research has demonstrated a strong 

relationship between social inequalities and health outcomes (Carpiano et al. 2008). 

Despite numerous advances in medicine and disease prevention, the gaps appear to be 

widening, as the benefits of better healthcare are disproportionately going to individuals 

with education, money, good jobs, and social connections. While genetic and lifestyle 

components certainly contribute to health outcomes, research suggests that individuals’ 

structural location also matters.  

 In terms of physical health outcomes, lower morbidity and longer life expectancy 

is strongly correlated for individuals with higher social positions. Higher levels of 

education and income are linked to decreased odds of heart disease, diabetes, and many 

cancers (Scott 2004). These differences play out in the workplace between the middle and 

working classes, as professional and managerial workers have shown longer life 

expectancy rates than manual laborers (Wilkinson and Marmot 2003). Research has also 

shown that inequality can similarly affect mental health outcomes (Scott 2004; see 

Aneshensel 2009). For example, stress emanating from high-demand low-control jobs 

that are lower on the occupational chain is more harmful than stress emanating from 

professional jobs characterized by more autonomy and control. Research also shows that 

increased job insecurity (Burgard, Brand, and House 2009) and jobs high in work-family 

conflict (Grzywacz and Bass 2003) negatively affect mental health. 

 Poverty and social exclusion are also strongly related to health outcomes and life 

expectancy (Wilkinson and Marmot 2003). Poverty prevents access to the basic 

necessities of life (i.e., shelter, food) and social exclusion—resulting from racism, 



37 

discrimination, and under/unemployment—prevents individuals “from participating in 

education and training, and gaining access to services and citizenship activities” (16). The 

risks of illness and disability increase among the impoverished and socially excluded. 

Once facing illness and disability, the risks of being impoverished and socially excluded 

also increase, creating a viscous cycle of compromised living for individuals in these 

states. Further, as of 2012, the US had the highest amount of individuals living in poverty 

since the Census Bureau began measuring poverty in the early 1960s: 46.5 million people 

(National Center for Law and Economic Justice N.d.). Given that people of color, 

women, and households headed by single women are more likely to be living in poverty 

than non-Hispanic whites, how the combined effects of race, gender, and class are 

influencing health perceptions cannot be ignored. To that end, I posit that 

intersectionality provides an excellent strategy for investigating the effects of race, 

gender, and class in the personal domain. I first test the separate main effects of race, 

gender, and class on health perceptions. Thus I predict: 

Hypothesis 1: Race will predict health perceptions such that nonwhites are more 

likely than whites to have: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Gender will predict health perceptions such that women are more 

likely than men to have: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 
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Hypothesis 3: Class will predict health perceptions such that those in the working 

class are more likely than those in the middle class to have: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

I then test the 2-way interactive effects of race × gender, race × class, and gender × class 

on health perceptions. Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 4: Race and gender will interact to predict health perceptions such 

that being nonwhite will amplify for women: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

Hypothesis 5: Race and class will interact to predict health perceptions such that 

being nonwhite will amplify for those in the working class: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

Hypothesis 6: Gender and class will interact to predict health perceptions such 

that being a woman will amplify for those in the working class: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 

b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

I then test the 3-way intersectional effects of race × gender × class on health perceptions. 

Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 7: Race, gender, and class will interact to predict health perceptions 

such that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class will amplify: 

a. Decreased life satisfaction. 
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b. Decreased overall health. 

c. Decreased personal support. 

d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. 

e. Increased perceived stress. 

f. Increased sleep problems. 

 

2.4.2. The Work Domain: Job Satisfaction 

 

 During the post-World War II economic boom, the United States ushered in an  

era in which most Americans prospered with widespread employment and job security 

(Kalleberg and Marsden 2012; Rubin 1995; Rubin and Brody 2011). Beginning in the 

1970s, however, that “contract” between workers and their employing organizations 

began to erode in the face of increased globalization, the decline of unions, and a shift 

from a manufacturing economy to a service-based knowledge economy. Within work 

organizations, these external changes precipitated the disappearance of career ladders and 

an increased precarity of work, as evidenced by frequent downsizing and the expansion 

of temporary work. As organizations needed increased flexibility to meet the demands of 

a dynamic global economy, risk shifted from the shoulders of organizations to the 

shoulders of workers. For workers, these changes have yielded negative outcomes in 

terms of greater economic inequality and insecurity (Kalleberg and Marsden 2012). 

 Additionally, the new workplace is one hallmarked by intensified work pressures 

and extended work hours (Maume and Purcell 2007; Rubin and Brody 2011; Smith 

1997). The demands of work have increased for all workers as the erstwhile firm 

boundary between the work and personal domains morphs into an increasingly fuzzy 

boundary due to technological innovations and the demands of a 24/7 global economy 

(Peeters, Montgomery, Bakker, and Schaufeli 2005). As work experiences influence our 

life experiences, overall well-being and quality of life are largely shaped by the jobs in 
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which we find ourselves (Rubin and Brody 2011). But if race, gender, and class locate 

individuals differentially in the social structure, then their chances of getting work 

experiences that are positive may differ due to their location in the strata. As such, job 

satisfaction ratings may be a good indicator of who is and is not benefitting from new 

work arrangements. 

 Research in the 1970s and 1980s comparing job satisfaction between men and 

women (see Jayaratne and Chess 1982-1983; Mannheim 1983, Voydanoff 1980) revealed 

the “paradox of the happy female worker” (Mukerjee 2014)—women routinely expressed 

higher job satisfaction compared to men, despite lower organizational positions, lower 

pay, and fewer opportunities for advancement. More recent studies are finding results that 

are both consistent and inconsistent with that earlier research. For example, Kim found in 

a 2005 study of South Korean public employees that, indeed, women had higher levels of 

job satisfaction than men. The findings were attributed to differences in rewards—women 

emphasized intrinsic rewards, whereas men emphasized extrinsic rewards. These findings 

may help explain some of the earlier puzzlement over the gender paradox in job 

satisfaction, often focusing on extrinsic rewards such as pay and advancement. Many of 

those earlier studies also attributed the gender paradox to women’s lower expectations at 

work. 

 In contrast, a case study of lawyers (Chiu 1998) found that women did have lower 

job satisfaction than men but that it was not due to lower expectations—women’s 

expectations were the same as men. Their decreased job satisfaction was due to lack of 

promotional opportunities and lack of influence. In a Canadian study of nurses, decreased 

job satisfaction was associated with work intensification and by extension, an adverse 
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effect on workers’ well-being (Zeytinoglu, Denton, Davies, Baumann, Blythe, and Boos 

2007). The link to work intensification is particularly noteworthy given the different eras 

in which most gender and job satisfaction research has been conducted. The early 

research on gender and job satisfaction was carried out in the 1970s and 1980s, prior to 

the recognition of work intensification in the 1990s. The intensified work environment of 

today’s workplace may account for the variation in findings. 

 Very little research has examined race and job satisfaction (Mukerjee 2014). A 

1981 national-level study by Bartel found that blacks had increased job satisfaction 

compared to whites, despite a widening pay gap. In a parallel vein to gender, this finding 

was largely attributed to lower expectations. A more recent study, using national-level 

data from the General Social Survey and the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 

1997 finds quite the opposite—blacks are much less satisfied than whites. Additionally, 

this difference persists across genders and the past several decades. Mukerjee posits that 

decreased job satisfaction is related to perceived discrimination. Workers’ intersectional 

locations within the overarching mono-categorical antidiscrimination environment may 

help explicate these contrary findings. 

 The vast majority of people in the middle strata will spend the bulk of their adult  

lives in paid employment (Judge, Piccolo, Podsakoff, Shaw, and Rich 2010), whether 

they work for themselves or someone else. While the type of work they do depends on 

several factors—where their interests, skills, and abilities lie; where their self-concept 

and identity direct them; where their access to education and other opportunities grants 

them entry—the overarching reason people work in paid employment is for money, 

subsistence, and survival. Money is a very powerful motivator, but thriving in the labor 
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market for 40-60 years simply because of a paycheck is unlikely. Numerous researchers 

have examined the links between work, money, happiness, well-being, and job 

satisfaction (e.g., Cummins 2000; Diener and Seligman 2004; Diener, Suh, Lucas, and 

Smith 1999). More money does not necessarily mean increased happiness (e.g., lottery 

winners are often no happier than before they won; see Brickman, Coates, and Janoff-

Bulman 1978), but the wealthiest Americans are typically happier than average 

Americans (see Diener, Horwitz, and Emmons 1985) and average Americans are 

typically happier than the poor (Cummins 2000). These findings likely reflect greater  

economic security and freedoms that result when one’s money increases.   

 While job satisfaction has been widely studied, particularly in psychology, one 

criticism is that it is often assumed to indicate job quality, whereby higher quality jobs 

are positively correlated with higher levels of job satisfaction (Brown, Charlwood, and 

Spencer 2012). Warr (2007) posits that job satisfaction is one dimension in an overall 

schema of subjective well-being at work. Job satisfaction—defined as the pleasure or 

displeasure associated with work—is the first dimension. The second and third 

dimensions are enthusiasm/depression and anxiety/comfort respectively. While the 

dimensions are related to one another, it is common to measure them separately (Brown 

et al. 2012). Further, Warr (2007) posits that key aspects of jobs that are related to 

subjective well-being at work are a mix of both psychological factors and environmental 

factors (such as the mono-categorical antidiscrimination environment): opportunity for 

control and skill use, availability of money, physical security, opportunity for 

interpersonal contact, and value social position. Building on Warr, I posit that 

intersectional models provide an excellent strategy for investigating how the intersection 
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of race, gender, and class predicts job satisfaction and if that job satisfaction differs by 

intersectional location. Given that empirical studies of the relationship between 

demographic characteristics and worker well-being have yielded inconsistent results 

(Tay, Ng, Kuykendall, and Diener 2014), intersectionality may provide some clarity to 

the inconsistent relationship between gender and job satisfaction. I first test the separate 

main effects of race, gender, and class on job satisfaction ratings. Thus I predict: 

Hypothesis 8: Race will predict job satisfaction such that nonwhites are more 

likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than whites. 

 

Hypothesis 9: Gender will predict job satisfaction such that women are more 

likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than men. 

 

Hypothesis 10: Class will predict job satisfaction such that those in the working 

class are more likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than those in the 

middle class. 

 

I then test the interactive effects of race × gender, race × class, and gender × class on job 

satisfaction ratings. Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 11: Race and gender will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being nonwhite will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for women. 

 

Hypothesis 12: Race and class will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being nonwhite will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for those in the working 

class. 

 

Hypothesis 13: Gender and class will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being a woman will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for those in the working 

class.  

 

I then test the 3-way intersectional effects of race × gender × class on job satisfaction 

ratings. Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 14: Race, gender, and class will interact to predict job satisfaction 

such that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings. 
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2.4.3. The Interface between Domains: Work-Life Management 

 

 Following the en masse entry of women11 into the paid US workforce in the 1960s  

and 1970s, individuals, families, and work organizations had to adapt to a paradigm shift 

as traditional arrangements in both the work and home domains changed (Greenhaus and 

Parasuraman 1999; Parasuraman and Greenhaus 2002). Old beliefs that men are 

breadwinners (i.e., men “belong” in the work domain) and women are caretakers (i.e., 

women “belong” in the home domain) (Albrecht 2003; Diekman and Goodfriend 2006; 

Eagly, Wood, and Diekman 2000) slowly began to change, although these beliefs are still 

hotly debated12. As the new paradigm was negotiated, scholars recognized that 

understanding how women (and men) managed the interface between their work and 

personal lives was a fruitful area of research (for three comprehensive reviews of work-

life research see Bianchi and Milkie 2010; Casper et al. 2007; and Perry-Jenkins et al. 

2000). Further, progressive work organizations were seeking advice and strategies to help 

their workers manage their work and personal lives, and at the national level, federal 

legislation was enacted to offer some job protections for both new parents as well as 

individuals facing serious medical issues themselves or within their immediate families 

(i.e., the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993) (US Department of Labor N.d.b.).  

 Although men and women participate in the US workforce in relatively even 

numbers today (Friedman and Greenhaus 2000), extensive work-life research shows that  

                                                 
11 The common recognition of the 1970s as the entry period for women into the workplace has been 

criticized for ignoring the fact that for centuries, “Black women have traditionally worked outside the home 

in numbers far exceeding the labor participation rate of white women” (Crenshaw 1989:156), particularly 

as low-wage domestic workers and caregivers (Branch 2011). This omission further illustrates how 

discussions of sex discrimination are couched from white women’s perspectives and experiences. 
12 In 2012, The Atlantic published a controversial article in which its female author contended that today’s 

social and economic structures prevent women from “having it all”—career and family (see Slaughter 

2012). As of 2013, the article was the magazine’s most widely read piece in its 150+ year history 

(Rottenberg 2013). 
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women suffer more penalties both at work and at home than men. At work, women with 

children often face a “motherhood penalty” in which their employers deem them to be 

less serious workers, they are less likely to be promoted as they are perceived to prioritize 

their families over their jobs, and thus their careers stagnate (Budig and England 2001; 

Glass 2004; Glass and Riley 1998). In contrast, men are often awarded a “fatherhood 

premium” at work, as their wages typically increase after they begin to have children 

(Lundberg and Rose 2000, 2002). At home, women are still primarily responsible for 

childcare, whether or not they work outside of the home (Bianchi, Sayer, Milkie, and 

Robinson 2012). Although more men are becoming increasingly involved in childcare 

responsibilities, men who act as primary caregivers are often viewed as aberrations 

(Rochlen, Suizzo, McKelley, and Scaringi 2008). The persistence of such attitudes 

“reflect cultural prescriptions about who should perform these tasks” (Maume 2011:414; 

emphasis in original).  

 While work-life research has certainly informed both scholars and practitioners  

about the gender issues faced therein, studies explicitly examining race and class 

differences have been grossly overlooked, as the focus has typically been on white, 

middle-class professionals (Frevert et al. 2015; Perry-Jenkins et al. 2000). Recently, there 

is some shift towards including families of color in work-family research (e.g., Goldberg, 

Kelly, Matthews, Kang, Li, and Sumaroka 2012; Grzywacz, Arcury, Marin, Carrilo, 

Burke, Coates et al. 2007; Olson, Huffman, Leiva, and Culbertson 2013; Roehling, 

Jarvis, and Swope 2005), but much more research is needed to understand how race and 

class, in addition to gender, affect the work-life outcomes of workers. I posit that 

intersectional models provide an excellent strategy for investigating how the intersection 
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of race, gender, and class predicts work-life management. I first test the separate main 

effects of race, gender, and class on work-life management ratings. Thus I predict: 

Hypothesis 15: Race will predict work-life management such that nonwhites are 

more likely than whites to have: 

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

Hypothesis 16: Gender will predict work-life management such that women are 

more likely than men to have:  

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

Hypothesis 17: Class will predict work-life management such that those in the 

working class are more likely than the middle class to have:  

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

I then test the 2-way interactive effects of race × gender, race × class, and gender × class 

on work-life management ratings. Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 18: Race and gender will interact to predict work-life management 

such that being nonwhite will amplify for women: 

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

Hypothesis 19: Race and class will interact to predict work-life management such 

that being nonwhite will amplify for those in the working class: 

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

Hypothesis 20: Gender and class will interact to predict work-life management 

such that being a women will amplify poorer for those in the working class: 

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 

I then the 3-way intersectional effects of race × gender × class on work-life management 

ratings. Thus I predict:  

 

Hypothesis 21: Race, gender, and class will intersect to predict work-life 

management such that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with 

the effect of being working class will amplify: 

a. Increased work-family conflict. 

b. Increased family-work conflict.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3: MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

 

3.1. Data 

 

To test hypotheses, I use data from the 2008 National Study of the Changing 

Workforce. The NSCW is a national cross-sectional survey of working Americans 

available from the Families and Work Institute (FWI). The NSCW is a nationally 

representative survey of the labor force that is conducted every five-six years by Harris 

Interactive (FWI 2011). After stratifying by region, Harris Interactive—using a 

computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system and random digit dialing—

draws unclustered random probability samples. To be included in the final sample, 

respondents must reside in the contiguous 48 states, be 18 years of age or older, work for 

another in a paid job or work for oneself in an income-producing business, and belong to 

the non-institutionalized civilian labor force. Generally, after weighting, the sample is 

representative of the labor force on a variety of demographic and economic traits 

compared to the Current Population Survey in the same years (Rubin and Brody 2011). 

The sample size for the 2008 wave is 3,502 respondents, reflecting a 54.6% response rate.  

While I recognize the limitations of cross-sectional data with self-report 

measures, the variables needed to test my hypotheses are available from the NSCW. To 

my knowledge, no other national survey data contains this combination of demographic, 

occupational, and worker outcome variables specifically needed for the purposes of my 

study. Further, only a small amount of the items on the NSCW questionnaires are asked 
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of all respondents (i.e., including the self-employed). Many of the survey questions are 

designed to understand the work experiences of those who work for someone else, 

therefore the outcome variables available are a bit limited. For this project as I have 

designed it, however, the needed variables were asked of all respondents. 

3.2. Dependent Variables 

3.2.1. The Personal Domain: Health Outcomes 

 Health outcomes were measured in terms of personal health perceptions across six 

measures. The first, life satisfaction, was assessed with one item: “All things considered, 

how do you feel about your life these days?” The Likert-type response categories were 

reverse-coded where 1 = not satisfied at all and 4 = very satisfied, so that higher scores 

indicate more life satisfaction. 

 The second health perceptions measure, frequency of minor health problems, was 

assessed with one item: “In the last month, how often have you been bothered by minor 

health problems such as headaches, insomnia, or stomach upsets?” The Likert-type 

response categories were coded where 1 = never and 5 = very often, so that higher scores 

indicate increased frequency of minor health problems. 

 The third health perceptions measure, overall health, was assessed with one item: 

“How would you rate your current state of health?” The Likert-type response categories 

were reverse-coded where 1 = poor and 4 = excellent, so that higher scores indicate 

higher ratings of overall health. 

 The fourth health perceptions measure, personal support, was assessed with one 

item: “How much do you agree with the following statement: I have the support I need 

from my family and friends when I have a personal problem?” The Likert-type response 
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categories were reverse-coded where 1 = strongly disagree and 4 = strongly agree, so that 

higher scores indicate higher ratings of personal support.  

The fifth measure of health perceptions, perceived stress, is a composite measure 

of five items. In the last month: 

1. How often have you felt nervous and stressed? 

2. How often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things 

in your life? 

 

3. How often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your personal 

problems? 

 

4. How often have you felt that things were going your way? 

 

5. How often have you felt that difficulties were piling up so high that you could 

not overcome them? 

 

After Items 3 and 4 were reverse-coded, the Likert-type response categories for the 

composite measure (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70) are 1 = never and 5 = very often, so that 

higher scores indicated higher ratings of perceived stress. 

 The sixth and last measure of health perceptions, sleep problems, is also a 

composite measure: 

1. How often have you had trouble sleeping to the point that it affected your 

performance on and off the job? 

 

2. How often have you had trouble falling asleep when you go to bed? 

 

3. How often have you awakened before you wanted to and had trouble falling 

back asleep? 

 

The Likert-type response categories for the composite measure (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75) 

are 1 = never and 5 = very often, thus higher scores indicate higher ratings of sleep 

problems. 

 



50 

3.2.2. The Work Domain: Job Satisfaction 

 Job satisfaction was assessed with one item: “All in all, how satisfied are you with 

your job?” measured with Likert-type response categories. The response categories were 

reverse-coded where 1 = not satisfied at all and 4 = very satisfied, so that higher scores 

indicate more job satisfaction. 

3.2.3. The Interface between Domains: Work-life Management 

 Work-life management was measured bidirectionally in terms of both work-to-

family conflict (WFC) and family-to-work conflict (FWC). Separate index measures of 

WFC and FWC were with four items each. All of the items include Likert-type response 

categories that were reverse-coded so that 1 = never and 5 = very often, thus higher 

scores indicate more conflict. WFC is comprised of (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.82): 

1. How often have you not had the energy to do things with your family or other 

important people in your life because of your job? 

 

2. How often have you not been in as good a mood as you would like to be at home 

because of your job? 

 

3. How often has your job kept you from concentrating on important things in your 

family or personal life? 

 

4. How often has work kept you from doing as good a job at home as you could? 

FWC is comprised of (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79): 

1. How often has your family or personal life drained you of the energy you needed 

to do your job? 

 

2. How often have you not been in as good a mood as you would like to be at work 

because of your personal or family life? 

 

3. How often has your family or personal life kept you from concentrating on your 

job? 

 

4. How often has your family or personal life kept you from doing as good a job at 

work as you could? 
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3.3. Independent Variables 

 To determine each respondent’s intersectional location, I first coded her race, 

gender, and class as separate variables. Race was dummy coded such that 0 = white and 1 

= nonwhite. Due to the complexity of intersectional research (McCall 2005), I used a 

broad white-nonwhite categorization of race to keep the interaction terms simplified and 

interpretable. One of the considerations with race variables is determining the appropriate 

number of categorical distinctions. I recognize that the simple white-nonwhite dichotomy 

I use in this study collapses all people of color into a nonwhite category and thus fails to 

take into account the differences between nonwhite races/ethnicities (e.g., African 

American versus Arab American). Yet using a more traditional race schema (e.g., often 

white, black, Hispanic, other) is also problematic, for such categories assume cohesion 

within those groups (Jiménez et al. 2015). These conceptualizations present an ongoing 

risk for all social scientists, as grouping mechanisms always have the potential of 

lumping people together as similar who may not be so. Figuring out how many categories 

of race are sufficient is a thorny question; many surveys are broadening racial categories 

to include American Indians, Arab Americans, Asian Americans, Pacific Islanders, and 

Alaskan Natives. The 2010 US Census offered over 15 options (Krogstad and Cohn 

2014). While it is important to recognize these distinct classifications to push forward our 

understanding of race’s complexity, there are trade-offs in practicality, especially in 

obtaining a representative number of respondents to ensure statistical power. At some 

tipping point, too many categorizations reduce generalizability to the larger population. 

As this study is a first step in a longer line of future research projects, however, I chose a 

simple white-nonwhite dichotomy as a starting point because mono-categorical 
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antidiscrimination policies are in reference to a dominate white framework that does not 

take subordinate differences in race categories into account. I recognize that this 

approach is not without criticism.  

While it is very important to answer questions about the advantages and 

disadvantages of different race categories, those questions are beyond the scope of this 

project, which is to test the hypothesized three-way statistical interaction posited by 

intersectionality. The race, gender, and class variables should also be parsimonious in 

terms of their logic and visibility. Thus, in a similar vein to race, respondents’ gender was 

dummy coded such that 0 = men and 1 = women. Again, the mono-categorical 

antidiscrimination environment is one where one state is typically dominant (here, men) 

while the other state is typically subordinate (here, women). 

For class, I adapted Wright’s model of direct class locations. I used two base  

variables provided in the NSCW to create the class categories of the middle class and the 

working class (see Figure 1). The first base variable indicates whether respondents are 

self-employed, small business owners (<100 employees), or work for someone else. The 

second base variable indicates one of seven occupational categories for all respondents: 

executives, administrators, and managers; professionals; technical; sales; administrative 

support; service sector; and production/operations/repair. Using a series of SPSS “if-else” 

syntax statements, I first separated self-employed respondents into two categories: middle 

class if they were in the executives, administrators, and managers category, the 

professionals category, or the technical category; and working class if they were in the 

sales, administrative support, service sector, and production/operations/repair categories. 

I then followed this same logic for all respondents who work for someone else. I then 
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added all of the small business owners to the middle class designation. Lastly, I then 

created a dummy variable for working class (as the referent, middle class = 0). 

As with race and gender, I use a dichotomous definition of class to follow the 

logic of race and gender as dichotomous variables operating in a dominant-subordinate 

environment. While antidiscrimination policies do not take class into account, I believe a 

similar logic for all three of the intersectional variables is crucial to advancing 

intersectionality. Thus, in my study, the middle class serves as the dominant group in 

relation to the working class as the subordinate group. Also, as race and gender are 

typically “visible” categories that shape our experiences, I posit that my 

conceptualization of class also creates “visible” categories of class by virtue of 

occupational category and employment status, in relation to authority and skills. Lastly, 

treating all three of the intersectional variables as binaries simplifies testing the 

interactions for this stage of my research. 

 Following the coding and/or creation of the race, gender, and class variables, I 

created three 2-way interaction terms by crossing products for race and gender (1 = 

nonwhite women), race and class (1 = nonwhite working class), and gender and class (1 = 

working class women). I created one 3-way interaction term by crossing products for 

race, gender, and class (1 = nonwhite working class women). 

3.4. Control Variables 

 To rule out alternate explanations for potential findings, I control for age, 

education (dummy coded such that 0 = a 4-year college degree or higher, 1 = some 

college or less), personal income, cohabitation status (dummy coded such that 0 = all 

other arrangements, 1 = spouse/partner in residence), and parental status (dummy coded 
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such that 0 = does not have kids under 18 and 1 = has kids under 18). Controlling for age 

rules out differences due to potential upward class mobility (i.e., occupational mobility) 

over the life course, as well as age-related health issues. Controlling for education and 

personal income rules out alternate definitions of class while controlling for marital status 

and parental status rules out the presence/absence of marriage and children for health and 

work-life outcomes. Controlling for marital status also removes relational class locations 

from the analyses. 

 Additionally, given the complex nature of intersectional analyses, I organize my 

research design to first test the independent main effects of each axis of oppression—race 

alone (Model 1), gender alone (Model 2), class alone (Model 3). The next step is to test 

the combined effects of two axes of oppression (2-way interactions; Models 4, 5, and 6). 

The last step is to test the intersectional effects of three axes of oppression (3-way 

interaction; Model 7). Because the interaction models hypothesize that additional axes of 

oppression will amplify the effects of a lone axis of oppression, I control for the other two 

oppression variables in all main effects models (Models 1, 2, and 3). That is, to test the 

main effects of race, I hold constant any potential effects of gender and class (Hypotheses 

1, 8, and 15); to test the main effects of gender, I hold constant any potential effects of 

race and class (Hypotheses 2, 9, and 16); and to test the main effects of class, I hold 

constant any potential effects of race and gender (Hypotheses 3, 10, and 17). No studies 

to my knowledge have simultaneously tested intersectional models above and beyond 

main effects models, therefore I hold constant any possible effects from additional axes 

of oppression while first assessing the relationship between one axis of oppression and 

the dependent variables. This approach thus allows me to better demonstrate any 
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amplification resulting from the combined effects of multiple axes of oppression present 

in the interaction models (beyond the main effects). 

3.5. Data Cleaning, Assumptions, and Data Analysis 

After cleaning the data, I categorized the respondents by race, gender, and class 

to: 1) test for main effects; 2) create and test for the 2-way interactions; and 3) create and 

test for the 3-way interaction. I used SPSS statistical software for all of my analyses. As 

continuous variables, health perceptions, work-life management and job satisfaction were 

all analyzed with ordinary least squares (OLS) regression techniques. I first used the 

bivariate correlations to check for multicollinearity as a correlation equal to or greater 

than 0.80 indicates multicollinearity (Pallant 2005). The largest correlation was 0.55, 

indicating that multicollinearity is not present. As a second check of multicollinearity, I 

also used SPSS to compute variance inflation factors (VIFs); a VIF exceeding four 

requires further investigation while those exceeding ten require correction. None of the 

VIFs met this threshold. To determine statistical significance, the alpha level is p = 0.05. 

 I first ran frequencies for the categorical variables to assess the number of 

respondents in each subgroup. To assess normality, I generated histograms to visually 

assess the shape of the distributions; all variables appear normally distributed. 

 I then checked for missing data. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) advise that in a  

large data set, missing data that accounts for 5% or less of the sample and/or is in a 

random pattern is likely to have little effect on the results. All variables save one had 

missing data well below the 5% threshold. Income, however, exceeded this threshold by 

2%. As income is a question that respondents often do not like to answer, I treated the 

missing income data as random. Because income was also subject to extreme values, I  
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performed a log transformation to normalize income’s distribution in the sample.  

 I also checked for extreme scores during initial data screening. I used  

Mahalanobis distance to assess leverage of the independent variables and Cook’s distance 

to assess influence on the dependent variables. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) identify 

outliers as those with standardized residual values greater than +3.30 or less than -3.30. 

No problematic scores or outliers were found. Lastly, I checked the residuals scatterplots 

generated from the regression output to assess the assumptions of linearity and 

homoscedasticity; visual inspection of the plots indicated these assumptions were met. 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

 

 

 Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables, independent variables, 

interaction terms, and control variables are presented in Table 2. While the sample of 

respondents from the NSCW is largely white (70%), the racial makeup of the respondents 

is roughly on par with the larger US population (78% white in 2013; US Census Bureau 

2015). The percentage of working women in the sample (47%) reflects the percentage of 

working women in the larger US population (47% in 2010; US Department of Labor 

N.d.a.). Because of the debate surrounding definitions of class and because my approach 

differs from that of economists and government statisticians, it is difficult to assess how 

accurate the percentage of working class respondents in the sample (57%) is to the larger 

population. Further, many government and media reports that try to quantify the classes 

rely on self-report data (Center for Economic Policy and Research 2014). For example, in 

the 2012 General Social Survey, 44% of respondents indicated they were middle class 

and 44% of respondents indicated they were working class (Cherlin 2015). The 

percentage of respondents without at a four-year degree is 69%, which again is akin to 

the larger US population (30% had a four-year degree as of 2013; US Census Bureau 

2015). While the NSCW is occasionally criticized for over-representing privileged 

workers (see Rubin, Speights, Ge, Frevert, and Brody under review), it is one of the only 

national surveys of US workers available to organizational researchers. 

The means and standard deviations for the dependent variables are all within  
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TABLE 2: Descriptive statistics 

 Mean Standard Deviation Percentage of Sample 

Dependent Variables    

Life Satisfaction 3.29 0.72  

Health Problems 2.47 1.29  

Overall Health 1.94 0.76  

Personal Support 3.63 0.70  

Perceived Stress 2.38 0.80  

Sleep Problems 2.41 1.06  

Work-Family Conflict 2.50 0.90  

Family-Work Conflict 2.17 0.75  

Job Satisfaction 3.45 0.70  

    

Independent Variables    

Race (nonwhite)   30.4 

Gender (women)   46.7 

Class (working)   57.2 

    

Interaction Terms    

Race × Gender 

(nonwhite women) 

  15.8 

Race × Class 

(nonwhite working class) 

  20.1 

Gender × Class 

(working class women) 

  25.5 

Race × Gender × Class 

(nonwhite working class 

women) 

  9.7 

    

Control Variables    

Age 41.48 13.39  

Income (log) 4.71 0.54  

Education less than 4-year 

college degree 

  
68.7 

Cohabitating   67.2 

Has kids < 18   44.3 

Note. N = 3,502. 

 

 

range and as expected, with the exception of overall health ratings. Overall health ratings 

appear to be negatively skewed, with the sample as a whole reporting lower overall 

ratings. For this variable, the sample may be prone to lower ratings in general. 
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The correlation matrix for the dependent variables, the independent variables, and the 

control variables is presented in Table 3. In general, relationships between race, gender, 

class and the dependent variables are in expected directions, although there are some 

exceptions. For example, gender has no correlation with life satisfaction. Given 

inconsistent research, the findings here support the “happy female worker” paradox, as 

women had a positive association with job satisfaction. Women also had a small but 

positive association with personal support, opposite of prediction, which may be 

attributable to community and emotional bonding behaviors in women versus men. 

Additionally, work-family conflict and family-work conflict have negative correlations 

for working class respondents, suggesting that their conflict is actually less than their 

middle class counterparts. The majority of health perception variables operate as 

expected, with increased health problems associated with being nonwhite, being a 

woman, and being working class. While many of the correlations are small in size, the 

majority are statistically significant. No correlations are larger than 0.55, suggesting 

multicollinearity is not an issue. 

 I next present results of the OLS regressions for each group of dependent 

variables: health perceptions, work-life management, and job satisfaction. 

4.1. Health Perceptions: Life Satisfaction 

Table 4 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and life satisfaction. All statistically significant findings 

were in the expected negative direction for the main effects, the two-way interactions, 

and the three-way interaction, suggesting that interactive relationships compounded the 

negative effects of being in multiple subordinate categories. For the main effects, race  
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and class were statistically significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 1a that nonwhites had 

poorer life satisfaction ratings than whites and supporting Hypothesis 3a that working 

class respondents had poorer life satisfaction ratings than middle class respondents. 

Gender was not statistically significant, thus there was no main effect of gender on life 

satisfaction ratings, rejecting Hypothesis 2a. 

 Two-way interactions were found for both race and class (see Figure 3) and 

gender and class (see Figure 4), thus supporting Hypotheses 5a and 6a. For nonwhites, 

the effect of being working class decreased life satisfaction. For working class 

respondents, the effect of being a woman decreased life satisfaction, although the effect 

size is small. The two-way interaction between race and gender was not statistically 

significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 4a. 

 

 

FIGURE 3: Life satisfaction regressed on race × class. 
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FIGURE 4: Life satisfaction regressed on gender × class. 

 

 
FIGURE 5: Life satisfaction regressed on race × gender × class. 
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The three-way interaction was also statistically significant, supporting Hypothesis 7a. 

The effect of being a woman combined with the effect of being working class magnified 

lower life satisfaction ratings for nonwhites (see Figure 5). However, the effect of being a 

woman combined with the effect of being middle class actually increased life satisfaction 

ratings for nonwhites, suggesting that class may be the key factor in the relationship 

between race, gender, and class for life satisfaction ratings for nonwhite women. 

Conversely, nonwhite men appear to have lower satisfaction ratings regardless of class. 

4.2. Health Perceptions: Overall Health 

Table 5 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and frequency of minor health problems. All statistically 

significant findings were in the expected negative direction for the main effects, the two-

way interactions, and the three-way interaction, suggesting that interactive relationships 

compounded the negative effects of being in multiple subordinate categories. For the 

main effects, race and class were again statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 1b that nonwhites had poorer overall health ratings than whites and 

supporting Hypothesis 3b that working class respondents had poorer overall health 

ratings than middle class respondents. Again, gender was not statistically significant, thus 

there was no main effect of gender on overall health ratings, rejecting Hypothesis 2b. 

Two-way interactions were found for race and gender (see Figure 6), race and 

class (see Figure 7), and gender and class (see Figure 8), thus supporting Hypotheses 4b, 

5b, and 6b. For nonwhites, the effect of being a woman decreased overall health ratings, 

although the effect is small. Similarly for nonwhites, the effect of being working class 

decreased overall health ratings, although again this effect is small. For women, the effect  
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FIGURE 6: Overall health regressed on race × gender. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 7: Overall health regressed on race × class. 
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FIGURE 8: Overall health regressed on gender × class. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 9: Overall health regressed on race × gender × class. 
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of being working class has a very small statistically significant effect on decreased 

overall health ratings, although the effect is so small as to be practically insignificant.  

The three-way interaction was statistically significant, supporting Hypothesis 7b 

(see Figure 8). For nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class magnified lower overall health ratings. Interestingly, as with life 

satisfaction, nonwhite middle class women had the highest overall health ratings, with 

nonwhite men of both classes in the middle. This again suggests that class may be the key 

factor in the relationship between race, gender, and class for overall health ratings for 

nonwhite women.  

4.3. Health Perceptions: Personal Support 

Table 6 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and personal support. All statistically significant findings 

were in the expected negative direction for the main effects, the two-way interactions, 

and the three-way interaction, suggesting that interactive relationships compounded the 

negative effects of being in multiple subordinate categories. For the main effects, race 

and class were statistically significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 1c that nonwhites had 

poorer personal support ratings than whites and supporting Hypothesis 3c that working 

class respondents had poorer personal support ratings than middle class respondents. As 

with life satisfaction, gender was not statistically significant, thus there was no main 

effect of gender on personal support ratings, rejecting Hypothesis 2c.  

Two-way interactions were found for both race and gender (see Figure 10) and 

race and class (see Figure 11), thus supporting Hypotheses 4c and 5c. For nonwhites, the 

effect of being a woman decreased personal support ratings, although the size of the  
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FIGURE 10: Personal support regressed on race × gender. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 11: Personal support regressed on race × class. 
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FIGURE 12: Personal support regressed on race × gender × class. 

 

 

effect is negligible. For nonwhites, the effect of being working class also decreased  

 

personal support ratings, and unlike the race and gender interaction, the effect size is 

more meaningful for Hypothesis 5c. The gender by class interaction was not statistically 

significant, thus Hypothesis 6c was rejected.  

The three-way interaction was statistically significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 

7c (see Figure 12). The effect of being a woman combined with the effect of being 

working class magnified lower personal support ratings for nonwhites. Here the effect of 

class in the three-way interaction is clearer, as being working class lowers personal 

support ratings for nonwhites (whether man or woman) while being middle class raises 

personal support ratings for nonwhites (whether man or woman). 
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4.4. Health Perceptions: Frequency of Minor Health Problems 

Table 7 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and frequency of minor health problems. All findings 

were statistically significant and were in the expected positive direction for the main 

effects, the two-way interactions, and the three-way interaction, suggesting that 

interactive relationships compounded the negative effects of being in multiple 

subordinate categories. For the main effects, race, gender, and class were statistically 

significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 1d that nonwhites had higher ratings for minor 

health problems than whites, thus supporting Hypothesis 2d that women had higher 

ratings for minor health problems than men, and thus supporting Hypothesis 3d that 

working class respondents had higher ratings for minor health problems than middle class 

respondents.  

Two-way interactions were found for race and gender (see Figure 13), race and 

class (see Figure 14), and gender and class (see Figure 15), thus supporting Hypotheses 

4d, 5d, and 6d. For nonwhites, the effect of being a woman amplified minor health 

problems. Similarly for nonwhites, the effect of being working class amplified minor 

health problems, but the size of the effect is small. For women, the effect of being 

working class also amplified minor health problems.   

The three-way interaction was also statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 7d (see Figure 16). The effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class amplified minor health problems for nonwhites. Interestingly, there 

is a gender and class split for nonwhites—middle class women and working class men 

had lower ratings of minor health problems than working class women and middle class 
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men, demonstrating that intersectionality may not always operate in predicted patterns of 

cumulative disadvantage and advantage. 

 

 
FIGURE 13: Frequency of minor health problems regressed on race × gender. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 14: Frequency of minor health problems regressed on race × class.  
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FIGURE 15: Frequency of minor health problems regressed on gender × class.  

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 16: Frequency of minor health problems regressed on race × gender × class.  
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4.5. Health Perceptions: Perceived Stress 

 Table 8 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and perceived stress. All findings were statistically 

significant and were in the expected positive direction for the main effects, the two-way 

interactions, and the three-way interaction, suggesting that interactive relationships 

compounded the negative effects of being in multiple subordinate categories. For the 

main effects, race, gender, and class were statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 1e that nonwhites had higher ratings for perceived stress than whites, thus 

supporting Hypothesis 2e that women had higher ratings for perceived stress than men, 

and thus supporting Hypothesis 3e that working class respondents had higher ratings for 

perceived stress than middle class respondents.  

Two-way interactions were found for race and gender (see Figure 17), race and 

class (see Figure 18), and gender and class (see Figure 19), thus supporting Hypotheses 

4e, 5e, and 6e. For nonwhites, the effect of being a woman amplified perceived stress. 

Similarly for nonwhites, the effect of being working class amplified perceived stress. For 

women, the effect of being working class also amplified perceived stress.   

The three-way interaction was also statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 7e (see Figure 20). The effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class amplified perceived stress for nonwhites. Similar to the three-way 

interaction pattern with minor health problems, there appears to be a gender and class 

split for nonwhites again—middle class women and working class men had lower ratings 

of perceived stress than working class women and middle class men, again demonstrating 

that intersectionality may not always operate in predicted patterns. 
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FIGURE 17: Perceived stress regressed on race × gender. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 18: Perceived stress regressed on race × class. 



79 

 
FIGURE 19: Perceived stress regressed on gender × class. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 20: Perceived stress regressed on race × gender × class. 
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4.6. Health Perceptions: Sleep Problems 

Table 9 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and sleep problems. All findings were statistically 

significant and were in the expected positive direction for the main effects, the two-way 

interactions, and the three-way interaction, suggesting that interactive relationships 

compounded the negative effects of being in multiple subordinate categories. For the 

main effects, race, gender, and class were statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 1f that nonwhites had increased sleep problems compared to whites, thus 

supporting Hypothesis 2f that women had increased sleep problems compared to men, 

and thus supporting Hypothesis 3f that working class respondents had increased sleep 

problems compared to middle class respondents.  

Two-way interactions were found for race and gender (see Figure 21), race and 

class (see Figure 22), and gender and class (see Figure 23), thus supporting Hypotheses 

4f, 5f, and 6f. For nonwhites, the effect of being a woman amplified sleep problems. 

Similarly for nonwhites, the effect of being working class amplified sleep problems, 

although the effect is small. For women, the effect of being working class also amplified 

sleep problems.   

The three-way interaction was also statistically significant, thus supporting 

Hypothesis 7f (see Figure 24). The effect of being a woman combined with the effect of 

being working class amplified sleep problems for nonwhites. Similar to the three-way 

interaction pattern with minor health problems and perceived stress, there appears to be a 

gender and class split for nonwhites again—middle class women and working class men 

had lower ratings of perceived stress than working class women and middle class men. 
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FIGURE 21: Sleep problems regressed on race × gender. 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 22: Sleep problems regressed on race × class. 
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FIGURE 23: Sleep problems regressed on gender × class.  

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 24: Sleep problems regressed on race × gender × class. 
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4.7. Job Satisfaction 

 Table 10 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and job satisfaction. Two of main effects were 

statistically significant and in the expected negative direction—both race (Hypothesis 8) 

and class (Hypothesis 10) were negatively related to job satisfaction, as predicted. 

Gender, however, was statistically significant and positively related to job satisfaction, 

thus supporting Hypothesis 9. As previously discussed, job satisfaction research has 

provided mixed results; this finding further confirms the paradox of the “happy female 

worker.”  

The two-way interaction between race and gender was not significant, thus 

 

rejecting Hypothesis 11. Similarly, the two-way interaction between gender and class was 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 25: Job satisfaction regressed on race × class.
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also not significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 13. However, the two-way interaction 

between race and class was statistically significant as predicted, supporting Hypothesis 

12 (see Figure 25). Belonging to the working class diminished job satisfaction ratings for 

nonwhites. It appears that while being a woman is positively associated with job 

satisfaction, being nonwhite and working class is negatively associated with job 

satisfaction. The three-way interaction was not significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 14. 

4.8. Work-Family Conflict 

 Table 11 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between intersectional location and work-family conflict. One statistically significant 

finding for the main effects was in the expected positive direction, while one statistically 

significant finding for the main effects was opposite of prediction. Similarly, the one 

statistically significant finding for the two-way interactions was also opposite of 

prediction. For the main effects, race had no effect on work-family conflict, thus rejecting 

Hypothesis 15a. As predicted, gender had a positive effect on work-family conflict, thus 

supporting Hypothesis 16a. Class had a negative effect on work-family conflict, opposite 

of prediction, thus rejecting Hypothesis 17a.  

 The two-way interaction between race and gender was not significant, thus 

rejecting Hypothesis 18a. Similarly, the two-way interaction between gender and class 

was also not significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 20a. However, the two-way interaction 

between race and class was statistically significant, although in the direction opposite of 

prediction, thus rejecting Hypothesis 19a (see Figure 26). For nonwhites, the effect of 

being working class reduced work-family conflict.  The three-way interaction was not 

significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 21a. 
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FIGURE 26: Work-family conflict regressed on race × class. 

 

 

 

4.9. Family-Work Conflict 

 

Table 12 provides the results for the hypotheses concerning the relationship between 

intersectional location and family-work conflict. As with work-family conflict, one statistically 

significant finding for the main effects was in the expected positive direction, while one 

statistically significant finding for the main effects was opposite of prediction. However, unlike 

work-family conflict, two of the two-way interactions were statistically significant as predicted. 

For the main effects, race had no effect on work-family conflict, thus rejecting Hypothesis 15b. 

As predicted, gender had a positive effect on work-family conflict, thus supporting Hypothesis 

16b. Class had a negative effect on work-family conflict, opposite of prediction, thus rejecting 

Hypothesis 17b.  

 Unlike work-family conflict, the two-way interaction between race and gender was 

significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 18b (see Figure 27). For nonwhites, the effect of 

being a woman amplified family-work conflict. Similarly, the two-way interaction 
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between gender and class was significant, thus supporting Hypothesis 20b (see Figure 

28). The effect of being a woman amplified family-work conflict for the working class, 

although the effect was small. The two-way interaction between race and class was not 

statistically significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 19b. The three-way interaction was not 

significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 21a. 

 

 
FIGURE 27: Family-work conflict regressed on race × gender.  
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FIGURE 28: Family-work conflict regressed on gender × class. 

 

 

 

4.10. Summary of Findings 

 

Table 13 provides a summary table of hypotheses while Table 14 provides a 

visual summary of findings across dependent variables. For the main effects, race had a 

statistically significant relationship with all dependent variables except the two work-life 

management measures. As expected, being nonwhite predicted lower ratings of life 

satisfaction, overall health, personal support, and job satisfaction and predicted increased 

ratings of minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems. 

As expected, gender predicted minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep 

problems, with women having increased ratings. There was no relationship between 

gender and life satisfaction, overall health, or personal support. Not surprisingly, gender 

predicted work-life conflict and family-work conflict, with women having higher ratings 
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for both measures. Although research has been somewhat inconsistent with predicting 

gender and job satisfaction, women were found to have increased job satisfaction, 

opposite of prediction in this study but in alignment with previous research. This finding 

lends further support to the paradox of the “happy female worker.” The relationships 

between class and all dependent variables were all statistically significant. As with race, 

being working class predicted decreased ratings of life satisfaction, overall health, and 

personal support. As with race again, being working class also predicted increased ratings 

of minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems.  

Most of the two-way interactions were statistically significant. Nonwhite women 

had higher ratings of minor health problems, perceived stress, sleep problems, and 

family-work conflict as well as lower ratings for overall health and personal support. 

There was no interaction effect of race and gender for life satisfaction, work-family 

conflict, and job satisfaction. Nonwhite working class respondents had lower ratings of 

life satisfaction, overall health, personal support, and job satisfaction. They also had 

increased ratings of minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems. 

Interestingly, their work-family conflict ratings were actually lower, suggesting work 

does not interfere with family for nonwhite working class respondents. There was no 

statistically significant relationship for family-work conflict. The last of the two-way 

interactions, gender and class, exhibited similar patterns as above. Working class women 

had lower ratings of life satisfaction and overall health while having higher ratings of 

minor health problems, perceived stress, sleep problems, and family-work conflict. There 

was no gender and class interaction with personal support, work-family conflict, and job 

satisfaction. 
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Lastly, the three-way interaction of race, gender, and class was statistically 

significant for all of the health perception variables, but was not statistically significant 

for either of the two work-life management measures or the measure of job satisfaction. 

Among the health perception variables, nonwhite working class women were associated 

with lower ratings of job satisfaction, overall health, and personal support. Nonwhite 

working class women were also associated with increased ratings of minor health 

problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems. Overall, these results suggest than 

nonwhite working class women fare the worst in terms of health perception ratings.  

 Across domains, the findings suggest support for contradictory intersectional 

locations rather than consistent locations—that is, individuals in multiple subordinate 

categories are not uniformly disadvantaged across the home domain, the work domain, 

and the interface between domains. Rather, the findings indicate variation in 

disadvantage across these domains. Nonwhite working class women did experience the 

most cumulative disadvantages across all measures of the home domain (health), 

however, and the findings from the main effects to the two-way interactions to the three-

way interactions support the idea of their disadvantages getting progressively worse with 

each additional category of subordinate membership.  

While it is certainly alarming that nonwhite working class women are 

experiencing the most negative health outcomes, it is encouraging that the cumulative 

three-way intersection patterns did not emerge in either the work domain or the interface 

between domains. However, these results do not mean that race or class are not predicting 

negative outcomes at work. Both race and class significantly predicted decreased job 

satisfaction; when combined together, the negative effects are cumulative. Conversely, 
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there was a positive association between women and job satisfaction. These findings 

suggest that while progress may be evident for women in terms of job satisfaction, 

progress is stalled for nonwhites and working class workers—race and class do matter in 

terms of work outcomes.  

Not surprisingly, women continue to bear the brunt of conflict between the work 

and family domains. While there was no three-way interaction of race, gender, and class 

for either conflict measure, race and class do appear to exacerbate family-work conflict 

for either nonwhite women or working class women (but not nonwhite working class 

women). Interestingly, race and class interacted such that nonwhite working class women 

actually had reduced work-family conflict, meaning that factors associated with their jobs 

were not affecting their personal lives. 

In the next chapter, I expand on these findings and their practical significance for 

both researchers and practitioners. I also outline suggestions for extending this research 

study and the broader antidiscrimination implications for workers, organizations, and 

policy makers. Lastly, I discuss how this study contributes to intersectional scholarship. 
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TABLE 13. Summary of hypotheses 

No. Hypothesis Supported? 

   

HEALTH PERCEPTIONS 

Main Effects 

Race will predict health perceptions such that nonwhites are more likely 

than whites to have: 
 

1a. Decreased life satisfaction. Yes 

1b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

1c. Decreased personal support. Yes 

1d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

1e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

1f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

  Yes 

Gender will predict health perceptions such that women are more likely 

than men to have: 

 

2a. Decreased life satisfaction. No 

2b. Decreased overall health. No 

2c. Decreased personal support. No 

2d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

2e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

2f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

   

Class will predict health perceptions such that those in the working class 

are more likely than those in the middle class to have: 

 

3a. Decreased life satisfaction. Yes 

3b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

3c. Decreased personal support. Yes 

3d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

3e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

3f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

   

Two-Way Interactions 

Race and gender will interact to predict health perceptions such that 

being nonwhite will amplify for women: 

 

4a. Decreased life satisfaction. No 

4b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

4c. Decreased personal support. Yes 

4d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

4e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

4f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 
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TABLE 13 (continued) 

No. Hypothesis Supported? 

Race and class will interact to predict health perceptions such that being 

nonwhite will amplify for those in the working class: 

 

5a. Decreased life satisfaction. Yes 

5b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

5c. Decreased personal support. Yes 

5d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

5e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

5f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

   

Gender and class will interact to predict health perceptions such that 

being a woman will amplify for those in the working class: 

 

6a. Decreased life satisfaction. Yes 

6b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

6c. Decreased personal support. No 

6d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

6e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

6f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

   

Three-Way Interaction 

Race, gender, and class will interact to predict health perceptions such 

that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with the 

effect of being working class will amplify: 

 

7a. Decreased life satisfaction. Yes 

7b. Decreased overall health. Yes 

7c. Decreased personal support. Yes 

7d. Increased frequency of minor health problems. Yes 

7e. Increased perceived stress. Yes 

7f. Increased sleep problems. Yes 

   

   

JOB SATISFACTION 

Main Effects 

8. 
Race will predict job satisfaction such that nonwhites are more 

likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than whites. 
Yes 

   

9. 
Gender will predict job satisfaction such that women are more 

likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than men. 
No 

   

10. 

Class will predict job satisfaction such that those in the working 

class are more likely to have lower job satisfaction ratings than 

those in the middle class. 
Yes 

   

   

   



97 

TABLE 13 (continued) 

No. Hypothesis Supported? 

Two-Way Interactions 

11. 

Race and gender will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being nonwhite will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for 

women. 

No 

   

12. 

Race and class will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being nonwhite will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for 

those in the working class. 
Yes 

   

13. 

Gender and class will interact to predict job satisfaction such that 

being a woman will amplify lower job satisfaction ratings for 

those in the working class. 

No 

   

Three-Way Interaction 

14. 

Race, gender, and class will interact to predict job satisfaction 

such that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined 

with the effect of being working class will amplify lower job 

satisfaction ratings. 

No 

   

   

WORK-LIFE MANAGEMENT 

Main Effects 

Race will predict work-life management such that nonwhites are more 

likely than whites to have: 

 

15a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

15b. Increased family-work conflict. No 

   

Gender will predict work-life management such that women are more 

likely than men to have: 
 

16a. Increased work-family conflict. Yes 

16b. Increased family-work conflict. Yes 

   

Class will predict work-life management such that those in the working 

class are more likely than the middle class to have: 
 

17a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

17b. Increased family-work conflict. No 

   

Two-Way Interaction 

Race and gender will interact to predict work-life management such that 

being nonwhite will amplify for women: 

 

18a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

18b. Increased family-work conflict. Yes 
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TABLE 13 (continued) 

No. Hypothesis Supported? 

Race and class will interact to predict work-life management such that 

being nonwhite will amplify for those in the working class: 
 

19a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

19b. Increased family-work conflict. No 

   

Gender and class will interact to predict work-life management such 

that being a women will amplify poorer for those in the working class: 

 

20a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

20b. Increased family-work conflict. Yes 

   

Three-Way Interaction 

Race, gender, and class will interact to predict work-life management 

such that for nonwhites, the effect of being a woman combined with the 

effect of being working class will amplify: 

 

21a. Increased work-family conflict. No 

21b. Increased family-work conflict. No 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

 

 

This study examined intersectionality’s theoretical underpinnings of cumulative 

advantage or disadvantage by testing the relationships between race, class, and gender 

with workers’ health perceptions, job satisfaction, and work-life management. The results 

from the statistical analyses demonstrate that intersectional locations are affecting 

outcome perceptions among American workers. While the overall findings reinforce 

decades of existing research that demonstrates that race, gender, and class have singular 

effects on workers’ outcomes, typically advantaging those in dominant positions and 

disadvantaging those in subordinate positions, the findings extend that research further by 

testing models of intersectionality to predict workers’ outcomes.  

The main effects of race, gender, and class are consistent in predicting expected 

worker outcomes. While race had no significant relationship with the work-family 

constructs, it operated as predicted across all health outcomes: being nonwhite worsened 

life satisfaction, overall health, and personal support while being nonwhite increased 

minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems. Being nonwhite also 

decreased job satisfaction. These results corroborate prior research on health outcomes 

that show that people of color tend to fare worse in general in terms of health. The 

decreased job satisfaction ratings for people of color are also consistent with recent 

research as well as Warr’s (2007) contention that job satisfaction is a reflection of well-

being that is a mix of both psychological and environmental factors. People of color have 
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historically fared worse in the labor market in terms of hiring, promotions, and wages, 

thus these effects are likely reflected in poorer job satisfaction ratings. 

The effects of gender across health, work-life, and job satisfaction ratings were 

similar to race. While being a woman was not associated with life satisfaction, overall 

health, or personal support, women did report increased minor health problems, perceived 

stress, and sleep problems. Not surprisingly, women also reported higher work-family 

conflict and family-work conflict ratings than men. The vast work-family research 

literature has long supported these consistent findings for women, as women are the ones 

who have historically been tasked with managing the work and family domains, 

particularly following their historic entry into the workplace. Opposite of prediction but 

consistent with some prior research, however, women actually reported increased job 

satisfaction ratings than men. This result may be due to women finding fulfillment in the 

workplace, as women have made great gains in the world of work over the last several 

decades. Prior research has also suggested that men and women differ in terms of work 

expectations and rewards. This result also aligns with recent research that suggests that 

men are losing ground in the workplace, as many jobs held by men are being “hollowed 

out in the middle,” creating a more precarious workplace bookmarked by bad jobs on one 

end, good jobs on the other end, and few options in the middle. 

Interestingly, class had significant relationships with all outcome variables. In 

terms of health, class operated as predicted—working class respondents had lower life 

satisfaction, overall health, and personal support ratings than their middle class peers. 

Working class respondents also reported more minor health problems, perceived stress, 

and sleep problems than their middle class peers. The vast research on health has 
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consistently demonstrated that people in lower class positions and those in poverty fare 

the worst in terms of health outcomes. Access to good and consistent health care as well 

as healthier lifestyle habits is very difficult to obtain the farther we go down in the social 

hierarchy. The health outcomes for the working class respondents were consistent across 

the board with expectations. As with race, working class respondents also reported 

decreased job satisfaction ratings in comparison to their middle class peers. In a parallel 

fashion to race and job satisfaction, working class respondents are more likely to be in 

jobs with less autonomy, lower wages, and fewer opportunities for advancement. The 

secure working class jobs associated with the post-World War II era in the United States 

disappeared as the economy gave way from a manufacturing economy to a service 

economy. This change also yielded a labor market with low job security, as putting in 40 

years of work at one organization and collecting a gold watch at retirement are now a 

vestige of the past. Lower job satisfaction likely reflect this tumultuous labor market that 

not only disadvantages those workers without advanced education and specialized skills 

but also some with advanced education (i.e., hyperexploitability; see Rubin 2012; Smith 

and Rubin 1997). 

In terms of work-life management and job satisfaction ratings, however, class 

operated opposite of predictions. Working class respondents actually reported less work-

family conflict and less family-work conflict than their middle class peers. It is possible 

that the jobs many working class respondents find themselves in do not require work 

outside of scheduled hours or “off the clock.” Many of these jobs are associated with 

decreased job autonomy, which could suggest that these jobs have set schedules that are 

very routinized, possible making work and family easier to manage. In contrast, middle 
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class respondents are in professional, managerial, and executive positions that may have 

more autonomy in how and when work is completed, although they may work many 

hours past the typical 40 in exchange for this autonomy. Middle class respondents may 

have more “bleed” between work and home, as likely salaried workers, thus lacking a 

firm boundary that used to exist between work and home. Working class respondents 

may be better positioned to compartmentalize the work and home domains, as likely 

hourly workers, thus reducing the opportunities for conflict to arise. 

Similar to the main effects, the majority of the two-way interactions were also 

significant across outcome variables. Race and gender interacted such that race amplified 

minor health problems, perceived stress, sleep problems, and family-work conflict for 

women. Race also amplified decreased ratings in overall health and personal support for 

women. In sum, nonwhite women fared worse across these outcome variables, as 

hypothesized. The main effects of race and gender align with the interactive effects for 

minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep problems, as race affected these 

outcome variables, gender affected these outcome variables, and their interaction also 

affected these outcome variables. Mixed findings for the other outcome variables indicate 

that the interaction had a unique effect over the main effects. For example, people of 

color had lower overall health ratings than whites. On its own, gender had no effect on 

overall health ratings. When combined as an interaction term, however, race amplified 

overall health ratings such that ratings for nonwhite women were significant. This same 

pattern is also present in personal support ratings. While race had no main effect on 

family-work conflict, gender did and in turn gender (being a woman) amplified family-

work conflict ratings for people of color. The race and class interaction reflected the 
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significant main effect findings for all health variables and the job satisfaction variable. 

The two exceptions were the work-life management measures: for work-family conflict, 

there had been no main effect of race; when combined as an interaction term, race also 

resulted in decreased work-family conflict ratings for working class respondents. For 

family-work conflict, race “erased” the significant negative relationship for working class 

respondents.  

One possible explanation for the work and family conflict findings is the class-

based nature of work and family scholarship. The conceptualization of what constitutes 

conflict between the work and home domains is a privileged notion of what “life is 

supposed to be like” from a white, middle class lens. The bulk of work and family 

research studies have examined the phenomenon of conflict from the perspective of 

professional white women and their entry into the workforce in the 1970s. This 

perspective overlooks the experiences of nonwhite women and working class women 

who have worked outside of the home in greater numbers for decades preceding the 

turning point of the 1970s. The findings from this study opens the conversation in the 

work and family literature to broaden our conceptualization of what conflict entails for 

different types of workers. 

These findings demonstrate that intersectional interactions do not always operate 

in the oft-expected direction of those in multiple subordinate positions suffering the most 

penalties, thus tempering the power of intersectional models to consistently predict 

positive outcomes for those in multiple advantaged categories and negative outcomes for 

those in multiple negative categories. Contrary findings are especially important to 

furthering intersectional scholarship and challenging conventional thinking around 
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categories of difference. These findings also lend support to Collins’ (1993:28) assertion 

that everyone is simultaneously “being oppressed and oppressor.” Everyone is a product 

of the social structure that shapes lives and experiences. Sometimes that yields 

advantages, sometimes that yields disadvantages. Caution must be exercised, however, in 

taking this to mean that disadvantage “equals out” over the long run. The health 

perception variables demonstrate that the effects of disadvantage have very serious 

consequences—persistent, cumulative disadvantage in health outcomes for nonwhite 

working class women makes them more susceptible to chronic health problems, disease, 

and shorter life spans. “Accident of birth” should not yield such disparities in a nation 

that is founded on revolutionary egalitarian principles. 

Following the pattern of the other two-way interactions, gender and class also 

interacted to extend the main effect findings for minor health problems, perceived stress, 

and sleep problems. For life satisfaction and overall health ratings, for which there was 

no main effect for gender, being working class significantly lowered life satisfaction and 

overall health ratings for women. For personal support, the significant negative effect for 

class disappeared when interacted with gender. For work-family conflict and job 

satisfaction ratings, the significant relationships for both gender (positive) and class 

(negative) also disappeared when the two variables interacted. For family-work conflict, 

the positive main effect findings for women exacerbated the negative family-work 

conflict ratings for working class respondents, yielding higher family-work conflict 

ratings for working class women. Findings that “disappear” in the presence of an 

interaction can be very informative for intersectional scholarship, as are findings that 

“flip” the sign of the main effects. Such findings lie at the heart of intersectionality’s 
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complexity. If cumulative disadvantage was consistently linear, pinpointing the causes 

and effects of inequality would not be so difficult. Once again, while many of the 

findings show that intersectionality operates as predicted, there are exceptions that show 

it is not always a foregone conclusion that multiple subordinate categories yields the 

worst outcomes. 

The findings for the three-way interaction models further showcases the 

conflicting results. For all of the health outcomes, race, gender, and class interacted as 

predicted, such that working class women of color had lower life satisfaction, overall 

health, and personal support ratings than their peers; in parallel, working class women of 

color also had higher ratings of minor health problems, perceived stress, and sleep 

problems than their peers. These findings are as hypothesized. Interestingly, the three-

way interactions were not significant for either of the work-life management measures or 

the job satisfaction measure. Despite the significant main effect and two-way interaction 

findings for these outcome variables, these findings were “wiped out” by the three-way 

interaction term in the regression model. Again, this result informs scholarship by 

challenging intersectional assumptions that those with multiple subordinate categories 

suffer the most penalties. In some situations, it is possible that multiple subordinate 

categories may actually mitigate against unfavorable outcomes. It is important that 

intersectional scholars keep these varied outcomes in mind as the research moves 

forward. These findings can also inform the diversity training industry by demonstrating 

that white middle class men are not always privileged. Some diversity training programs 

employ an approach that paints white men as the source of all workplace inequality 

(Anand and Winters 2008). This view is ineffective and untrue. While white men do gain 
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many advantages because of the historic advantages woven into our social structures, we 

are all products of that social structure. Such myopic views do not add nuance to the 

conversations around racism, sexism, and classism that desperately need that nuance. 

That said, we must not let the mixed findings reinforce misguided beliefs that we have 

transcended racism, sexism, and classism. Numerous inequalities persist for some groups 

over others and that requires further investigation by scholars, practitioners, and policy 

makers. 

This study is a first step in a larger stream of future research investigating the 

effects of intersectional locations in the workplace. Overall, the results indicate that while 

the effects are explaining only a small amount of the variance, race, gender, and class are 

intersecting in ways that advantage some while disadvantaging others. These findings add 

to the interdisciplinary scholarship on intersectionality by including an explicit and 

visible measure of class that follows a similar logic to race and gender (Collins 2015a). 

This study also contributes to the vast sociological literature on inequality and extends 

that research with full intersectional models. For organizational science and policy 

makers, this study may help inform diversity practices and antidiscrimination laws such 

that those practices and polices start to embrace an intersectional approach and 

understanding.  

In addition to the two-way and three-way interactions that explicitly include class 

that were tested in this study, this study also includes a simultaneous analysis of the 

separate main effects of race, gender, and class within one paper. Further, the inclusion 

and testing of an explicit measure of class helps remedy this heretofore empirical deficit 

in the intersectional literature. To that end, this study is empirical evidence that the 
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hypothesized three-way interaction between race, gender, and class is statistically testable 

and viable as an avenue for future research. 

By situating this study within the context of the workplace, this study contributes  

to our understanding of diversity practices and antidiscrimination policies. While this 

study does not directly assess the effects of diversity practices and antidiscrimination 

policies, it does demonstrate that the mono-categorical environment officially laid down 

by legislation in 1965 has reinforced the conception of race, gender, and class as separate 

foci of antidiscrimination efforts. The results of this study show that yes, race, gender, 

and class operate on their own to advantage some and disadvantage others. Yet the study 

extends that line of thinking by showing that these categories also interact and mutually 

constitute one another. As posited in the literature review, our mass failure to 

conceptualize racism, sexism, and classism as interlocking mechanisms that perpetuate 

inequality is stunting our progress in eradicating that inequality. The separate foci 

approach has in turn shaped both the diversity practices used by organizations and the 

overarching social relations that all of us participate in today’s workplace.  

Social and cognitive psychologists have demonstrated that the human brain uses 

categories to make sense of the environment as we interact with it. Because humans 

would be easily overwhelmed by the volume of information they are receiving every 

second that they interact with the environment—shape, sound, color, size, smell—our 

brains use cognitive shortcuts to make information processing efficient. These shortcuts, 

or heuristics, become associated with stereotypes to help us quickly assess the 

environment. Over time, some of those heuristics become associated with positive or 

negative stereotypes, as they derive socially constructed meaning via our interactions 
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with one another. Because they are reinforced socially, negative stereotypes can be very 

hard to eradicate. Given the tumultuous history of colonization and oppression that led to 

women and people of color being associated with less agency and power, these beliefs 

persist in the reproduction of everyday interactions in the workplace, usually below our 

levels of awareness.  

It is important to note that the majority of people do not engage in overt 

discrimination. All people are products of the social structure they participate in—that 

includes those of us who have advantages and those of us who have disadvantages. As 

the results of this study indicate, who has advantages and who has disadvantages 

is not always clear cut. Further, disadvantage does not always translate into negative 

outcomes in the same ways for all people. While race, gender, and class are the primary 

constructs we use to categorize one another, these categorizations cannot account for all 

variations in life experiences. Other socially significant categories, such as religion, 

sexuality, disability, and body size, likely have an effect too. Geography in the US also 

matters, as does whether an individual lives on a farm, in a suburb, or in a city. These 

additional factors will also affect workers outcomes and experiences, yet race, gender, 

and class are the primary modes through which inequalities in social relations are 

reproduced. The power relations that race, gender, and class entail, however, are not 

asymmetrical across all situations (Tilly 1998), thus challenging the framing of 

intersectionality as a predictive model. Given that the government and organizations have 

endeavored to reduce inequality, the asymmetry across the borders of race, gender, and 

class categories may not be as severe in the workplace as it is in areas like health. 

Asymmetry at work is by no means eradicated, but effort to eradicate it—even if that 
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effort has been uneven and stalled—is still effort. Similar efforts have not been made (or 

reinforced via legislation) in all arenas of life. This lack of uniform enforcement against 

discrimination may explain variations in intersectional findings. 

There are likely to always be some individuals who overtly discriminate against— 

and even hate—their fellow humans for reasons associated with ingroup and outgroup 

preferences. One of the amazing aspects of intersectionality is that it provides a path for 

the conversation to change about our construal of categories of difference, particularly if 

research can provide evidence that everyone is a player in the game. If we can reshape 

the larger conversation to understand that the monocategorial approach and historical 

classification of individuals is ineffective, we thus may be able to change long-held 

beliefs stemming from the overarching social structure that will help with renewed efforts 

to fight inequality.  

5.1. Limitations 

While this study contributes to the intersectional, sociological, and organizational 

science literatures, it does have some limitations. The NSCW is cross-sectional data, 

which limits the data to a subset of the larger population at a particular point in time. As 

the data for this wave of the NSCW was collected around the time of the Great Recession 

of 2007, it may present data influenced by the declining economic health of the global 

economy at that time. Although the data do reflect the larger population on many facets 

such as race and percentage of women in the workforce, it may not be truly representative 

of the larger US population as a whole. As previously discussed, it widely samples the 

middle strata of the US population; while this middle strata was useful for this particular 

study, truly understanding how class works in the US should include respondents from 
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the wealthy/upper class as well as the under/unemployed. On the other hand, getting 

access to nationally representative data is no small endeavor for social science 

researchers, particularly for studies situated in the workplace.  

I also acknowledge that my operationalization of class and categorical distinctions  

between the middle class and the working class may not be well-received. One of the 

goals of research should be to try and test different schemas in our pursuit of scientific 

knowledge. While my definitions of class are open to debate, my findings demonstrate 

that my operationalization of class is tapping into something about occupational 

classifications and the related skills and decision-making authority associated with those 

occupational classifications that is having an interaction effect with race and gender. 

Further, I argue that my conceptualization of class follows a similar logic to that of race 

and gender, with each having a respective dominant paradigm (the middle class, whites, 

and men respectively) that frequently subordinates the “other” (the working class, 

nonwhites, and women respectively).  

 It is also problematic to collapse race into a binary variable with white and 

nonwhite categories. While this approach was useful for this particular intersectional 

study, it is important to understand how different races and ethnicities fare within an 

intersectional framework. For example, the “model minority” myth often associated with 

Asian Americans may obscure situations where Asian Americans suffer the most 

penalties. A common conceptualization of race in social science research is white, black, 

Hispanic, and other. While these conceptualizations can be an improvement over the 

white-nonwhite dichotomy, these categories can also be problematic. For example, the 

category of Hispanic (or Latino/Latina) fails to account for the different experiences of 
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people from Puerto Rico versus people from Mexico versus people from Colombia. 

Additionally, it can be difficult for social science researchers to gain access to enough 

respondents to adequately reflect the diverse racial representation of the US. Given the 

ethics violations committed by researchers and government agents in the first half of the 

twentieth century (e.g., the Tuskegee syphilis study, forcing English language upon 

American Indians), researchers may encounter suspicion when trying to recruit more 

diverse respondents. As the US population is becoming more ethnoracially diverse, 

however, some of these hurdles may lessen as we move forward. In a similar vein, our 

traditional understanding of gender as a man-woman binary is also shifting. Researchers 

must be cognizant of these shifting patterns and be more inclusive with future studies in 

terms of gender. 

 Lastly, I must highlight that this study is not a study of identity. Many 

intersectional studies approach intersectionality from an identity perspective, asking 

participants and respondents to categorize themselves in terms of their race, gender, and 

class. These studies are important, for they help us understand the limitations in using 

discrete categories to classify ourselves. Intersectional identity studies, particularly 

qualitative ones, can inform our conceptions of race, gender, and class beyond our 

traditional definitions. Instead of identity, this study takes a structural approach, in which 

I, as the researcher, sort respondents into their intersectional locations as determined by 

the race, gender, and class paradigms found in the social structure.  

5.2. Future Research Directions 

To replicate the findings in this study, this research should be extended to 

analyses of the other waves of the NSCW (1992, 1997, 2002, and upcoming 2015-2016). 



113 

If possible, the forerunner of the NSCW—the Quality of Employment Survey—should 

also be included to extend this research back to the late 1960s and 1970s. Unfortunately, 

there is a gap in the 1980s, but seeing if these findings are consistent across the other 

waves is a crucial next step. Given that the range of these surveys largely mirrors the time 

period following passage of Title VII, these waves may help us see patterns that reflect 

the various antidiscrimination laws and diversity practices that have developed over the 

last 50 years. Such patterns may also be useful in flushing out the predictive powers of 

intersectional models. While the data are not longitudinal, time period patterns could also 

be useful in identifying some of the patterns of resegregation that are occurring. 

Additionally, time pattern analysis may show that the small variance accounted for in this 

study may be due to current diversity practices—while inequality persists, shrinking 

variance over time may actually signal measureable improvement. Layering these time 

period analyses with key antidiscrimination legislation and court cases would also be 

informative in helping us understand the past and forward trajectories of inequality at 

work. 

To fill in some of the time gaps and strengthen results, future research could use 

parallel data from the General Social Survey (GSS). The GSS samples a larger proportion 

of Americans and thus may offer more diversity in terms of respondents’ race and class 

that is lacking in the NSCW. The GSS, however, is not geared specifically towards 

workers, so there may be some limitations in using this data. The range of measures 

available in the NSCW may not be mirrored in the GSS, although the GSS does contain 

several work-related and health-related items that should make parity between the two 

surveys possible. Lastly, to assess the ongoing belief that class can be overcome with 
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enough elbow grease, a longitudinal source of data, such as the Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics, may be a fruitful means of investigating class mobility.  

 While other axes of oppression (sexuality, disability, religion, body size) should 

also be investigated, researchers should be cautious in configuring intersectional 

locations beyond race, gender, and class. One debate among intersectional scholars is 

whether intersectionality is only race, gender, and class or whether intersectionality is a 

means of investigating how multiple yet varied axes of oppression combine to advantage 

some while disadvantaging others. Additional research is needed to answer these 

questions. Inclusion of other categories should be theoretically driven, however, lest we 

end up with the “kitchen sink problem,” whereby any and all categories of difference are 

thrown into the mix. If we group individuals by too many categories, we potentially risk 

categorizing those individuals in such distinctive combinations that generalizability to the 

larger population becomes very difficult. Further, other axes of oppression may not be as 

strongly reinforced (or even visible) in the overarching social structure as race, gender, 

and class is.  

As I traversed this project over the last several years, it occurred to me that 

intersectionality may be worthwhile to conceptualize as akin to the color wheel used by 

artists and designers. The categories of race, gender, and class are akin to the primary 

colors of red, yellow, and blue. The interactions between race, gender, and class are thus 

the secondary colors of green, purple, and orange that result by mixing the primary colors 

together. In turn, the tertiary colors—which are mixed from primary and secondary 

colors—may be the additional categories of difference such as sexuality, disability, 

religion, and body size that are the “offspring” of the primary and secondary colors. In 



115 

their simplest form, primary colors lack nuance that is provided by mixing them with 

secondary and tertiary colors. Similarly, separate conceptualizations of race, gender, and 

class lack nuance that is provided by “mixing” them together in an interaction and 

potentially with other categories of difference. 

Future research may also wish to inform practitioners and policy makers by  

analyzing diversity practices themselves. As Anand and Winters (2008) discussed in their 

review, practices can range from the minimal to full organizational integration. As 

diversity practices are unregulated, variation in practice could be very informative. 

Additionally, looking at EEOC cases is one of the only ways to study actual charges of 

discrimination within the workplace, and thus EEOC cases would be a good source of 

workplace discrimination data. Collecting data from workers within a specific 

organization would also be useful in understanding how day-to-day interactions are 

reinforcing intersectional locations in the workplace.  

In time, it is my hope that intersectional scholars can build a more unified corpus 

of scholarship that is cohesive yet flexible enough to study all of the research possibilities 

that fall under intersectionality’s umbrella. One of the appeals of intersectional research 

is its lack of institutionalized structure that allows researchers opportunities to study its 

vast aspects without too many restrictions. On the other hand, a unified understanding of 

what intersectionality is is needed to move the scholarship forward in a meaningful 

manner, which is especially important if we want to inform organizational leaders and 

policy makers to effect change. In an era of increasing inequality, understanding why we 

have stalled and stumbled is essential to remedying these setbacks and propelling all of 

us forward.  
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