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Letter from the Chair
Dear All:
The April issue is finally here, and oh do we have much to share!
First up is a letter from our secretary/treasurer, Chris Wildeman.
Next month our membership will vote on a proposal to increase
section dues. Chris takes on the task of explaining the issues our
section will confront if we continue at current levels.
This month we take a break from the newsletter’s My Two Cents
feature and highlight instead a Work in Progress blog post from
one of our members, Julie Kmec (Washington State University).
We are spotlighting this terrific post about gender bias in hiring
(which I will almost certainly share with my students next week!)
to highlight IPM’s collaboration with the following sections in the
Work in Progress blog: Organizations, Occupations, and Work
(OOW), Economic Sociology, and Labor and Labor Movements. But
this likely won’t be the last time we highlight the posts that our
members write!
Jeremy Fiel (Arizona) is the junior faculty spotlight this month. Jeremy’s research on educational
inequality, with a particular interest in contemporary segregation, which has been very well received,
is very important and timely. If you’ve not yet heard of Jeremy or read his work, I invite you to do so soon!
And with the presidential primary season drawing to a close, we borrow from Pathways: A Magazine
on Poverty, Inequality, and Social Policy to highlight the candidates’ perspectives and policy recommendations on poverty and opportunity. The essay, “What are the presidential candidates saying about
poverty and opportunity?,” written by Ron Haskins, and the corresponding scorecard, offer a thorough
yet succinct summary of their varied stances.
Our incoming chair, Lisa Keister (Duke), and Bill Carbonara (Notre Dame) respond to graduate students’
queries about writer’s block in our latest IPM Dialogue. Who better than these two prolific scholars to do
so?!
The newsletter ends with a series of announcements about your new publications, conference calls, and
job postings. Remember that we share recent announcements and calls! Don’t forget to share news and
calls with us for future issues at ipmsection.news@gmail.com!
— Sandra Susan Smith
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IPM Dues Increase
Dear Inequality, Poverty and Mobility Section Members,
I write you today in my capacity as secretary/treasurer
of our young and vibrant section. Specifically, I write
to explain a proposed increase in the fees for our
section that has been approved by our council and
is being brought to you for a vote in the upcoming
election.
Before moving on to the request, let me give you a
breakdown of how our financial situation stands. Based
on our current membership (of about 800) and section
fees (of $5), our section annually has about $2500 at
our disposal. Each year, we push this money just as far
as we can.
Last year, we spent basically our entire budget, with the following three items driving
our spending: (1) a joint reception with the Culture section (∼$1,600); (2) a mentoring
lunch for graduate students (∼$500); and (3) the council breakfast (∼$300). Had we
also had to cover the costs of the award plaques for our section, we would have gone
roughly $400 in the red, but these were donated this year. (The plaques cost $40 each,
and the section gave out 10 this year.)
Of course, it could be that I’m just bad at managing money. But the one year that could
be all my fault isn’t an anomaly. In Kevin Leicht’s last year as our secretary/treasurer,
for instance, we needed an $800 donation for the plaques to basically break even.
(Those were nicer plaques.)
So what to do? The council proposes a $3 increase in dues that is limited to regular
members. This will generate about $1400 per year of additional revenue, assuming
constant membership. In addition to letting us pay for our plaques without relying
on donations (∼$400), this increase would also help cover the costs of the reception
(which has been too small for our section), the mentoring lunch, and additional
community-building operations such as the newsletter.
I hope you find this proposal palatable. Please feel free to email me if there is anything at all that you would like to discuss regarding the proposal before you vote:
cjw279@cornell.edu.

Christopher Wildeman
Associate Professor of Policy Analysis and Management
Cornell University
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Junior Faculty Spotlight
Jeremy E. Fiel, University of Arizona
What excites you most about your work right now?
I’m really interested in how social status alters aspects of the attainment process, and the consequences for intergenerational stratification. We usually
think of a uniform attainment process where social groups differ in the “inputs” to the process. These inputs are mediators of intergenerational links,
and the disparities in the inputs explain intergenerational inequality. But
many theories imply that social origins also modify the effects of these inputs, which complicates the way we analyze and address inequality. I am
currently working on a project that uses nonparametric decompositions to
study this sort of modification in the context of intergenerational educational stratification.

What’s the best paper or book you’ve read recently, and why do you
like/love it?
“Human Capital and the Rise and Fall of Families” by Gary Becker and Nigel Tomes (1986). It’s a classic and I’ve
read it many times, but every time I like it more and learn something new. What I appreciate most is how Becker
and Tomes incorporate complicated social ideas into simple mathematical models, then derive all sorts of complex,
surprising, and important implications. Many of Becker’s predictions about family life and stratification may falter
empirically, but the most important contributions are those that inspire new ways of examining how the world works.
Becker does that for me.
What has surprised you most about life after grad school?
The transition was surprisingly smooth. The flood of work sure to drown me didn’t hit until November, and it wasn’t
that bad. My colleagues at Arizona helped a lot, and my mentors at Wisconsin prepared me well. But somehow time
slips away easier than it did before. I’m used to meeting self-imposed deadlines, but now things I plan for November
might not happen until March. I’m doing more prioritizing. I also hoped that I would quit getting nervous every time
I ask a question at a talk or speak in public, but no such luck. Butterflies ignore professional status.
Jeremy E. Fiel is an Assistant Professor of Sociology at the University of Arizona. His research focuses on educational
inequality and social stratification, with particular interests in contemporary school segregation and in the role of
child development in intergenerational stratification. Jeremy is also interested in quantitative methods for causal
inference. His work has been published in American Sociological Review, American Journal of Sociology, Demography,
and American Educational Research Journal.
Recent Publications:
Diaz, Christina J., and Jeremy E. Fiel. 2016. “The Effect(s) of Teen Pregnancy: Reconciling Theory, Methods, and
Findings.” Demography. Published online January 2016. doi:10.1007/s13524-015-0446-6
Fiel, Jeremy E. 2015. “Closing Ranks: Closure, Status Competition, and School Segregation.” American Journal of
Sociology 121(1):126-170. doi:10.1086/682027
Fiel, Jeremy E. 2013. “Decomposing School Resegregation: Social Closure, Racial Imbalance, and Racial Isolation.”
American Sociological Review 78(5):828-848. doi:10.1177/0003122413496252
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From Blind Hiring to Better Workers? Fighting Bias at Work
by Julie A. Kmec
Reprinted from Work in Progress Blog
A lot of us are familiar with the story, thanks to economists Goldin
and Rouse and later Malcolm Gladwell’s Blink, about the innovation in
orchestra auditions. In the 1970s, when auditions consisted of a musician performing in front of judges, orchestras were nearly 95% male.
When orchestras turned to blind auditions–ones in which the identity of the musician was hidden by a screen–women’s share of orchestras rose to about 25%. These blind auditions, it seemed, allowed judges to assess musicians on quality alone, leaving no room
for gender bias (or any other prejudices) to enter the assessment process.
This leads me to consider two questions:
1. Does gender bias exist outside of orchestra settings?
2. If so, can blind auditions minimize gender bias outside of orchestra settings?
Let’s consider that first question. The answer is a resounding YES. The 2015 Women in the Workplace McKinsey &
Company report highlights gender bias as a real factor contributing to the uneven playing field between women and
men at work.
In the last few decades, social scientists have accumulated a great deal of evidence suggesting that bias of all types
(those based on race, gender, age, and even place of education) influence the employment process. We have biases
to help us process complex situations, make quick decisions, and navigate the world around us. But if left unchecked
this bias, which Sociologist Shelley Correll calls an “error in decision-making” affects all of us (women, men, white,
minority) in nearly all decisions (work-related or not).
Unfortunately, these biases shape hiring decisions in ways that hurt underrepresented groups, especially in fields
where their presence has historically been very low. In other words, the biases we hold tend to lead us rely on stereotypes when making decisions, oftentimes without even us realizing we are doing so. In the world of employment,
the stereotypes we hold advantage men. Our biases lead us to conclude that women do not possess the skills and attributes men stereotypically possess–intelligence, decisiveness, authority, drive which are all attributes that make for
a successful worker–and we make hiring, promotion, and reward decisions that favor men. The gender bias process
is especially evident in STEM fields.
I’ve summarized the findings of a few (of a growing number) of studies uncovering persistent gender bias in STEM. In
the first, “How stereotypes impair women’s careers in science” (published in the Proceedings of the National Academy
of Science), Ruben, Sapineza. And Zingales performed an experiment in which subjects were “hired” to correctly sum
as many sets of four two-digit numbers as possible over 4 minute time period, a task women and men can do equally
well. Subjects, who I will call the math performers, were paired up (either 2 women, 2 men, or a mixed sex). Some
subjects were assigned to be “employers” and told to “hire” a math performer. The math performers were told they
could earn more money if they were “hired” by the employer while the employers were told they could earn more
if they selected the higher math performer on a future, second arithmetic task. The authors analyzed data from the
male-female pairs and found that without information about performance, male and female “employers” were twice
as likely to hire a man as a woman. When math performers self-report performance, men are still out-hired compared to women (possibly because men inflate their performance and women under-report it). Providing previous
performance information only reduces, but does not wipe out, the male hiring advantage. The authors conclude that
implicit bias results in the initial assessment of math performers and in the case when self-reported performance
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occurs, employers biased against women are less likely to consider that men boast more (on average) than women
about their future performance. These situations could lead to employers hiring the less-skilled person for the job.
Another recent (not yet peer-reviewed) study of open-source coding by Terrell, Kofink, Middleton, Rainear, MurphyHill, and Parnin compares the acceptance rates of “pull requests” (proposed change to software) from female and
male developers. They find that female developers have a higher pull request acceptance rate than male developers
(so, no evidence of gender bias in acceptance rates) and that the differences in acceptance rates are robust to a number of alternative tests. However, when a woman’s gender is apparent, their pull requests are rejected more often
than men’s. The authors conclude gender bias may play a part in their findings.
Fortunately, gender bias is not unavoidable. This brings us to the second question above: can blind auditions minimize gender bias outside of orchestra settings?
That’s where the Bay Area start-up GapJumpers.me comes in. They have developed a system of blind auditions for
entry-level workers in the tech industry. In short, the company designs “challenges,” based on the tech needs of the
companies they are employed by, that they present to potential job applicants. The job applicants solve the challenges
for GapJumpers who then share challenge results with companies seeking to hire. Companies judge the applicant’s
challenge (without knowing anything about the applicant who submitted the challenge) rather than their resume,
which contains markers of an applicant’s gender, possibly their race and social class background, and their place of
education and hence, allow for assessments involving gender, race, class, or educational training bias.
I was very lucky to have Kedar Iyer, co-Founder of GapJumpers, guest speak (through Skype) to my undergraduate Sociology of Gender and Work course last week, the same day the New York Times published a story featuring
GapJumpers and others confronting workplace bias. He told us that GapJumpers significantly diversifies the applicant pool of the companies they work for–companies, on average, start with a 20% diverse applicant pool and after
GapJumpers, their pool is about 60% diverse. Companies will want to know whether the applicants GapJumpers
places are as successful as (or more successful?) than those hired through traditional methods. GapJumpers first
report to answer this question will be out in May 2016.
Kedar also pointed out something that extends beyond the performance of GapJumper placements that companies
need to pay attention to. When a job applicant from an underrepresented group is not hired by a company while
their similarly skilled white, male, Ivy League degree holding friends are, the rejected applicant views the rejection
as an intentional act on part of a company and spreads the word about the company’s actions. Yet, as social scientists
have shown, most bias happens without intent. Nonetheless, unintentional bias is interpreted as negative treatment
and could tarnish company reputations, so controlling unintentional bias in the way GapJumpers has been able to
do may be key to survival in a competitive field.
Readers of this blog may be wondering how blind auditions can be incorporated into other industry settings–if not
into the hiring process, into other systems of evaluation. Others might be asking whether blind auditions will really
work–that is, are interpersonal attributes, and things like “cultural match” or “emotional capital” discovered only
through face-to-face meetings necessary if not to hire the best, but to ensure the applicant “fits”?
As for me, it seems one way companies, universities, schools, and other organizations can convince the public they
do more than lip service to diversify their ranks is to go the way of orchestras and GapJumpers and as best they can,
make blind auditions standard practice.
Julie Kmec is a Professor of Sociology at Washington State University and an Edward R. Meyer Distinguished Professor
in the Liberal Arts. Her research focuses on workplace gender and race inequality, including how organizational practices
and policies affect organizations and workers. She has published on topics ranging such as gender differences in work
effort, caregiving penalties at work, the glass ceiling in U.S. law firms, and human resource practice effects on disputes
over employment discrimination. In addition to regularly contributing to the ASA’s Organizations, Occupations, and
Work section blog, she serves on the editorial boards of American Sociological Review, Social Science Research, Social
Problems, Research in the Sociology of Work, and Work & Occupations. She also serves as Section co-Editor of the Social
Stratification section of the journal Sociology Compass.
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Poverty and Opportunity Policies in the Upcoming Election
What are the presidential candidates saying about poverty and opportunity?
by Ron Haskins
Reprinted from Pathways Magazine, Winter 2016, published by the Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality
The nation is now in the midst of a fascinating presidential campaign that,
as always, creates an opportunity for a national debate on both the proper
priorities of the federal government and the specific policies that Republican
and Democratic candidates propose to address those priorities. My purpose
in this article is to examine whether the candidates are advancing similar or
different proposals on how to reduce poverty and increase economic mobility. It is useful to lay the groundwork for this exercise by first reviewing (a)
what we know about poverty and economic mobility in the United States
and (b) what the public thinks about poverty and economic mobility in the
United States.
The Facts on Poverty and Mobility
There is surprising agreement among Democratic and Republican politicians that America has too much poverty and
not enough economic mobility. Does this agreement square with the data? The facts are that the nation has made
some progress against poverty since the beginning of President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty in the mid-1960s,
but analysts agree that progress has been slow to nonexistent since the beginning of the Great Recession in late 2007.
Under a measure of poverty that counts all government-provided benefits as income, government programs reduce
the nation’s poverty rate by about one-half, a credible performance. But there are still about 47 million poor Americans, including 15.5 million poor children. Under the official poverty measure, the nation has achieved a poverty
rate among the elderly of 10 percent (whereas it was over 30% at the beginning of the War on Poverty), but the child
poverty rate is more than double the rate among the elderly.
Meanwhile, economic mobility has been stagnant in recent decades (although the longer-run trend cannot be reliably
monitored), with a rate of mobility that lags behind that of most other Western democracies. The odds that a child
reared in the top fifth of the income distribution will fall to the bottom fifth is 8 percent; the odds that a child reared
by parents in the bottom fifth will stay in the bottom fifth is 43 percent. Whatever else might be said about these
and related facts on economic mobility, they show that America is not a land of opportunity in which everyone has a
good chance to get ahead.
The Views of Republicans and Democrats on Poverty and Opportunity
As shown by polls conducted by the Pew Research Center, the American public does not seem to be overly concerned
about high poverty rates and low and stagnant economic mobility, although it is likely that many Americans don’t
realize just how high poverty rates really are or just how low economic mobility rates really are. In annual polls
conducted between 2007 and 2015, a little over half of Americans typically thought that “dealing with problems of
the poor and needy should be a top priority.” In most of these polls, the poverty issue was no higher than 10th on
the list of problems the public considered top priority for federal action. By comparison, in the 2015 poll, 76 percent
rated terrorism and 75 percent rated the economy as top priorities for government action.
These numbers for the nation as a whole obscure important differences between Republicans and Democrats in their
concern about the poor. In a December 2015 poll, Pew interviewed low-income (below $30,000), middle-income
($30,000-$74,999), and high-income ($75,000 or more) Republicans and Democrats and asked them if the “federal
government should play a major role in helping people get out of poverty.” Averaged across the three income levels,
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Democrats were nearly 35 percentage points more likely to say poverty reduction “should play a major role” in federal policy.
This overall difference between the parties conceals a big income difference within the Republican Party in the extent
of support for poverty reduction. Whereas low- and high-income Democrats differ by a mere 10 percentage points in
their support for policies to reduce poverty (78% for the former; 68% for the latter), the corresponding difference for
Republicans is 29 percentage points (53% of low-income Republicans support poverty-reduction policy versus only
24% of high-income Republicans).
Is the “party divide” any different when the focus shifts from poverty to inequality? In a 2014 poll, Pew asked
conservative Republicans, moderate/liberal Republicans, moderate/conservative Democrats, and liberal Democrats
whether government should do “a lot or some to reduce the gap between the rich and everyone else.” Again, Republicans and Democrats differed greatly, with about half of Republicans and nearly 90 percent of Democrats supporting
the position that government should reduce the income gap between the “rich and everyone else” (when one averages across the two Republican groups and the two Democratic groups).
This poll also asked the same four groups whether “raising taxes on the wealthy and corporations to expand programs
for the poor would do more to reduce poverty than lowering taxes on these groups to encourage economic growth.”
Again, there were striking differences in the answers of the two Republican groups as compared with the two Democratic groups, although the two Republicans groups differed as much with each other as they did with the two groups
of Democrats. Only 17 percent of conservative Republicans and 50 percent of moderate/liberal Republicans thought
tax-and-spend was the right approach, as compared with 70 percent of moderate/conservative Democrats and 83
percent of liberal Democrats.
These poll results consistently show that Republicans are less committed to using the federal government to help
the poor or to reduce the income gap between the rich and the rest of Americans. The poll results are consistent
with the respective philosophies of the two parties; namely, Democrats favor higher taxes and bigger government to
solve the nation’s domestic problems, including help for the poor and boosting economic mobility, while Republicans
favor lower taxes, less government, and more personal and civic responsibility to deal with poverty and opportunity.
These underlying tendencies of the electorate regarding support for higher taxes and greater government responsibility would seem to give Democrats an inherent advantage with the poor and marginalized and with voters who are
concerned about poverty and opportunity.
There is, however, a modest movement within the Republican Party to bring conservative philosophy about free markets, self-sufficiency, and liberty to the fight to reduce poverty and increase economic mobility. The beginning of this
movement is typically associated with Jack Kemp, a Republican member of Congress from 1971 until 1989 and the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development in the George H.W. Bush administration. Kemp frequently visited poor
neighborhoods, discussed policies that would help address their problems, and urged other Republicans to pay more
attention to poverty and use Republican values to develop policies and programs for the poor. Paul Ryan, now the
Speaker of the House and perhaps the most influential Republican in Congress, is a Kemp acolyte. For the past two
years, Ryan has been touring the nation, visiting inner-city neighborhoods and meeting with community leaders. His
purpose has been to listen to local leaders to learn how they think government can help them fight poverty and its
effects–and to persuade other Republicans to pay more attention to applying conservative principles to help the poor
help themselves.
On January 9th, the Jack Kemp Foundation invited all the Republican and Democratic presidential candidates to a
forum on poverty and opportunity in Columbia, South Carolina. The discussion was moderated by Ryan and Senator Tim Scott from South Carolina, both of whom emphasized the importance of developing a conservative agenda
for reducing poverty and increasing opportunity. Six Republican presidential candidates attended the forum (John
Kasich, Jeb Bush, Ben Carson, Chris Christie, Mike Huckabee, and Marco Rubio) and laid out their plans for helping
the poor. All offered proposals to address poverty and opportunity. The forum also featured participation by Arthur
Brooks, the President of the American Enterprise Institute, arguably the nation’s most influential right-of-center think
tank, who added intellectual heft to the argument about why conservative ideas about helping the poor are important
and could reshape the nation’s approach to social policy.
Despite these recent attempts to apply Republican ideas to the problems of high poverty and low economic mobility, the polls show that rank-and-file Republicans continue to rate poverty and opportunity as less important goals
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of government policy, when compared to more traditional Republican issues like promoting economic growth and
maintaining a strong defense against terrorism.
Obstacles to Faithfully Characterizing Policies
The foregoing at least raises the possibility that some of the Republican candidates may be more activist on issues of
poverty and inequality than their constituents would imagine. Is this indeed the case? And, likewise, are the Democratic candidates more or less activist than their constituents would seemingly want?
I used three sources to locate the policies proposed or supported by the candidates, including the candidates’ websites; an online resource called “Digital Dialogue,” published by the Every Child Matters Education Fund; and articles
written by reporters or editorial writers about the candidates. There are at least three problems that arise when
trying to create an accurate account of the candidates’ proposals: The first is that there is an important distinction
between (a) a position given in a brief comment during a speech, debate, or in response to a question, and (b) a bona
fide proposal put forth with some detail and explanation on a candidate’s website or in a position paper. I try to be
sensitive to this distinction in describing the candidates’ support for proposals to deal with poverty and opportunity,
but have only modest confidence that I have made all the distinctions that would be appropriate.
Second, presumably one wants to distinguish between (a) proposals that are offered in the spirit that they might
actually be implemented and (b) those that are more symbolic and offered mainly for the purpose of conveying
general or particular ideological commitments. It is of course difficult to sort out those competing rationales and
thereby speak to the likelihood that a given proposal would ever be implemented. In many cases, candidates not
only make proposals with little or no attention to costs, but they do not tell us whether those costs would be offset
by cutting other programs or by increasing taxes. Nevertheless, I do attempt to make at least some comments about
feasibility, while still discussing policies that seem infeasible. The “infeasible” policies are, after all, still of interest: It
is important to know what the candidates would do about poverty and opportunity if they could, both because it tells
us about the candidate’s thinking on poverty and opportunity and because, once elected, presidents can sometimes
change the definition of what is feasible.
The third and final problem: There is a dauntingly large and diverse range of proposals on offer. It is helpful in organizing these proposals to draw on a recent report on fighting poverty and increasing opportunity by a prestigious
group of scholars organized by the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and the Brookings Institution. The report
issued by these two think tanks, usually portrayed as center-right and center-left respectively, argued that both the
causes and solutions of poverty and opportunity fell into clusters pertaining to family, work and wages, and education. The AEI/Brookings group argued that a truly effective government strategy to reduce poverty and increase
opportunity would mount simultaneous attacks in all three domains. The group proceeded to offer what they considered to be a compromise package of policy proposals that both Democrats and Republicans could support within
each of the three domains. While their specific proposals will not concern us here, it is useful to classify the poverty
and opportunity proposals offered by the presidential candidates in the same domains (i.e., family, work and wages,
and education) used to such good effect by the AEI/Brookings group.
What Are the Candidates Saying?
To assist with comparisons across all the candidates, the following scorecard lists, by candidate, the main policies
within the domains of family, work and wages, and education. The objective is to distinguish proposals that are
concrete and feasible from those that come closer to “talking points.”
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Pathways Winter 2016

A Scorecard on Poverty and Opportunity
TABLE

1. A Scorecard on Poverty and Opportunity Policies

Sanders

Clinton

Paid family leave

x

x

Paid sick leave

x

x

Paid vacation

x

Equal pay for
equal work

x

x

Affordable child care

x

x

Trump

Rubio

Cruz

Kasich

Bush

Carson

Family

x

x

Convert federal
welfare spending
to block grants

x

x

Marriage-promoting
policy

x

x

Work and wages
Increase minimum
wage

x

x

Promote unions

x

x

Jobs programs

x

x

x

Expand EITC
Incentivize work and
strengthen welfare
work requirements

x

x

x

x

x

Education
Universal preschool

x

x

Convert federal
preschool spending
to voucher program

x

Prohibit federal mandates on curriculum
and standards

x

K–12 school choice

x

x

x

x

x

x

Line of credit to high
school graduates

x
x

x

x

Emphasize career and
vocational education

x

x

x

FAFSA simplification

x

Public information on
school performance

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Free post-secondary
education

x

Increase college
affordability
Ease college loan
repayment

x

Reward colleges for
student outcomes

x

Eliminate Dept.
of Education

x

x

x

Note: We have included all candidates who were still in the race following the New Hampshire primary.
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Reflections
The first and most obvious conclusion from this review is that there is a lot of poverty activism in the current election. Both of the Democratic candidates and most of the Republican candidates are featuring policies that they believe
would reduce poverty and increase mobility by strengthening families, promoting work, and boosting education.
But not all candidates are activist in this sense. In each of these three areas, Trump and Cruz are far less active, with
both seeming to believe that the best way to fight poverty and increase mobility is via a strong economy that is producing steady increases in jobs and wages. Of course, Democrats and Republicans alike believe that a good economy
is essential to fighting poverty and increasing mobility, but only Trump and Cruz would rely almost exclusively on
pro-growth policy.
There is also much consensus among the candidates on the key role of education and training in reducing poverty.
The scholarly consensus on this point may account for this cross-candidate consistency: It is now widely agreed that,
due in large part to technology and international competition, the American economy no longer delivers good jobs
to those who aren’t educated beyond high school. For the last three decades or so, people who are not educated
beyond high school have experienced, on average, declining income. It follows that any campaign devoted to reducing poverty and increasing upward mobility will rely on education and training proposals. All the candidates, except
Trump and Cruz, have policies that are explicitly designed to ease the path to a four-year college or to help young
people acquire new skills, especially by attending community colleges. Although education and training are almost
always targeted, the way in which they are targeted and the depth and breadth (and cost) of the proposals differ
widely across the candidates.
I have stressed the “poverty activism” of all the candidates save Trump and Cruz. There’s no denying that in all three
areas, the two Democratic candidates propose more reforms–and more expensive reforms–than do the Republican
candidates. The real outlier here is Sanders: He is especially generous in his proposals, the annual cost of which
would be enormous. His proposal to make college free would, in and of itself, cost on the order of $75 billion a
year. Although he claims to pay for his proposals, many economists would conclude that the resulting tax increases
would have a negative impact on economic growth. If Clinton’s tax increases are more modest than those proposed
by Sanders, they are considerable nonetheless.
The Republican candidates have, by contrast, not proposed any major tax increases. It is not surprising, then, that
their proposals to strengthen families, promote work, and improve education are “real locative” in the sense that
they would mostly use dollars that are already being spent in these areas. But these dollars would be deployed in
very different ways. The main difference: The Republicans would transfer authority over how the money is spent to
parents and to states and localities. If the specific proposals being offered by Bush, Kasich, and Rubio on programs for
the poor were adopted, it would represent a historic shift in responsibility and control from the federal government
to the states and to parents. By contrast, Clinton and Sanders would greatly increase the amount of money controlled
by the federal government, an increase mainly secured through tax increases on the rich.
The presidential election of 2016 is offering the nation a huge choice between the parties in both tax policy and
the size and authority of the federal government to conduct social programs, especially programs designed to fight
poverty and increase economic mobility.
A former White House and congressional advisor on welfare issues, Ron Haskins co-directs the Brookings Center on Children and Families and Budgeting for National Priorities Project. An expert on preschool, foster care, and poverty–he was
instrumental in the 1996 overhaul of national welfare policy. He is also a contributor to the Evidence Speaks paper project.
Article and table reprinted from the Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality Winter 2016 Pathways Magazine.
Pathways Magazine reports on trends in poverty and inequality and is published by the Stanford Center on Poverty
and Inequality. For more detail on candidates proposals, please see the Winter 2016 edition of Pathways.
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Work in Progress
Work in Progress blog now co-sponsored by four Sections: OOW, Econ Soc, LLM, & IPM
The Work in Progress editorial team is delighted to announce that it has expanded into a joint project co-sponsored
by the following four kindred ASA sections:
•
•
•
•

Organizations, Occupations and Work
Economic Sociology
Labor and Labor Movements
Inequality, Poverty and Mobility.

Work in Progress is a public sociology blog intended to disseminate sociological research and findings to the general
public, with a particular emphasis on contributing to policy debates. After considering a number of names intended
to strike a balance between covering the breadth of focus of the four sections while not overloading on specific terms,
the editorial team decided on the following:

Work in Progress: Short-form sociology on the economy, work and inequality
We call it short-form sociology: substantially shorter than the traditional formats of academia - books and journal
articles - yet distinct from personal blogs, specialist blogs and more informal blogs in having an editorial team and a
focus on polished, analytical articles written in accessible language. The typical length is around 800-1,200 words.
The editorial team includes eight members, with representatives from each of the four Sections. The blog is followed
on Twitter by reporters from the New York Times, Washington Post, NPR, MSNBC, BBC and many other outlets.
The current web address is http://workinprogress.oowsection.org/
We will soon be available at http://WIPsociology.org
Call for Submissions: We will publish summaries of all books recently published by Section members. Additionally,
we invite proposals for three types of short-form article: research findings (from your own study or summarizing the
findings of others), news analysis, and commentary. Interested authors should send a proposed title and topic (one
paragraph maximum) to Matt Vidal (matt.vidal@kcl.ac.uk). The WIP Editorial Team will decide whether to invite a
full submission.

Latest from Work in Progress
• Sexual harassment at work is not only about men targeting women (Paula McDonald)
• Sex workers seeking their own collective agency (Gregor Gall)
• The globalization of corporate environmental disclosure: Accountability or greenwashing? (Christopher Marquis, Michael W. Toffel, and Yanhua Zhou)
• What’s behind the rise in income inequality – Technology or class struggle? (Matt Vidal)
• Racial segregation and job promotion among coaches in American college football (Jacob C. Day)
• From blind hiring to better workers? Fighting bias at work (Julie Kmec)
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IPM Dialogue
IPM Dialogue presents students with the opportunity to ask questions and receive answers from more seasoned
members, who will volunteer their responses. The column aims to help IPM members develop intellectually and
professionally.
April question: “I’m stuck on my writing. I know that I have some good ideas, but I can’t seem to
make any progress on my dissertation. Do you have any tips for writing and getting past this writer’s
block?”
Lisa Keister: Getting stuck when you are writing happens to
all of us. It doesn’t matter whether it is your dissertation or
your third book. I find the hardest part of solving this problem
is recognizing that I have it. Once I admit that I am spinning
my wheels, I start by taking a break. That might mean a short
walk or – if I am really stuck – it might mean turning to another
project for a day or two. I make sure, however, that I don’t
use this as an excuse to stop making progress altogether. The
next step for me is to leave my emotions about the project behind and break the big writing project down into small, doable
pieces. I identify chapters or sections of papers that need to be
written; I outline them in extreme detail; and I set up a clear
writing schedule (i.e., finish these two paragraphs today). Then
I make this project a priority. I do nothing else on a particular
day until I finish the sections I need to write. This can also be
hard because there are so many other demands on your time!
One last trick that I find works with graduate students writing
the dissertation: if you are truly stuck on the writing, it might
be time to actively and consciously stop reading. This might
sound counterintuitive, but continuing to read well after you
know what you need to say can be a trap. Put the articles away,
and start writing. One paragraph at a time.
Lisa A. Keister is Gilhuly Family Professor of Sociology at Duke
University. She conducts research on wealth ownership in the U.S.,
the one percent, the role of religion in economic decision making,
immigration and its economic consequences, interfirm networks,
and organizational startup and performance during China’s transition. She is author of numerous books and articles including
Wealth in America (2000), Getting Rich (2005), and Faith and
Money: How Religious Belief Contributes to Wealth and Poverty
(2011).
Bill Carbonaro: “Writer’s block” has many different potential
causes. I suggest adopting a system that addresses as many
of these causes as possible. First, make writing a habit. That
means scheduling time to write every day. Some days, that
might mean only 30 minutes. That’s OK - something is better
than nothing. Second, divide your daily writing time into three
separate stages, each with its own goal: pre-writing, writing,
and re-writing.

Pre-writing means planning and laying the groundwork for
the actual writing that you need to do. The main goal is to
figure out what you want to say when you start writing. Activities during this stage can include: making a detailed outline;
“mind-mapping” (putting concepts and ideas down on paper so
that you can manipulate and integrate them into an coherent
argument); taking notes on sources that you plan to integrate
into your document; etc. It’s tempting to skip this stage of the
writing process, but prewriting is especially important for writers who feel “blocked.”
These prewriting activities should give you ample material,
confidence, and inspiration for the second stage in the writing
process: writing! Your goal in the writing stage is to put as many
words down on paper as possible in the time you have allotted.
Don’t worry about making every sentence sound brilliant, or
finding the perfect word - just get it down on the page, and
fix it later. Whenever I get stuck, my favorite trick is to insert
brackets as a placeholder in the document (e.g., [my brilliant
explanation goes here]), and keep writing. This trick allows
me to keep writing, and obsess over finding the perfect word
or phase during the rewriting stage. I also recommend writing
the front end of the paper last, and writing the data, methods,
and findings sections first, because those sections are typically
easier to write.
Finally, after you have reached your allotted time for writing,
you should devote a sizable chunk of time to re-writing. The
goal is to review your document, improve your prose, so that
your argument is clearer, tighter, and more coherent. At this
stage, it’s OK to indulge your nitpicky, perfectionist impulses.
Go back and fill in those brackets that you left during the writing phase. Rewriting is essential to improving the quality of
your paper, but by separating it from the writing stage, you
don’t have to feel anxious about the fact that you spent five
minutes working on the same sentence.
Bill Carbonaro is an associate professor of sociology at the University of Notre Dame. His research examines how inequalities
between and within schools affect student achievement and attainment. He also studies how education and cognitive skills affect
earnings inequality among workers.

May question: “How should I prepare for a non-academic career? The pathways into academia seem
pretty clear (if you can find a job), but I’m less sure about the pathways for non-academic jobs.”
Please submit your answers and advice related to this topic to: ipmsection.news@gmail.com. We will include answers from members in the next newsletter. Please submit new questions to http://goo.gl/forms/z2SqQ6QuIK or
ipmsection.news@gmail.com.
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Recent Books from Members
Gall, Gregor. 2016. Sex Worker Unionization: Global
Developments, Challenges, and Possibilities. Pal- The spurs to unionisation have been the realisation that degrave.
spite surface appearances sex work is work much like any other
From the Work in Progress
blog:
The Lusty Lady peepshow,
based in San Francisco, was
the pinnacle of the achievements of the global sex
worker unionisation phenomenon. Between 1997
and 2013, union recognition, collective bargaining
and job control existed under conventional management and then under cooperative ownership (when the
establishment closed due to
financial pressures). Its peculiarity in comparison to
the vast majority of other
sex workers highlights the
broad and substantial nature challenges for sex worker unionisation.
The exotic dancers at the Lusty Lady were employed, paid a
minimum wage and not in direct contact with customers. The
imports of these were they could use the certification law to
gain union recognition (which self-employed workers cannot),
they were not in competition with each other as other dancers
usually are for customers and the Service Emlployees International Union was amenable to helping organise them given it
did not have to practice ‘open source’ unionism to do so. Furthermore, the Lusty Lady attracted a certain kind of dancer,
namely, politically progressive women, and the establishment
was a peepshow and not a lapdancing or strip club where clients
have more influence over dancer performances.
What this group of sex workers and others face as well is that
they are deemed to be self-employed (‘independent contractors’) so they have almost nothing in the way of workers’
rights or entitlements. Sex workers in prostitution also face
the criminalisation of their work in many countries or its heavy
regulation (where, for example, buying sex is criminalised or
registration of prostitutes is required). Seldom is prostitution
subject to decriminalisation where it then has the status of a
conventional business enterprise (like in New Zealand). Yet I
show in my newly published book, Sex Worker Unionization:
Global Developments, Challenges, and Possibilities, advances - albeit small ones - have been made in forming and advancing sex
worker unionisation projects in a number of countries around
the world.
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work and that sex workers as workers need and want rights at
work. This is because sex workers have problems in common
with other workers such as lack of holiday pay, fines for bogus
infractions at work, being compelled to do unpaid overtime,
bullying by managers, being forced to work long hours without breaks etcetera. And there are also some different problems
which most workers don’t have to face like having to pay fees to
work and purchasing work items from their bosses. From both,
a sense of injustice and an array of grievances have developed.
Added to discontent over these issues is that sex workers have
wanted to add a political voice to their newly found economic
voice. Consequently, sex workers have used unionisation to articulate their voice in the public arena over the issue of the legal
reform of the position of sex work. But unionisation has been no
easy task. The numbers involved have been small, progress limited in making substantive gains and many organisations have
folded. Yet despite internal and external problems when one
organisation has folded another has emerged to take its place
and carry on the battle for representation. This demonstrates
the continuing demand for collective interest representation
and the willingness of the activists to step up to the plate to
provide that representation. Sex worker unionisation is, thus, a
work in progress and a battle still being fought out across the
world.
It is here that the notion of occupational unionism may have
some particular purchase. Unions which organise at the level
of the occupation, rather than the workplace, seek to establish
a floor of terms and conditions with capital (owners, operators) across and throughout workplaces because the work their
members do is peripatetic, often in small groups and of a short
duration. Sex workers in brothels and lapdancing clubs approximate more closely to this situation that any other.
Of course, occupational labour unionism has to be based on
their being an occupation and one which has elements of a profession to it (such as some degree of regulation to entry to the
occupation and of behaviour within the occupation). Seeking to
establish occupational rights and status is no easy feat in society
and will take a long time to achieve. But given that the industry
structure and conditions of both brothels and lapdancing are
unlikely to be subject to significant changes, the suggestion has
much merit to it. Through their activism, sex workers have the
best chance to mould occupationalism and labour unionism
into a credible force.
Sex Worker Unionization: Global Developments, Challenges, and
Possibilities is available from: Palgrave
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Conferences, Papers, and Proposals
2016 ICPSR Summer Program in Quantitative Methods of Social Research
The ICPSR Summer Program in Quantitative Methods of Social Research is recognized throughout the world as a
leading source of basic and advanced instruction in a comprehensive range of research methodologies and analytic
techniques. The ICPSR Summer Program emphasizes the integration of methodological strategies with the theoretical and practical concerns that arise in research on substantive issues.
In 2016, the ICPSR Summer Program is offering more than 90 courses on a variety of topics, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Network Analysis: Statistical Approaches | May 23-27 | Ann Arbor, Michigan
Multivariate Modeling with Stata and R | May 24-27 | Montreal, Quebec
Group-based Trajectory Modeling for the Medical and Social Sciences | June 6-8 | Amherst, Massachusetts
Applied Multilevel Models for Longitudinal and Clustered Data | June 6-10 | Boulder, Colorado
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) Data User Workshop | June 13-17 | Ann Arbor, MI
Multilevel Models: Pooled and Clustered Data | June 13-17 | Chapel Hill, North Carolina
Hierarchical Linear Models I: Introduction | June 20-24 | Amherst, MA
Structural Equation Models and Latent Variables: An Introduction | June 27-July 1 | Ann Arbor, MI
Modern Causal Inference: Experiments, Matching, and Beyond | July 18-22 | Boulder, CO

To view our full schedule and register, visit icpsr.umich.edu/sumprog. You can contact the ICPSR Summer Program
at sumprog@icpsr.umich.edu or (734) 763-7400.

PSID Data User Training Workshop
June 13-17, 2016
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
This five-day workshop will orient participants to the content and structure of the core PSID interview, its special
topics modules, and its supplemental studies. The workshop pairs morning instructional sessions led by experienced
PSID researchers and staff with afternoon guided lab sessions in which users construct their own analytic data files.
A limited number of stipends are available to graduate students and junior researchers who apply by April 15 to help
with travel and lodging costs. All applications received by April 15, 2016 will be given priority for enrollment. Learn
more about the workshop and apply to participate through the ICPSR Summer Program.
Support is provided by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute on Child Health and Human Development.

PSID Annual User Conference
September 15-16, 2016
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
PSID announces a call for papers for the first PSID Annual Data User Conference. We invite submissions on any topic
that uses data from PSID or one of its major supplements, such as the Child Development Supplement, the Transition
into Adulthood Supplement, the Disability and Use of Time supplement, the Family Rosters and Transfers Module, or
the Childhood Retrospective Circumstances Study. Scholars from all disciplines are welcome.
Between 15 and 25 papers and posters will be accepted for the conference. Travel and lodging expenses will be
available for one author per accepted paper or poster. Meals will be provided for all participants. Submissions will be
accepted until June 17, 2016 through the online application portal.
Support for this event is provided by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute on Child Health and Human
Development, the National Institute on Aging, and the National Science Foundation.
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Job Postings and Postdoctoral Fellowships
Postdoctoral Fellowship
Center for Research on Educational Opportunity University of Notre Dame
The Center for Research on Educational Opportunity at the Institute for Educational Initiatives, University of Notre
Dame, will have one postdoctoral fellowship available in 2016-2017.
We welcome applicants who have specialized in the sociology of education. Candidates must be citizens or permanent residents of the United States and must have completed all the requirements for the doctorate by the time of the
initial appointment. Postdoctoral researchers will be in residence at Notre Dame and participate in the intellectual
community of the Center for Research on Educational Opportunity and the Department of Sociology and to further
their own intellectual development and research. Researchers will have full access to the Institute’s and Sociology
Department’s collective resources in computing, print/data libraries, and administrative services. Faculty in the Institute come from the departments of Sociology, Psychology, and Economics, and the Fellows associated with the
Institute come from a broad range of disciplines.
CREO faculty will make a decision by the end of April. To apply, send a vita, a short description of your current and future work, and copies of your publications or papers electronically (PDF format preferred) to Natalie.M.Mayerhofer.2
@nd.edu. We will begin reviewing applications on April 1, 2016, and continue until making a decision by the end of
April. Please arrange for three letters of recommendation to be separately sent to: Professor Mark Berends, Director,
Center for Research on Educational Opportunity Department of Sociology, University of Notre Dame, 1017 Flanner
Hall, Notre Dame, Indiana 46556.

Post-Doctoral Fellow
College Persistence Study at the Duckworth Lab
Professor Angela Duckworth at the University of Pennsylvania seeks a Post-Doctoral Fellow to lead an exciting new
project on the predictors of college persistence. We have recently created a dataset of 500,000 applicants that includes standard academic measures (e.g., SAT, ACT, GPA), biodata (e.g., extracurricular/work experience), and all
other information available in a standard college application. Linked to this data are college persistence and graduation outcomes.
This work, joint with a team of computer scientists, psychologists, and professional educators, will require an individual with substantive expertise in employing advanced quantitative methods. Results will be published in a variety
of psychology, educational, and research methods venues.
Key Responsibilities and Tasks:
• Analyzing data using advanced statistical modeling
• First-authoring publications for top-tier peer-reviewed publications
• Presenting findings at national scientific conferences
Qualifications and Skill/Experiences:
•
•
•
•
•

Ph.D. from an accredited university in psychology, economics, or a related social sciences field
Advanced quantitative data analysis and management skills
Strong oral and written communication skills
Demonstrated proficiency in programming using statistical software (e.g., Stata, SAS, SPSS, or R)
Demonstrated experience preparing conference presentations, research findings, and manuscripts for submission to peer-reviewed journals

Application is available here: College Persistence Study at the Duckworth Lab
A two-year commitment required, but opportunities available to stay for a third year
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Next Issue
Thanks for reading through the newsletter! As we are working on further developing the IPM newsletter, we welcome
suggestions and contributions. We’re especially interested in incorporating comments and stories. Please submit
contributions for our next newsletter to: ipmsection.news@gmail.com

Newsletter Editorial Staff
Michelle Maroto, Assistant Professor, University of Alberta
Carmen Brick, PhD candidate, University of California-Berkeley
Allison Logan, PhD candidate, University of California-Berkeley
Christopher Munn, PhD candidate, the Ohio State University
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