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Intersectional feminist scholars emphasize how overlapping systems of oppression struc-
ture gender inequality, but in focusing on the gendered, classed, and racialized bases of
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opportunities and contributes to cumulative disadvantage. We draw from feminist disabil-
ity and intersectional theories to account for how disability intersects with gender, race,
and education to produce economic insecurity. The findings from our analyses of 2015
American Community Survey data provide strong empirical support for hierarchies of
disadvantage, where women and racial minority groups with disabilities and less educa-
tion experience the highest poverty levels, report the lowest total income, and have a
greater reliance on sources outside the labor market for economic security. By taking
disability into account, our study demonstrates how these multiple characteristics lead to
overlapping oppressions that become embedded and reproduced within the larger social
structure.
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Like race, class, and gender, disability is a social category that repre-
sents an important axis of inequality (Jenkins 1991), influencing the
lives of at least 12 percent of the U.S. population (Erickson, Lee, and von
Schrader 2018; Lauer and Houtenville 2018). Disability intersects with
race and gender to expand the accumulation of disadvantage, shaping
everything from educational attainment to the kinds of jobs people have,
the neighborhoods in which they live, their access to credit markets and
social services, and their health over the life course (DiPrete and Eirich
2006; Shuey and Willson 2008). However, inclusion of disability as an
axis of inequality in sociology has been less explicitly feminist and inter-
sectional (L. J. Davis 2011). Additionally, despite such diffuse effects,
much of the intersectional scholarship on disability and economic ine-
quality has primarily focused on employment and earnings (Mereish
2012; Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017; Shaw, Chan, and McMahon 2012) to
the detriment of other economic outcomes. This reflects a major gap in
our understanding of economic insecurity and exposure to risk (Western
et al. 2012), especially when considering the numerous employment bar-
riers faced by women with disabilities.

In light of previous research on the gendered consequences of disability
for labor market outcomes, we address the following research questions:
Do the gendered effects of disability extend to other areas of economic
(in)security, such as poverty and total income, which includes sources
other than employment earnings? And, how do these outcomes also vary
with race/ethnicity and education? We use 2015 American Community
Survey data to assess variation in the consequences of disability on pov-
erty and total income in conjunction with gender, race/ethnicity, and edu-
cation. Specifically, we interact six major racial and ethnic groups with
gender and disability, as well as college-level education, a major determi-
nant of an individual’s future earnings and class standing, to study the
effects of disability on economic insecurity across disadvantaged groups
through a process-centered intersectional model (Choo and Ferree 2010).

We situate our analyses of economic insecurity within intersectionality,
feminist theory, and feminist disability studies. Intersectional and feminist
researchers note that the effects of categorical group membership cannot be
understood without considering the overlapping oppressions built into struc-
tures of inequality (Crenshaw 1991; K. Davis 2008; MacKinnon 2013).
Feminist disability scholars have sought to extend this framework to provide
an explicitly gendered analysis of disability (Garland-Thomson 2002, 2005;
Hall 2011). By examining how “identity-based critical enterprises” have
similarly shaped the way we think about the social construction of ethnic,
gendered, queer, and disability categories, they emphasize the interactions
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between multiple identities and systems of inequality (Gerschick 2000;
Shaw, Chan, and McMahon 2012). This perspective highlights how socially
constructed meanings of disability in conjunction with race, class, and gen-
der contribute to economic and social marginalization (Blanck et al. 2007;
Doren and Benz 2001; O’Hara 2003).

We found that the negative effects of disability resulted in hierarchies
of disadvantage (Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017) where women and racial
minority groups with disabilities and less education experienced the
highest poverty levels, reported the lowest total income, and had a
greater reliance on income sources outside the labor market for economic
security. However, while effects of disability on poverty were strongest
for women, racial minorities, and individuals with less education, disa-
bility presented some of the strongest effects on total income among
more advantaged groups, particularly non-Hispanic white men with
higher levels of education, pointing to the potential ways in which disa-
bility can also undermine norms of masculinity. Framing our findings of
the consequences of disability on economic insecurity through a feminist
disability perspective helps situate disability within social stratification
research by highlighting how the intersection of multiple social catego-
ries more broadly marginalizes certain individuals and groups.

ECONOMIC INSECURITY AS A DIMENSION OF INEQUALITY

Studies of economic insecurity expand on labor market inequality
research to consider the effects of risks and shocks within stratification
systems, which often depend on the amount and nature of economic
resources available to weather financial hardship (Hacker et al. 2014;
Osberg and Sharpe 2014; Western et al. 2012). In the United States, eco-
nomic insecurity has rapidly increased since the 1970s (Hacker 2006;
McCloud and Dwyer 2011). Supported by an ideology of personal respon-
sibility, government and businesses have gradually divested themselves
from the management of financial risk, limiting social insurance and
employment protections and shifting risk to the individual (Hacker 2006).
Declining social safety nets, market deregulation, and reductions in union
strength place additional risk on workers and families. The consequences
of such trends are evident in job losses and increasing debt (Seefeldt
2016), as well as rising health problems and drug abuse across groups
(Bor, Cohen, and Galea 2017). Although its effects span the population,
rising economic insecurity more negatively impacts already marginalized
groups.



Women, racial minorities, and individuals with less education tend to face
greater hardship and disadvantages than their counterparts. Despite advance-
ments within employment and education, women, particularly single mothers,
experience high levels of economic insecurity (Shuey and O’Rand 2004;
Western et al. 2012)—evidence of the feminization of poverty (Bianchi
1999)—and often struggle to “build a safety net of savings” (Quadagno 1994;
Willson 2003; Willson and Hardy 2002). Similarly, previous research indi-
cates that the labor market insufficiently provides financial security for people
with disabilities, even with employment discrimination protections and poli-
cies meant to retain employment and increase earnings (Jones 2008, 2011;
Kruse and Schur 2003; Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014b, 2015).

As aresult of persistent labor market inequality, minority groups, including
people with disabilities, often rely on government support, family, and sav-
ings, to provide some level of security. Public assistance, Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI), and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) are
important resources for people with disabilities (Acemoglu and Angrist 2001;
Boursquot and Brault 2013; Weidenbaum 1994). However, even with govern-
ment assistance, people with disabilities struggle to “keep their heads above
water” in an era of neoliberal cutbacks to disability programs and pensions
(Sherry 2014). Workfare-style programs, epitomized by the 1996 Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA, a.k.a.
Clinton-era Welfare Reform), for example, worsen rather than help people
with disabilities obtain employment that provides adequate income. This has
left many struggling to achieve basic economic security, as they experience
higher rates of poverty and material hardship (Parish, Rose, and Andrews
2009; She and Livermore 2007).

In light of declining social supports and a more precarious labor market,
we examine how poverty status, total income, and income sources vary with
disability, gender, race, and education. We specifically address how member-
ship in multiple disadvantaged groups contributes to the accumulation of
disadvantage (DiPrete and Eirich 2006) using a process-centered intersec-
tional analysis (Choo and Ferree 2010; McCall 2005) essential to a feminist
disability perspective on the production of inequality (Garland-Thomson
2002, 2005; Linton 1998a, 1998b).

EXAMINING ECONOMIC INSECURITY THROUGH A
FEMINIST DISABILITY FRAMEWORK

Disability and gender together inform underlying norms and values
about “the other,” so pervasive and deeply embedded that they transcend
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cultures and institutions. Drawing from the strengths of both disability
studies and feminist traditions, a feminist disability perspective considers
how each social category influences social interaction while simultane-
ously accounting for particular experiences unique to the overlap of mul-
tiple social categories (Garland-Thomson 2002, 2005). It builds on the
sociopolitical analysis in disability studies, which emphasizes how the
meanings society attaches to disability matter more in understanding dis-
ability as an axis of inequality than any so-called objective characteristics
(Barnes 1999; Kafer 2013; Linton 1998a, 1998b). Shakespeare (1996)
alluded to this when he claimed the sociopolitical model of disability chal-
lenges normative and cultural assumptions about how people come to
identify as disabled, rather than how society compares disabled people to
an assumed normality that largely goes undefined.

Disability is an important social category associated with the distribution
of social, economic, and political resources (Maroto and Pettinicchio 2015;
Parish, Rose, and Andrews 2009). Disability, however, is still less commonly
understood as a source of unequal outcomes in sociological work on oppres-
sion and inequality. This is partly because of how the boundaries of disability
status are constructed (Barnartt 2013). Disability represents a fluid, ambigu-
ous, and often invisible category that incorporates both physical and social
aspects (Atkins 2010; Rohrer 2005; Sommo and Chaskes 2013), making it
more difficult for scholars to conceptualize and classify (Altman 2001).
Individuals may come in and out of identifying as disabled over their life-
times, making disability a “potential status” that becomes more prevalent
with age (Gordon and Rosenblum 2001). As Vernon (1999) suggested,
porous and contested boundaries around disability complicate the develop-
ment of a politicized disability collective identity around which to mobilize
sociopolitical resources against deeply entrenched structural inequalities.

In addressing disability as one of many axes of inequality, feminist dis-
ability scholars have done much to shine light on the ways in which
ableism as a system of oppression intersects with racism and sexism (Gill
2015). Like women, people with disabilities receive a lower status value;
they tend to be viewed as less competent and less productive than other
workers, and as helpless and weak (Garland-Thomson 2002; Hirschmann
2012; Rohmer and Louvet 2012; Schwochau and Blanck 2000; Unger
2002; Vaughn, Thomas, and Doyle 2011). Thus, a feminist disability per-
spective provides an important framework for understanding the inequal-
ities embedded in economic systems where women with disabilities are
seen as inferior to idealized white, able-bodied men. This involves taking
into account how social categories intersect to perpetuate inequalities
within and between groups.



INTERSECTIONALITY AND HIERARCHIES OF
DISADVANTAGE

The intersectionality of socially constructed statuses is an important
mechanism that links group membership to the production of disadvantage
in both feminist and feminist disability traditions. Intersectionality specifi-
cally addresses the interaction of different bases of stratification, as well as
broader systems of inequality, subordination, and oppression (Choo and
Ferree 2010; Collins 1990; Crenshaw 1991; MacKinnon 2013; McCall
2005). In other words, it refers to the “interaction between gender, race, and
other categories of difference in individual lives, social practices, institu-
tional arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the outcomes of these
interactions in terms of power” (K. Davis 2008, 68). Thus, social categories
like race and gender do not exist independently of each other. For example,
beliefs regarding black men are not identical to those surrounding black
women, and members of these groups hold different statuses, as evidenced
by varying wages, education levels, and rates of incarceration (Browne and
Misra 2003; Snipp and Cheung 2016). Vernon’s (1999, 385) point about
disability and multiple intersecting identities—that “the majority [of people
with disabilities] is not a homogenous mass of disabled white heterosexual
middle-class young men”—provides all the more reason to account for the
socioeconomic consequences of simultaneous oppressions.

Although early disability labor market research drew indirect attention
to the ways in which multiple statuses influenced economic outcomes and
how disability discrimination reinforced sex discrimination (Johnson and
Lambrinos 1985; Luft 1975), only recently have studies begun to examine
how disability directly intersects with other characteristics in shaping
economic inequality. Many studies indicate that women with disabili-
ties—"a specific category of bias” (Kotkin 2008)—face labor market
outcomes that are distinct from those only of people with disabilities and
only women (Acemoglu and Angrist 2001; Pettinicchio and Maroto
2017). Women with disabilities may be “twice penalized” (O’Hara 2003)
or in “double jeopardy” (Doren and Benz 2001) as a result of structural
and attitudinal factors associated with the intersection of both statuses.
Disabled women must contend with (mis)perceptions about skills and
abilities limiting access to stable income (see Jones and Sloane 2010),
especially when employers make hiring, pay, and promotion decisions
based on stereotypes that are about a combination of statuses (Browne and
Misra 2003; Greenman and Xie 2008; Hernandez 2006; Shuey and
Willson 2017) resulting in multiplicative effects that perpetuate organiza-
tional inequalities (Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014a; Schur 2004; Shuey
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and Jovic 2013). The intersectionality of multiple statuses thus defines
“modern discrimination” (Marchiondo, Ran, and Cortina, 2015) with real-
life negative effects on economic security.

Recent work provides compelling evidence of the ways in which ste-
reotypes, attitudes, and beliefs based on the intersection of multiple
social categories contribute to inequality, marginalization, and disad-
vantage (see Best et al. 2011). For instance, Mereish (2012) found that
Asian American and Pacific Islander women with disabilities were more
likely to report being discriminated against in the workplace than those
without disabilities. In a similar vein, Shaw, Chan, and McMahon
(2012) uncovered unique clusters whereby Mexican and American
Indian women with behavioral disorders were more likely to make har-
assment complaints. Pilling’s (2012) intersectional analysis of disability,
gender, and LGBQT status found that employees were less likely to
disclose mental illness, fearing that it will undermine their authenticity
as LGBQT disabled people in the eyes of employers.

Intersectional work on labor market outcomes broadly illustrates how
disadvantage accumulates across social categories when certain groups
struggle more than others. But the effects of intersectional disadvantage
do not end with the labor market. They spill into other related resources,
ranging from government assistance to savings and nest eggs, on which
individuals and households rely when employment support is limited
(DiPrete and Eirich 2006; Hacker et al. 2014; Osberg and Sharpe 2014;
Western et al. 2012). This is all the more salient in a context of declining
lifelong careers and decreasing reliance on employer—employee savings
plans whereby individuals must independently seek out other ways to sup-
port their well-being and survival (Hacker 2006). For these reasons, we
examine how both total income and poverty status vary in regard to dis-
ability, gender, race, and education, with a particular emphasis on the
ways in which membership in multiple disadvantaged groups contributes
to the accumulation of disadvantage.

METHODS

To investigate whether women and racial minorities with disabilities
make up for inadequate labor market income and whether this helps
improve their economic security, we analyzed a sample of adults from the
2015 American Community Survey (ACS). As a large cross-sectional sur-
vey that includes data on disability status and race/ethnicity, along with
information on family structure, education, earnings, and other background



characteristics, the ACS is ideal for analyzing intersecting disadvantage
(Ruggles et al. 2017). After restricting our sample to adults age 18 and
older, we obtained a full sample of 2,490,616 individuals for our analyses
of poverty, and a sample of 2,233,721 individuals with at least some
income for our analyses of total income.

Outcome Variables

We analyzed two primary outcome variables—total personal income
and poverty status—as measures of economic security. Total personal
income refers to the respondent’s total pre-tax personal income from all
sources in the previous year in 2015 U.S. dollars. It includes income from
the following four areas: employment income from wages and salary and
self-employment from a business, professional practice, or farm; govern-
ment-related income from public assistance programs, Supplemental
Security Income (SSI), Social Security pensions, survivor benefits, or
permanent disability insurance; savings income from an estate or trust,
interest, dividends, royalties, rents received, and pensions; and “other”
income sources, which likely include transfers from family members.
Because total income can take on negative, zero, or positive values, we
estimated logged total income for a sample of adults with positive income.

To provide a broader view of economic security for the respondent’s
household, we also examined poverty status based on the respondent’s
standing in relation to the government-provided poverty threshold as
established by the U.S. Social Security Administration. Poverty status is
assessed in relation to total family income, family size, and respondent’s
age. Specifically, we used whether the respondent’s household was at or
below 100 percent of the poverty threshold in the previous year.!

As shown in Table 1, which presents weighted descriptive statistics for
the sample, 15.3 percent of people had incomes at or below the poverty
threshold for their area. The majority of respondents reported some
income with a mean of $44,000 among those with income, and 70.2 per-
cent reported wage and salary income with a mean of $32,400. Other
types of income were less common in the sample, with 18.8 percent
reporting government income from Social Security income, public assis-
tance, or SSI; 8.5 percent reporting savings-based income; and 2.6 percent
reporting other income.

Predictor Variables

Our key predictor variables signal membership in different categorical
groups and the intersections between these social categories. We included six
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TABLE 1: Descriptive Statistics, ACS 2015

Estimate SE
Disability
Any difficulty or limitation 15.73 0.03
Mutually exclusive disability type
Cognitive limitation 5.73 0.02
Physical limitation 8.91 0.02
Independent living (IDL) limitation 6.88 0.02
Sensory limitation 6.53 0.02
Multiple limitations 7.88 0.02
Other status characteristics
Female 51.37 0.04
Race/ethnicity
NH white 64.45 0.04
NH black 11.96 0.03
Hispanic 15.48 0.03
NH Asian / Pacific Islander 5.65 0.02
NH American Indian / Alaska Native 0.62 0.01
NH other 1.83 0.01
Education
Less than a BA 71.92 0.04
BA+ 28.08 0.04
Income and poverty
Below 100% of poverty line 15.26 0.08
Any personal income? 89.10 0.03
Mean personal income (dollars) 43584.00 45.92
Any employment income 70.16 0.04
Any government income 18.75 0.03
Any savings-based income 8.54 0.02
Any other income 2.56 0.01
Control variables
Mean age (years) 47.12 0.01
Mean number of children 66.28 0.09
Mean family size 2.80 0.00
Marital status
Currently married 49.93 0.04
Never married 30.21 0.04
Formerly married 19.85 0.03
Worked last year
Yes 66.58 0.04
No 25.44 0.03
No, but worked 1-5 years ago 7.98 0.02

(continued)



TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

Estimate SE

Usual hours worked per week 25.69 0.02
Homeowner 64.29 0.04
Veteran 7.60 0.02
Citizenship status

U.S. citizen 83.58 0.03

Naturalized citizen 8.10 0.02

Noncitizen 8.33 0.02

SOURCE: 2015 ACS, adults age 18 and older, N = 2,490,616.

NOTE: Weighted descriptive statistics presented as percentages unless otherwise speci-
fied. ACS = American Community Survey; NH = non-Hispanic.

a. Mean personal income and percentage of individuals with different income sources pre-
sented only for persons with any income.

racial/ethnic categories—non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, Hispanic,
non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic American Indian or
Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic other.? Instead of relying on a more com-
plex measure for social class, we focused on differences by education, which
we operationalized as having less than a Bachelor’s degree or having
obtained a Bachelor’s degree or higher. As most studies show, education is a
key factor for earnings and mobility, with the largest divisions among people
with and without a university-level education (Hout 2012; Leicht 2008).
Finally, we measured gender through the indicated sex of male or female.

Instead of examining differences by race, gender, and education separately,
we interacted these variables to create 24 groups across which we assessed the
consequences of disability. We used a process-centered model or intercategor-
ical approach for analyzing intersectional relationships across groups (Choo
and Ferree 2010; McCall 2005) operationalized through the use of interaction
terms. This allowed us to study the additive and multiplicative effects of
membership in multiple categorical groups. It also helped to identify certain
hierarchies of disadvantage. Thus, by focusing on intersections among some
of the more common categorical groupings associated with race, class, gen-
der, and disability, we were able to address group boundaries central to the
distribution of resources.

We incorporated disability status based on the six questions that the ACS
uses to identify the population with disabilities (Livermore et al. 2011). These
six questions ask whether the respondent had a cognitive, ambulatory, inde-
pendent living, self-care, vision, or hearing difficulty. Cognitive difficulties
include those related to learning, remembering, concentrating, or making
decisions. Ambulatory difficulties include anything that limits a respondent in
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one or more basic physical activities. Independent living difficulties indicate
the presence of any condition lasting six months or more that makes it “dif-
ficult or impossible to perform basic activities outside the home alone.” Self-
care difficulties include personal needs. Vision difficulties indicate whether
the respondent was blind or had serious difficulty seeing. Finally, hearing
difficulties indicate whether the respondent was deaf or had serious difficulty
hearing. We measured disability status as individuals who report any disabil-
ity or limitation based on these six questions, with 15.7 percent of respondents
reporting any disability.

Control Variables

Our models include a series of control variables to account for differences
in demographics, education, work history, and context. Because disability
prevalence, income, and poverty rates are highly correlated with age, we con-
trolled for a person’s age and included a quadratic age squared term to
account for any non-linearity in these relationships. As measures of family
structure and situation, we controlled for marital status, number of children,
and family size. To assess participation in the labor market, which most indi-
viduals rely on for income, we included a measure for whether the respondent
worked recently (i.e., worked 1-5 years ago or worked in the past year). We
also controlled for veteran status, citizenship status, and homeownership, and
we accounted for context by controlling for region.

Analytic Models

We used a series of descriptive comparisons combined with ordinary least
squares regression models to show how disability’s consequences for income
and poverty vary by gender, race, and education, using the statistical program
R. Because of the large number of intersecting groups present in our data, we
summarize most of our analyses in graphical form with detailed tables avail-
able on request. We applied survey-provided sampling weights to all analyses
and incorporate robust standard errors.

HIERARCHIES OF DISADVANTAGE ACROSS MEASURES OF
ECONOMIC INSECURITY
Disability and Poverty Levels

Assessing the gendered consequences of disability for economic secu-
rity, Table 2 presents results from models predicting the probability of



income falling below the poverty line. Model 1 controls for only the linear
and curvilinear effects of age, and Model 2, the full model, controls for all
covariates. Reported results in Table 2 include average marginal effects,
which present the predicted percentage point difference in poverty with
results averaged across the population. Controlling for only age in Model
1, persons with disabilities were more likely to have incomes that fell
below the poverty line across all intersectional groups, but with varying
magnitude. Incorporating control variables in Model 2 decreased disabil-
ity-related poverty disparities across groups, but most remained statisti-
cally significant and the effects varied by gender, race, and education.

On average, the effects of disability on poverty were stronger for
women and racial minorities. For instance, disability’s effects on poverty
were approximately 40 percent larger for non-Hispanic white women than
for non-Hispanic white men across education categories. Additionally,
disability’s effects on poverty were approximately 55 percent larger for
non-Hispanic black women than for non-Hispanic white men regardless
of education. However, disability-related differences in poverty were
most apparent for individuals with lower levels of education. Among
those with a bachelor’s degree or higher, disability was associated with
higher rates of poverty by 1-5 percentage points. Among persons with less
education, increases were 2-7 percentage points.

When considering statuses intersectionally, a hierarchy of disadvantage
appears in two ways. First, disability generally presented the weakest
effects on poverty among non-Hispanic white and Asian/Pacific Islander
men with higher education levels. Disability had the largest effects on
poverty among men and women with less than a bachelor’s degree and
with racial identities in the non-Hispanic other category. Disparities by
disability status were also larger for non-Hispanic black and Hispanic
women with lower levels of education. Thus, the relative effects of disa-
bility on poverty levels tended to be greater among more disadvantaged
groups.

Second, the effects of disability further compounded the effects of
race, gender, and education for members of these social categories. This
is evident in Figure 1, which depicts the predicted percentage of persons
within each social category who would have incomes below the poverty
line if all other model covariates were held at their means. Predicted
poverty rates were highest among non-Hispanic American Indian or
Alaska Native men and women with lower levels of education. Although
disability was not associated with a statistically significant increase in
poverty within these groups, estimates indicate that it likely would have
been if this group was larger and better represented in the data.



(penunuoa)

(620°0) «GL'0 9200 (£20°0) L0680 1610 oe|q oluedsiH-uoN
(91070 £91€°0 9200 (€+0°0) «£80°L S¥1L°0 8)ym ojueds|H-UON

ss9| 10 ‘ealbop ajeloosse ‘ewo|dip jooyos ybiH

US|

(681°0) +809°0 ¥€0°0 (921°0) NerAME 1210 Jayjo ojuedsiH-uoN
(1v€°0) «£56°0 6v0°0 (90g°0) «186°L 192°0 SAlJEN BMSE|Y JO UeIpU| UBDLSWY OluBdS|H-UON
(og10) «21€0 200 (tero) +£65°0 L¥0°0 Japuels| oyloed Jo ueisy dluedsiH-UON
(601°0) «619°0 0€0°0 (260°0) 8LOL 8010 oluedsiH
(¥60°0) LB6E7°0 0200 (980°0) «BS L1 6L1L°0 »0e|q dlUBdSIH-UON
(5e0°0) .86G°0 G100 (#£070) 822} 2800 8jym oluedsiH-UoN

©9A0Qe U0 w@_mwv S.Jojaydeyg
(22070 B6E7°0 990°0 (#90°0) +296°0 861°0 Jayyo ojuedsiH-uoN
(960°0) 5610 /€00 (#8070) 5690 2610 SAIJEN BMSE|Y JO UeIpu| UBOLBWY OluBdSsIH-UON
(290°0) «81°0 0200 (850°0) 8150 G80°0 Jepuels| oyloed Jo ueisy oluedsiH-UoN
(820°0) L6£€°0 ¥50°0 (#20°0) 5290 6S1L°0 oluedsiHy
(22070) «22€'0 8500 (€20°0) «188°0 €610 »0e|q OluedsiH-UoN
(7+0°0) 88170 Zr00 (cro0) EEE 9910 aHym ojuedsiH-UoN

ss9| o ‘ealbap ajeloosse ‘ewo|dip [0oyos ybiH

USWOAA
3s q Iny 3s q Iny
Z 18poyy L 1spon

aurq Auenod Jo %001 Bunodipaid s|opoNl 1607 wouy synsay g 374Vl

13



600 >d.

‘G2’ 0 Sem anjeA abeieny “(8AOQE JO S,J0jeyoBg UM UsW SAIlEN

ueyse|y JO Uelpu| Uedouawy dluedsiH-Uou) #1.£°0 03 (Ss8] 40 ewoldip SH YlIM USWOM SAITBN UBNSE|Y JO UelpuU| Ueduawy dluedsiH-uou) 0/ °0 Wod}
abBuelJ g [9POIN 10} SBN[eA z4-0pNasd "SH0°0 SEM anjeA abeIaAy "(SAOQE JO SJ0[8YdBg YHM USWOM SAIFEN UBMSE|Y JO UBIpU| UBDLSWY dluedsiH-uou)
160°0 01 (sso| 4o ewoldip [SH] [0oyos ybiy yum uswom ojuedsiH) GL0'0 woiy dbuel | [9pOJ 10} S8NjeA 4-opnasd "uoljeindod ay} ssoioe Apanod
Jo sanjiqeqoud pajoipaid sy} Buibelane Ag pele|nojed ase asay] "dnoib paisi| yoes ul sanjigesip yim suosiad Joj Apanod ul Buleq ul eouaiayip
julod abejusoiad e se palaidisiul 8g UBD UYdIym ‘s}oaye [eulbiewl abeiane 0} siajel JINV, "SOIELBAOD |[e JO} S|0JJU0D S8pN[oul g [9POIN “pasenbs
abe pue abe Jo} S|0JIU0D | [9POJA "Ploysaiyl Ausaod 8yl Jo %00} Mojeq Buljies jo Aujiqeqold ayy Bunoipaid sjepow 60| woly synsay :J10N
'919'06%'2 = N “ep|o pue g| obe synpe ‘“Aeang Ayunwiwo) uesuswy §10zZ :30HNOS

(262°0) L0020 9200 (c0z°0) 922t SLEO Jayjo ojuedsiH-UoN
(ogt0) 80£°0 0100 (22g0) «+28°0 6,00 BAIJEN BYSB|Y JO UBIPU| UBOLIBLIY OluBdSIH-UON
(2e1°0) Rzadl] 7100 (621°0) «82.°0 #50°0 Japue|s| olloed J0 Uelsy dluedsiH-UON
(rero) 7250 1200 (LLeo) «950°L G600 oluedsiH
(SL0) £98€°0 2100 (160°0) LI TAN0] ¥oe|q oluBdSIH-UON
(6£0°0) «£97°0 6000 (2£0°0) ST €900 8)ym oluedsiH-uoN
©9A0Qe o wm‘_mwﬁ S.10|ayoeg
(080°0) L0.%°0 €900 (590°0) «586°0 6810 Jayjo oluedsiH-uoN
(860°0) ¥S1°0 1200 (180°0) «92°0 €91°0 SAlJEN BMSE|Y JO UBIpU| UBDUSWY OluedsiH-UON
(120°0) 1900 1000 (#90°0) «£6€°0 #9070 Japueis| olyioed JO UBISY OluBdSIH-UON
(0£0°0) «992°0 9¢0°0 (520°0) «£78°0 9510 oluedsiH
3s q Ell% 3s q El%4
Z 18poyy | 18POWy

(@3NNILNOD) ¢ 31aVvL

14



Maroto / HIERARCHIES OF CATEGORICAL DISADVANTAGE 15

A: Women B: Men
$100 4 $100 4
NH White H No Disability
NH Black Disability
$90 - Hispanic $90 o
NH Asian or Pacific Islander
= NH American Indian or Alaska Native
$80 1 = NH Other $80 1
$70 $70
g $60 - g $60 - §§
S 1 X S N
2 s50 o : \ 2 s50 o § 8
» N 7 § )
g 4 : W
8 w0 - B 8w o B
NN NN
B \\
so0 AR s N
\ N
$20 + \ § § $20 + § §
N \
$10 9 § \ $10 1 § N
N N
BN R
o NN o] NN
Less than a BA BA or higher Less than a BA BA or higher
Education Level Education Level

FIGURE 1: Predicted Poverty Rates by Disability Status, Gender, Race, and
Education

SOURCE: 2015 American Community Survey, adults age 18 and older, N = 2,490,616.
NOTE: Estimates refer to the percentage of persons with income at or below 100% of the
federal poverty line after accounting for all control variables present in Table 2.

Disability and Total Income

Expanding on the findings for poverty, Table 3 presents results from
regression models estimating total logged personal income. Model 1 con-
trols for age and Model 2 includes all control variables. Reported results
in Table 3 include the proportional change in total income associated with
disability and model coefficients on a logged scale.3

Controlling for age in Model 1, disability appeared broadly disadvanta-
geous with respect to income levels. Disability was associated with total
income declines of 30-40 percent across groups in this model. Adding controls
for family structure, work status, and other factors in Model 2 resulted in
smaller income gaps by disability, as well as disparities that were not statisti-
cally significant for certain groups. Once we accounted for these outside fac-
tors, disability had the greatest effects on income for more advantaged groups
in contrast to our findings on poverty. Men with higher levels of education
tended to experience the largest disability-related income disparities associated



with differences of 20-26 percent, in part because they simply had more to lose.
This relationship likely stems from the greater reliance by men on employment
for their economic well-being, as previous studies show larger earnings
declines for men with disabilities (Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017). We also
suspect that these effects are related to dominant notions of masculinity that
can make disability more limiting for men who are less able to inhabit mascu-
line roles in the labor market (Kavanagh et al. 2015; Shuttleworth, Wedgwood,
and Willson 2012).

Although disability led to the greatest income disparities within more
advantaged groups (i.e., men with a BA or higher), the combined effects of
race, gender, education, and disability still resulted in a hierarchy of
income, with less-educated women with disabilities earning the least. This
hierarchy is evident in Figure 2, which plots predicted total income by race,
gender, education, and disability status based on the results from Model 2
in Table 3. Women with less than a bachelor’s reported some of the lowest
total income levels, with predicted incomes of approximately $30,000 per
year after incorporating control variables. The disparity was compounded
by disability and race, where the predicted total annual income for black
and Hispanic women with disabilities was approximately $26,000 per year
with other variables set at their means. This relationship further demon-
strates the accumulation of disadvantage across multiple social categories,
expanding on previous studies that have focused solely on gender and dis-
ability (Johnson and Lambrinos 1985; Kotkin 2008; Pettinicchio and
Maroto 2017) or race and disability (Mereish 2012; Shaw, Chan, and
McMahon 2012) in the labor market.

Unlike studies centered on only employment earnings, we examined a
broader measure of total personal income that comprises income from
multiple sources—employment, government, savings, and other areas—
all of which can help to improve economic security across groups (Osberg
and Sharpe 2014; Western et al. 2012). Although most groups rely on the
labor market for the majority of their income, others, particularly less
advantaged groups, depend on sources beyond the labor market. This is
especially true for persons with disabilities, as shown in Figure 3.

The vast majority of income for the persons represented in the first
column of Figure 3, which includes race, gender, and education groups
without disabilities, came from employment. This was not the case for a
majority of persons with disabilities in the second column. People with
disabilities, especially women with less education and disabilities in
Panel B, relied on government sources for most of their limited income.
Women and men with higher levels of education (Panels D and H), how-
ever, were also able to take advantage of savings to make up for limited
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FIGURE 2: Predicted Total Income in Dollars by Disability Status, Gender,
Race, and Education

SOURCE: 2015 American Community Survey, adults age 18 and older with income, N =
2,233,721.

NOTES: Estimates refer to the predicted income in 2015 U.S. dollars after accounting for
all control variables present in Table 3.

income. Although disparities in total income by race, gender, education,
and disability were readily present, government supports, savings, and
other sources helped mitigate the overall effects of lower earnings. Even
with such supports, economic insecurity, as evidenced by higher poverty
levels and lower total income, remained an issue for members of disad-
vantaged groups.

CONCLUSION

Feminist disability and intersectional approaches synthesize key tenets
rooted in both feminist (Ferree and Hall 1996) and disability studies (Linton
1998a, 1998b; Shakespeare 1996). As such, they provide a useful framework
for making sense of the ways in which the effects of disability on poverty
and total income are gendered, raced, and classed. Through the use of a
series of intercategorical models (McCall 2001, 2005), we expand on
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FIGURE 3: Proportion of Total Income Attributable to Employment,
Government, Savings, or Other Sources

SOURCE: 2015 American Community Survey, adults age 18 and older with income, N =
2,233,721

NOTES: Estimates refer to percentage of total income attributable to employment, govern-
ment, savings, and other sources for race, gender, education, and disability groups. Mean
refers to the predicted average total personal income for individuals in that group based on the
results from Table 3 Model 2 and shown in Figure 2. This helps demonstrate the lower incomes
for disadvantaged groups.
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feminist disability analyses by shedding light on hierarchies of disadvan-
tage. Our results indicate that the intersection of these social categories is
associated with economic insecurity, pointing to the ways in which certain
characteristics become salient markers for inequality, how multiple char-
acteristics lead to overlapping oppressions, and how this has become
embedded within the larger social structure.

More specifically, by moving beyond employment and earnings, our
analyses of poverty status, total income, and income composition revealed
a hierarchy of disadvantage across measures of economic insecurity,
where racial minority women with disabilities and less education had the
highest rates of poverty and the lowest total income levels. We also found
that members of disadvantaged groups, especially people with disabilities,
do not necessarily obtain most of their income from the labor market. This
alludes to the value of public assistance as an important supplement to
persons with disabilities and other marginalized groups with limited
employment income. Without assistance, poverty rates would be much
higher for members of these groups. Yet, welfare cuts and a policy empha-
sis on workfare doubly stigmatize people with disabilities, first, for being
“unable” to work, and, second, for receiving benefits to keep them out of
poverty (Whittle et al. 2017).

Disadvantage thereby accumulates across social categories, demon-
strating the need to account for the particular experiences of individuals
with overlapping group memberships (McCall 2005). However, intersec-
tional effects are not always straightforward. Although the effects of dis-
ability on poverty were strongest for the most disadvantaged groups,
disability’s effects on total income were larger for more advantaged
groups that include white men with higher education (see also Pettinicchio
and Maroto 2017). This further highlights the importance of using inter-
sectionality to study advantage and privilege, along with disadvantage.

Although our study goes beyond most to incorporate disability, race,
gender, and education into intersectional research on economic insecurity,
our results do face certain limitations. Given data restrictions, we used
somewhat rough measures of race, education, gender, and disability, and we
were unable to incorporate measures of sexuality or sexual identity, which
are important to intersectional and feminist disability studies (Caldwell
2010; Garland-Thomson 2002; Kafer 2013). Effects also likely vary by the
specific nature of a person’s disability. For instance, previous research has
shown that the presence of cognitive and multiple disabilities tends to be
more limiting in the labor market than sensory or physical disabilities
(Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014a), which has implications for poverty and
total income. Because of sample size issues, however, examining many



refined categories results in groups that are simply too small to make strong
conclusions because of the noise present in the sample. Despite these limita-
tions, our study still emphasizes the importance of incorporating smaller
intersectional groups—especially understudied racial minority groups and
persons with disabilities.

Furthermore, it is difficult to avoid the “pitfalls of additive approaches
to multiple identities” when using quantitative data to assess disadvantages
across multiple groups (Bowleg 2008; Conejo 2013). We cannot fully
address the overlapping structures of subordination (Cho, Crenshaw, and
McCall 2013), nor are we able to directly uncover the mechanisms that
produce categorical inequality. However, by incorporating a process-cen-
tered or inter-categorical model of intersectional relations, we still show
where disparities exist and why it is imperative that disability be included
in discussions of inequality. As we find, when disability, gender, race/eth-
nicity, and class status overlap, the meanings associated with membership
in these categorical groups compound to expand cumulative disadvantage.

Given the evidence we present about hierarchies of disadvantage and
that disability type plays a major role in determining access to resources,
future work should consider how the nature of disability intersects with
other characteristics to shape economic outcomes. This would also repre-
sent a step forward in elucidating the ways in which individuals access
alternative sources of income to weather economic uncertainty and pre-
vent falling into poverty. These perspectives are useful in unpacking how
disability acts as both a cause and consequence of poverty, especially as it
intersects with race and gender in explaining cumulative disadvantage
(see Kelley-Moore and Ferraro 2004; Warner and Brown 2011; Willson
and Shuey 2016).

Intersectional Feminist Disability Scholarship

The sociopolitical model of disability draws important linkages between
the struggles of diverse minority groups in undermining inequalities
produced by economic and political systems (Gill 2015; see also Skrentny
2002; Pettinicchio 2012, 2013, 2017). It has focused attention on the impor-
tance of identity and the social construction of “impairment specific labels”
both within and outside the disability community in shaping social interac-
tion (see Deal 2010; Oliver and Barnes 1998). Consequently, the focus on
power and oppression based on the meanings associated with disability
(Tremain 2000, 2013) has been mutually beneficial to feminist, disability,
and stratification research.

Intersectional feminist scholarship has been important to the develop-
ment and expansion of disability studies (Sommo and Chaskes 2013;
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Mauldin 2017), especially because disability is a fluid status and the
disability community a heterogeneous one. Theorizing disability through
a feminist lens underscores the ways in which disadvantage is repro-
duced in all social organizations within a “disability/ability system” that
associates disabled bodies (much like female bodies) with inadequacy
and weakness, saying “that there’s something wrong with them”
(Garland-Thomson 1994; 2002, 5; 2005; Hirschmann 2012; Linton
1998b). This perspective further exposes disability as a social category,
highlights its pervasiveness and mutability and, importantly, emphasizes
interaction with other identities, which sheds light on inequality’s dura-
bility based on the norms, labels, meanings, and values attached to
overlapping identities.

A central feature guiding each of these constantly evolving frameworks
involves the interaction of individuals with social institutions and organi-
zations governed by oppression and marginalization at both the micro and
macro levels. Early feminists challenged male-centric Marxist under-
standings of power relations, domination, and oppression (Acker 2006),
and intersectionality scholars criticized feminist theory for its heavy reli-
ance on the experiences of white middle-class women, ignoring the racial-
ized bases of gendered inequality (McCall 2005). In that vein, feminist
disability studies did not simply—to modify a phrase from Ferree and
Hall (1996, 929)—*“add disability and stir” but rather has sought to revise
sociological understandings of oppression, inequality, and disadvantage.
Process-centered models described by Choo and Ferree (2010), for exam-
ple, consider the effects of intersecting statuses like disability with gender
on economic outcomes vis-a-vis the main effects of disability and gender.
Thus, by uncovering the gendered, racialized, and classed aspects of dis-
ability’s impact on total income and poverty, we link intersectionality to
cumulative disadvantage, showing how the multifaceted relationships
between multiple identities influence economic insecurity.

NOTES

1. We also ran our analyses using 200 percent of the poverty threshold given
that poverty levels tend to be set rather low in the United States and many have
criticized these measures for not accurately accounting for true levels of poverty
(Blank 2008; Thorbecke 2007). Our findings (available on request) were similar
using both measures.

2. “Non-Hispanic other” includes individuals who identified multiple primary
racial categories.



3. These results refer to only persons with positive income. They do not include
persons without income who accounted for 10 percent of the larger sample.

REFERENCES

Acemoglu, Daron, and Joshua D. Angrist. 2001. Consequences of employment
protection? The case of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Journal of Politi-
cal Economy 109 (5): 915-57.

Acker, Joan. 2006. Inequality regimes: Gender, class, and race in organizations.
Gender & Society 20 (4): 441-64.

Altman, Barbara M. 2001. Disability definitions, models, classification schemes
and applications. In Handbook of disability studies, edited by Gary L. Albrecht,
Katherine D. Seelman, and Michael Bury. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Atkins, Chlo€ G. K. 2010. My imaginary illness: A journey into uncertainty and
prejudice in medical diagnosis. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Barnartt, Sharon N. 2013. Introduction: Disability and intersecting statuses.
Research in Social Science and Disability 7:1-20.

Barnes, Colin. 1999. Disability studies: New or not so new directions? Disability
& Society 14 (4): 577-80.

Best, Rachel Kahn, Lauren B. Edelman, Linda Hamilton Krieger, and Scott R.
Eliason. 2011. Multiple disadvantages: An empirical test of intersectionality
theory in EEO litigation. Law & Society Review 45 (4): 991-1025.

Bianchi, Suzanne M. 1999. Feminization and juvenilization of poverty: Trends, rel-
ative risks, causes, and consequences. Annual Review of Sociology 25:307-33.

Blanck, Peter, Meera Adya, William N. Myhill, Deepti Samant, and Pei-Chun
Chen. 2007. Employment of people with disabilities: Twenty-five years back
and ahead. Law and Inequality 25:323-54.

Blank, Rebecca M. 2008. Presidential address: How to improve poverty measurement
in the United States. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 27 (2): 233-54.

Bor, Jacob, Gregory H. Cohen, and Sandro Galea. 2017. Population health in an era
of rising income inequality: USA, 1980-2015. The Lancet 389 (10077): 1475-90.

Boursiquot, Bernice L., and Matthew W. Brault. 2013. Disability characteristics
of income-based government assistance recipients in the United States: 2011.
US Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, US
Census Bureau.

Bowleg, Lisa. 2008. When black + lesbian + woman # black lesbian woman:
The methodological challenges of qualitative and quantitative intersectional
research. Sex Roles 59:312-25.

Browne, Irene, and Joya Misra. 2003. The intersection of gender and race in the
labor market. Annual Review of Sociology 29:487-513.

Caldwell, Kate. 2010. We exist: Intersectional in/visibility in bisexuality & dis-
ability. Disability Studies Quarterly 30(3/4).

Cho, Sumi, Kimberlé Williams Crenshaw, and Leslie McCall. 2013.Toward a field of
intersectionality studies: Theory, applications, and praxis. Signs 38 (4): 785-810.



Maroto / HIERARCHIES OF CATEGORICAL DISADVANTAGE 25

Choo, Hae Yeon, and Myra M. Ferree. 2010. Practicing intersectionality in socio-
logical research: A critical analysis of inclusions, interactions, and institutions
in the study of inequalities. Sociological Theory 28:129-49.

Collins, Patricia H. 1990. Black feminist thought: Knowledge, consciousness, and
the politics of empowerment. Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman.

Conejo, Miram Arenas. 2013. At the intersection of feminist and disability rights
movements: From equality in difference to human diversity claims. Research
in Social Science and Disability 7:23-45.

Crenshaw, Kimberle. 1991. Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity poli-
tics, and violence against women of color. Stanford Law Review 43:1241-99.

Davis, Lennard J. 2011. Why is disability missing from the discourse on diversity.
The Chronicle of Higher Education 25:38-40.

Davis, Kathy. 2008. Intersectionality as buzzword: A sociology of science perspec-
tive on what makes a feminist theory successful. Feminist Theory 9 (1): 67-85.

Deal, Mark. 2010. Disabled people’s attitudes toward other impairment groups: A
hierarchy of impairments. Disability & Society 18 (7): 897-910.

DiPrete, Thomas A., and Gregory M. Eirich. 2006. Cumulative advantage as
a mechanism for inequality: A review of theoretical developments. Annual
Review of Sociology 32:271-97.

Doren, Bonnie, and Miachael Benz. 2001. Gender equity issues in the vocational
and transition services and employment outcomes experienced by young
women with disabilities. In Double jeopardy: Addressing gender equity
in special education, edited by Harilyn Rousso and Michael L. Wehmeyer.
Albany: State University of New York Press.

Erickson, William, Camille Lee, and Sarah von Schrader. 2018. 2016 disability
status report: United States. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Yang-Tan Institute
on Employment and Disability (YTI).

Ferree, Myra Max, and Elaine J. Hall. 1996. Rethinking stratification from a femi-
nist perspective: Gender, race and class in mainstream textbooks. American
Sociological Review 61 (6): 1-22.

Garland-Thomson, Rosemarie. 1994. Redrawing the boundaries of feminist dis-
ability studies. Feminist Studies 20 (3): 583.

Garland-Thomson, Rosemarie. 2002. Integrating disability, transforming feminist
theory. NWSA Journal 14 (3): 1-32.

Garland-Thomson, Rosemarie. 2005. Feminist disability studies. Signs 30 (2):
1557-87.

Gerschick, Thomas J. 2000. Toward a theory of disability and gender. Signs 25
(4): 1263-68.

Gill, Michael. 2015. Already doing it: Intellectual disability and sexual agency.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Gordon, Beth Omansky, and Karen E. Rosenblum. 2001. Bringing disability into
the sociological frame: A comparison of disability with race, sex, and sexual
orientation statuses. Disability & Society 16 (1): 5-19.

Greenman, Emily, and Yu Xie. 2008. Double jeopardy? The interaction of gender
and race on earnings in the United States. Social Forces 86 (3): 1-28.



Hacker, Jacob S. 2006. The great risk shift: The new economic insecurity and the
decline of the American dream. New York: Oxford University Press.

Hacker, Jacob S., Gregory A. Huber, Austin Nichols, Philip Rehm, Mark
Schlesinger, Rob Valletta, and Stuart Craig. 2014. The economic security
index: A new measure for research and policy analysis. Review of Income and
Wealth 60 (Suppl 1): S5-32.

Hall, Kim Q. 2011. Reimagining disability and gender through feminist studies.
In Feminist disability studies, edited by Kim Q. Hall. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

Hernandez, Tanya. 2006. The intersectionality of lived experience and anti-dis-
crimination empirical research. In Handbook of employment discrimination
research: Rights and realities, edited by Laura Beth Nielsen and Robert L.
Nelson. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer.

Hirschmann, Nancy J. 2012. Disability as a new frontier for feminist intersection-
ality research. Politics and Gender 8 (3): 396-405.

Hout, Michael. 2012. Social and economic returns to college education in the
United States. Annual Review of Sociology 38:379-400.

Jenkins, Richard. 1991. Disability and social stratification. British Journal of
Sociology 42 (4): 557-80.

Johnson, William G., and James Lambrinos. 1985. Wage discrimination against
handicapped men and women. Journal of Human Resources 20:264-77.

Jones, Melanie K. 2008. Disability and the labour market: A review of the empiri-
cal evidence. Journal of Economic Studies 35 (5): 405-24.

Jones, Melanie K. 2011. Disability, employment and earnings: An examination of
heterogeneity. Applied Economics 43:1001-17.

Jones, Melanie K., and Peter J. Sloane. 2010. Disability and skill mismatch. Eco-
nomic Record 86:101-14.

Kafer, Allison. 2013. Feminist, queer, crip. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press.

Kavanagh, Anne M., Lauren Krnjacki, Zoe Aitken, Anthony D. LaMontagne,
Andrew Beer, Emma Baker, and Rebecca Bentley. 2015. Intersections between
disability, type of impairment, gender and socio-economic disadvantage in
a nationally representative sample of 33,101 working-aged Australians. Dis-
ability and Health Journal 8 (2): 191-99.

Kelley-Moore, Jessica A., and Kenneth F. Ferraro. 2004. The black/white disabil-
ity gap: Persistent inequality in later life? Journals of Gerontology Series B:
Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences 59 (1): S34-43.

Kotkin, Minna J. 2008. Diversity and discrimination: A look at complex bias. Wil-
liam and Mary Law Review 50:1439.

Kruse, Douglas, and Lisa Schur. 2003. Employment of people with disabilities
following the ADA. Industrial Relations 42 (1): 31-66.

Lauer, Eric Andrew, and Andrew J. Houtenville. 2018. Estimates of prevalence,
demographic characteristics and social factors among people with disabilities
in the USA: A cross-survey comparison. BMJ Open 8§ (2): 1-7.



Maroto / HIERARCHIES OF CATEGORICAL DISADVANTAGE 27

Leicht, Kevin. 2008. Broken down by race and gender? Sociological explana-
tions of new sources of income inequality. Annual Review of Sociology
34:237-55.

Linton, Simi. 1998a. Claiming disability: Knowledge and identity. New York:
New York University Press.

Linton, Simi. 1998b. Disability studies/not disability studies. Disability & Society
13 (4): 525-39.

Livermore, Gina, Denise Whalen, Sara Prenovitz, Raina Aggarwal, and Maura
Bardos. 2011. Disability data in national surveys. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluation Office of Disability, Aging and Long-Term Care Policy.

Luft, Harold. 1975. The impact of poor health on earnings. Review of Economics
and Statistics 57:43-57.

MacKinnon, Catharine A. 2013. Intersectionality as method: A note. Signs 38 (4):
1019-30.

Marchiondo, Lisa, Shan Ran, and Lilia Cortina. 2015. Modern discrimination.
In The Oxford handbook of workplace discrimination, edited by Adrienne J.
Colella and Eden B. King. New York: Oxford University Press.

Maroto, Michelle, and David Pettinicchio. 2014a. Disability, structural inequal-
ity, and work: The influence of occupational segregation on earnings for peo-
ple with different disabilities. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility
38:76-92.

Maroto, Michelle, and David Pettinicchio. 2014b. The limitations of disability
antidiscrimination legislation: Policymaking and the economic well-being of
people with disabilities. Law and Policy 36 (4): 370-407.

Maroto, Michelle, and David Pettinicchio. 2015. Twenty-five years after the
ADA: Situating disability in America’s system of stratification. Disability
Studies Quarterly 35 (3): 1-34.

Mauldin, Laura. 2017. A feminist, technoscientific approach to disability and
caregiving in the family. In Disabling domesticity, edited by Michael Rembis.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

McCall, Leslie. 2001. Complex inequality: Gender, class, and race in the new
economy. New York: Routledge.

McCall, Leslie. 2005. The complexity of intersectionality. Signs 30 (3): 1771-800.

McCloud, Laura, and Rachel E. Dwyer. 2011. The fragile American: Hardship and
financial troubles in the 21st century. Sociological Quarterly 52 (1): 13-35.

Mereish, Ethan H. 2012. The intersectional invisibility of race and disability status:
An exploratory study of health and discrimination facing Asian Americans with
disabilities. Ethnicity and Inequalities in Health and Social Care 5 (2): 52-60.

O’Hara, Jean. 2003. Learning disabilities and ethnicity: Achieving cultural com-
petence. Advances in Psychiatric Treatment 9 (3): 166-74.

Oliver, Mike, and Colin Barnes. 1998. Social policy and disabled people: From
exclusion to inclusion. London: Longman.

Osberg, Lars, and Andrew Sharpe. 2014. Measuring economic insecurity in rich
and poor nations. Review of Income and Wealth 60:S53-76.



Parish, Susan L., Roderick A. Rose, and Megan E. Andrews. 2009. Income pov-
erty and material hardship among U.S women with disabilities. Social Service
Review 83 (1): 33-52.

Pettinicchio, David. 2012. Institutional activism: Reconsidering the insider/out-
sider dichotomy. Sociology Compass 6:499-510.

Pettinicchio, David. 2013. Strategic action fields and the context of political
entrepreneurship: How disability rights became part of the policy agenda. In
Research in social movements, conflicts and change, vol. 36, edited by Patrick
G. Coy. Bingley, UK: Emerald.

Pettinicchio, David. 2017. Elites, policy, and social movements. In On the cross
road of polity, political elites and mobilization, vol. 24 of Research in political
sociology, edited by Barbara Wejnert and Paolo Pari. Bingley, UK: Emerald.

Pettinicchio, David, and Michelle Maroto. 2017. How gender and disability status
intersect to shape labor market outcomes. Research in Social Science and Dis-
ability 10:3-33.

Pilling, Merrick Daniel. 2012. Invisible identity in the workplace: Intersectional mad-
ness and processes of disclosure at work. Disability Studies Quarterly 33 (1): 1-18.

Quadagno, Jill S. 1994. The color of welfare: How racism undermined the war on
poverty. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rohmer, Odile, and Eva Louvet. 2012. Implicit measures of the stereotype con-
tent associated with disability. British Journal of Social Psychology 51 (4):
732-40.

Rohrer, Judy. 2005. Toward a full-inclusion feminism: A feminist deployment of
disability analysis. Feminist Studies 3 (1): 34-63.

Ruggles, Steven, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, and Matthew
Sobek. 2017. Integrated public use microdata series: Version 7.0 [dataset].
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Schur, Lisa A. 2004. Is there still a double handicap? In Gendering disability,
edited by Bonnie G. Smith and Beth Hutchinson. New Brunswick, NJ: Rut-
gers University Press.

Schwochau, Susan, and Peter D. Blanck. 2000. The Economics of the Americans
with Disabilities Act, part III: Does the ADA disable the disabled? Berkeley
Journal of Employment and Labor Law 21:271-313.

Seefeldt, Kristin S. 2016. Abandoned families: Social isolation in the twenty-first
century. New York: Russell Sage.

Shakespeare, Tom. 1996. Disability, identity, difference. In Exploring the divide:
1llness and disability, edited by Colin Barnes and Geof Mercer. Leeds, UK:
The Disability Press.

Shaw, Linda R., Fong Chan, and Brian T. McMahon. 2012. Intersectionality and
disability harassment: The interactive effects of disability, race, age, and gen-
der. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin 55:82-91.

She, Peiyun, and Gina A. Livermore. 2007. Material hardship, poverty, and dis-
ability among working-age adults. Social Science Quarterly 88 (4): 970-89.



Maroto / HIERARCHIES OF CATEGORICAL DISADVANTAGE 29

Sherry, Mark. 2014. The promise of human rights for disabled people and the reality
of neoliberalism. In Disability, human rights and the limits of humanitarianism,
edited by Michael Gill and Cathy J. Schlund-Vials. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Shuey, Kim M., and Emily Jovic. 2013. Disability accommodation in nonstandard and
precarious employment arrangements. Work and Occupations 40 (2): 174-205.

Shuey, Kim M., and Angela M. O’Rand. 2004. New risks for workers: Pensions,
labor markets, and gender. Annual Review of Sociology 30:453-77.

Shuey, Kim M., and Andrea E. Willson. 2008. Cumulative disadvantage and
black-white disparities in life-course health trajectories. Research on Aging
30 (2): 200-25.

Shuey, Kim M., and Andrea E. Willson. 2017. Trajectories of work disability and
economic insecurity approaching retirement. The Journals of Gerontology:
Series B gbx(096: 1-11.

Shuttleworth, Russell, Nikki Wedgwood, and Nathan J. Wilson. 2012. The
dilemma of disabled masculinity. Men and Masculinities 15 (2): 174-94.

Skrentny, John D. 2002. The minority rights revolution. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Snipp, C. Matthew, and Sin Yi Cheung. 2016. Changes in racial and gender
inequality since 1970. Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 663:80-98.

Sommo, Anthony, and Jay Chaskes. 2013. Intersectionality and the disability:
Some conceptual and methodological challenges. Research in Social Science
and Disability 7:47-59.

Thorbecke, Erik. 2007. Multidimensional poverty: Conceptual and measurement
issues. In The many dimensions of poverty, edited by Nanak Kakwani and
Jacques Silber. Houndmills, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Tremain, Shelley. 2000. Queering disabled sexuality studies. Sexuality and Dis-
ability 18 (4): 291-9.

Tremain, Shelley. 2013. Introducing feminist philosophy of disability. Disability
Studies Quarterly 33 (4): 1-37.

Unger, Darlene D. 2002. Employers’ attitudes toward persons with disabilities in
the workforce: Myths or realities? Focus on Autism and Other Developmental
Disabilities 17 (1): 2-10.

Vaughn, E. Daly, Adrian Thomas, and Andrea L. Doyle. 2011. The multiple dis-
ability implicit association test: Psychometric analysis of a multiple adminis-
tration IAT measure. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin 54 (4): 223-35.

Vernon, Ayesha. 1999. The dialectics of multiple identities and the disabled peo-
ple’s movement. Disability & Society 14 (3): 385-98.

Warner, David F., and Tyson H. Brown. 2001. Understanding how race/ethnicity
and gender define age-trajectories of disability: An intersectionality approach.
Social Science & Medicine 72 (8): 1236-48.

Weidenbaum, Murray. 1994. How government reduces unemployment. Society
31 (6): 72-7.



30

Western, Bruce, Deirdre Bloome, Benjamin Sosnaud, and Laura Tach. 2012.
Economic insecurity and social stratification. Annual Review of Sociology
38:341-59.

Whittle, Erin Louise, Karen R. Fisher, Simone Reppermund, Rhoshel Lenroot,
and Julian Trollor. 2017. Barriers and enablers to accessing mental health ser-
vices for people with intellectual disability: A scoping review. Journal of Men-
tal Health Research in Intellectual Disabilities 1 (1): 69-102.

Willson, Andrea E. 2003. Race and women'’s income trajectories: Employment, mar-
riage, and income security over the life course. Social Problems 50 (1): 87-110.

Willson, Andrea E., and Melissa A. Hardy. 2002. Racial disparities in income secu-
rity for a cohort of aging American women. Social Forces 80 (4): 1283-306.

Willson, Andrea E., and Kim Shuey. 2016. Life course pathways of economic
hardship and mobility and midlife trajectories of health. Journal of Health and
Social Behavior 57 (3): 407-22.

Michelle Maroto is an associate professor of sociology at the University of
Alberta. Her research focuses on inequality and economic insecurity across
credit and labor markets with an emphasis on the accumulation of disad-
vantage across households and time.

David Pettinicchio is assistant professor of sociology and affiliated faculty
in the Munk School of Global Affairs and Public Policy at the University of
Toronto. He teaches and writes on political sociology, social movements,
inequality, social policy, and disability. His forthcoming book examines the
dynamic relationship between policymaking and movement mobilization
shaping the evolution of disability rights in the United States.

Andrew C. Patterson is an assistant professor of sociology at MacEwan
University. His current research focuses on the political and macroeco-
nomic determinants of population health.



