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Abstract
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this context, building reliable counterfactuals requires using tighter controls to ensure
that similar workers are correctly identified by making sure that important unobserved
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control for unobserved worker skills heterogeneity in the presence of potential discrim-
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potential lack of overlapping supports in covariates between groups being compared,
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1 Introduction

Significant attention has been paid to the gap in wages between men and women. Re-

searchers are interested in understanding how much of the gap is due to men and women

performing different work using different skills, and how much is due to men and women

being paid differently for similar work. A number of methods exist for trying to answer

this question. These methods decompose gender wage gaps into a portion explained by dif-

ferences in characteristics between men and women, and a portion explained by differences

in the return to characteristics, or “discrimination”. However, all of these methods rely on

three assumptions. First, they assume that unobserved determinants of earnings are inde-

pendent of gender. To the extent that there exist unobserved worker characteristics that are

important for determining wages and are correlated with gender, then researchers will obtain

biased estimates of the return to observable characteristics. As a result, decompositions of

gender wage gaps into a component explained by covariates and a component explained by

the return to covariates will be incorrect. Second, they assume a functional form in order

to estimate the function that maps observable characteristics into wages and thus serves as

the foundation for counterfactuals that ask what men would earn if they had the same char-

acteristics except their gender were switched to female, and vice versa. Third, they assume

that the covariates for male workers and female workers share a common support. While

this is likely to hold when the number of covariates is small, as more covariates are added

(possibly to satisfy the independence assumption) the common support assumption becomes

more likely to be violated.1

In this paper, we (i) propose a new method for identifying unobserved determinants of

workers’ earnings from the information revealed by detailed data on worker–job matching

patterns, (ii) non-parametrically estimate counterfactual wage functions for male and female

workers, (iii) allow for a relaxation of the common support assumption, and (iv) apply our

methods by decomposing the gender wage gap in Brazil using improved counterfactuals based

on (i), (ii) and (iii). We find that the Brazilian gender wage gap is almost entirely explained

by male and female workers who possess similar skills and perform similar tasks being paid

different wages, not women possessing skills or tasks that pay relatively lower wages.

To understand the problem created by unobserved determinants of productivity, suppose

that there are three types of worker characteristics that are relevant for determining wages:

gender, other characteristics observable to researchers, and characteristics that are observable

to labor market participants, but not to researchers. A naive wage decomposition would

1As more covariates are added it becomes harder to find another worker who shares the same values of
all covariates.
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simply compare male wages to female wages and attribute all differences to the effect of

gender. A more common approach would condition on observable characteristics like age,

experience, occupation, education, and union membership and would attribute all differences

in wages, conditional on these characteristics, solely to being a woman as opposed to being

a man. However, this would miss the fact that even workers with identical observable

covariates may perform distinct labor. As Goldin (2014) shows, male lawyers significantly

outearn female lawyers largely because males are more likely to work long, inflexible hours,

which leads to high wages. Therefore, if we simply compared the wages of male lawyers to

the wages of female lawyers, we might mistakenly conclude that male and female lawyers

receive differential pay for the same work, when in fact male and female lawyers perform

different types of legal work. In other words, male and female lawyers differ in terms of

covariates that are observed by labor market participants but not by researchers.

The key to our approach is identifying information about worker characteristics observ-

able to labor market participants, but not to researchers, directly from the behavior of labor

market participants. If we can identify groups of workers and groups of jobs who are similar

from the perspective of labor market participants, then we can be confident that any gender

wage differentials within these groups are due to differential returns to labor market activities

by gender, rather than differences in the work done by male and female workers.

We employ a revealed preference approach that relies on workers’ and jobs’ choices, rather

than observable variables or expert judgments, to classify workers and jobs into groups. Our

key insight is that linked employer-employee data contain a previously underutilized source

of information: millions of worker–job matches, each of which reflects workers’ and jobs’

perceptions of the workers’ skills and the jobs’ tasks. Intuitively, if two workers are employed

by the same job, they probably have similar skills, and if two jobs employ the same worker

those jobs probably require workers to perform similar tasks. However, since discrimination

may lead men and women with similar skills to sort into different jobs, our method includes a

correction for gender-based sorting into jobs that normalizes workers’ job match probabilities

by the match probabilities for their gender.

We formalize this intuition and apply it to large-scale data using a Roy (1951) model

in which workers supply labor to jobs according to comparative advantage. Workers belong

to a discrete set of latent worker types defined by having the same “skills” and jobs belong

to a discrete set of latent markets defined by requiring employees to perform the same

“tasks.”2 Workers match with jobs according to comparative advantage, which is determined

by complementarities between skills and tasks at the worker type–market level. Workers

2“Skills” and “tasks” should be interpreted broadly as any worker and job characteristics that determine
which workers match with which jobs.
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who have similar vectors of match probabilities over markets are therefore revealed to have

similar skills and belong to the same worker type, and jobs that have similar vectors of match

probabilities over worker types are revealed to have similar tasks and belong to the same

market. Our model extends the model in Fogel and Modenesi (2023) to allow firms to have

labor market power, thereby rationalizing pay heterogeneity among workers with the same

skills in jobs requiring the same tasks and microfounding the correction for gender-based

sorting.

Once we have clustered workers with similar skills into worker types and jobs requiring

similar tasks into markets, we turn to estimating counterfactual wage functions. Traditional

decomposition methods estimate counterfactual female earnings by fitting wage regressions

using observations for male workers only, but generating predicted values by multiplying av-

erage female covariate values by the male regression coefficients. This approach suffers from

three main issues: (i) it requires the researcher to impose a restrictive regression functional

form; (ii) it does not necessarily allow for heterogeneous returns to covariates in predictions;

and (iii) it does not have embedded tools to handle when workers do not share similar covari-

ate support. Taken together, these issues can potentially bias the counterfactual estimation

exercise, which is the foundation of gender wage gap decompositions. In order to circumvent

these issues, we make use of a flexible matching estimator for counterfactual earnings.

We implement a matching estimator in which we match male and female workers who

belong to the same worker type and are employed by jobs in the same market. In doing

so, we implicitly assume that worker types and markets fully account for all factors, other

than gender, that affect workers’ wages, although we also estimate specifications in which

we include other observable characteristics in addition to worker types and markets. Within

these matched groups, we use the male workers’ mean wages as counterfactuals for what

the female workers would have earned if they were male, and vice versa. We compare

our matching estimator to a standard estimator and find similar results, although in some

specifications the matching estimator is clearly preferable. However, there may be some

worker type–market cells with no male workers or no female workers so we introduce a

correction to account for this lack of common support.

We address the issue of a lack of common covariate support between male and female

workers by decomposing the gender wage gap into four components: (i) differences due to

different covariate distributions between groups, i.e. the composition factor, for observa-

tions that share the same support; (ii) differences related to differential returns to covariates

between groups over a common support of the covariates, i.e. the structural factor, often as-

sociated with labor market discrimination; (iii) a part due to observations from male workers

being out of the female workers’ support of the covariates; and (iv) the last portion related
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to observations of female workers being out of the male workers’ support of the covariates.

This decomposition allows us to perform counterfactuals similar to existing methods for the

part of the distribution of the covariates for which male and female workers have common

support, yet it still allows us to quantify how much of the gender wage gap occurs outside

the region of common support and would therefore be ignored by standard decomposition

methods.

We estimate our model and conduct empirical analyses using Brazilian administrative

records from the Annual Social Information Survey (RAIS) that is managed by the Brazilian

labor ministry. The RAIS data contain detailed information about every formal sector

employment contract, including worker demographic information, occupation, sector, and

earnings. Critically, these data represent a network of worker–job matches in which workers

are connected to every job they have ever held, allowing us to identify job histories of workers,

their coworkers, their coworkers’ coworkers, and so on. We restrict our analysis to the Rio

de Janeiro metropolitan area both for computational reasons and because restricting to a

single metropolitan area enables us to focus on skills and tasks dimensions of worker and job

heterogeneity rather than geographic heterogeneity.

In our data, the average male worker earns a wage 16.7% higher than the average female

worker. Our primary result is that almost the entire gender wage gap is attributable to

male and female workers who possess similar skills and perform similar tasks being paid

differently, or what is often referred to as “discrimination.” This is true at the aggregate

level, and remains true when we perform wage decompositions within each worker type–

market cell, indicating that this is a widespread phenomenon, not one driven by large wage

differentials in small subsets of the labor market. We find that wage decompositions based

on standard observable variables suffer from omitted variable bias, emphasizing the need

for detailed worker and job characteristics in the form of worker types and markets. We

find that wage decompositions based on linear regressions yield similar findings to those

based on matching when a lack of common support is not an issue, however when male and

female workers’ characteristics do not share a common support the matching estimator with

corrections for a lack of common support outperforms alternatives.

Literature: The literature of decomposition methods in economics can be classified into

two main branches. The first decomposes average differences in a variable of interest Y

— often wages — between two groups of workers. The most widespread method in this

class was developed by Oaxaca (1973) and Blinder (1973). The second branch decomposes

functionals of the variable of interest Y – e.g. its distribution or quantile function. Given

that functionals of a variable often provide more information than its average, the second

group of decompositions is referred to as “detailed decompositions” (Fortin et al., 2011). A
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seminal paper in this group is DiNardo et al. (1996)3 and their methodology and inference

was further generalized and improved later by Chernozhukov et al. (2013)4. We follow the

first branch of the literature in focusing on average differences, largely because our rich set of

controls introduces a curse of dimensionality that renders detailed decompositions infeasible.

Our method for handling a lack of common covariate support follows Ñopo (2008) and

Garcia et al. (2009)5. In concurrent work we extend Ñopo (2008) to generic “detailed de-

compositions” (Modenesi, 2022).

Our model of labor market power builds on Card et al. (2015), Card et al. (2018) and

Gerard et al. (2018) but allows for significantly more granular worker and job heterogeneity.

The way we model multidimensional worker–job heterogeneity relates to papers that use a

skills-tasks framework in the worker-job matching literature (Autor et al., 2003; Acemoglu

and Autor, 2011; Autor, 2013; Lindenlaub, 2017; Tan, 2018; Kantenga, 2018). Our method

for clustering workers and jobs fits into the relatively recent literature in labor economics

that extracts latent information from the network structural of the labor market (Sorkin,

2018; Nimczik, 2018; Jarosch et al., 2019) and directly extends Fogel and Modenesi (2023) by

allowing for labor market power. Methodologically, we draw from the community detection

branch of network theory (Larremore et al., 2014; Peixoto, 2018; 2019)6. Our paper connects

to this literature by formalizing a theoretical link between monopsonistic labor market models

and the stochastic block model, providing microfoundations and economic interpretability

of network theory unsupervised learning tools in order to solve economic problems.

By controlling for skills and tasks, our papers share common ground with Goldin (2014)

and Hurst et al. (2021). Goldin (2014) indicates that the potential residual discrimination

in the gender wage gap is due to the nature of the tasks in some occupations, by using a

linear regression approach dummies for occupation interacted with the gender dummy. We

add to her approach by proposing an economic model for discrimination, which provides us

with both worker and job heterogeneity controls, in addition to performing the gender gap

decomposition while taking into account potential violations of conventional decomposition

3Barsky et al. (2002) develop a methodology similar to DiNardo et al. (1996), focusing on issues that
arise from lack of common covariate support between the groups in the decomposition. Modenesi (2022)
discusses their approach in light of alternatives to handle the lack of common support.

4Firpo et al. (2018) later in this literature uses influence functions to propose a detailed decomposition
that is invariant to the order of the decomposition.

5Garcia et al. (2009) and Morello and Anjolim (2021) both study the evolution of the Brazilian gender
gap. Garcia et al. (2009) uses the same approach we use to handle the problem of lack of overlapping
supports, and Morello and Anjolim (2021) have a similar matching methodology to decompose the gender
gap. In addition to using similar methods for the decomposition, we add the skills and tasks controls derived
from the labor market network, and we derive a distribution of gender gaps for different clusters of similar
workers performing similar tasks.

6More precisely, we employ a variant of the SBM which makes use of network edge weights (Peixoto,
2018), which are key for us to model the presence of potential discrimination in the labor market.
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assumptions. Hurst et al. (2021) on the other hand are assessing the black-white wage gap

over time as function of changes in the taste vs statistical discrimination factors, as well as

the result of workers sorting after these changes.

Roadmap: The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces a simple framework for

decomposition methods. Section 3 presents our model of worker–job matching and derives

from it our algorithm for clustering workers into worker types and jobs into markets. Section

4 provides greater detail on the wage gap decomposition methods we employ. Section 5

describes our data. Section 6 presents results. Finally, Section 7 concludes.

2 A framework for decomposition methods

We introduce a simple framework for decomposition methods to guide the analysis in this

paper. Define the actual wage of worker i employed by job j as Yij, and let Gi be a dummy

denoting whether worker i is male. The difference between the average wage for male workers

and the average wage for female workers, which we call the “overall wage gap,” can be

expressed as:

∆ := E[Yij|Gi = 1]− E[Yij|Gi = 0] (1)

The overall wage gap above can be decomposed into two factors: differences in produc-

tivity between male and female workers, usually referred to as the composition factor; and

differences in pay between equally productive male and female workers, known as the struc-

tural factor. We use the potential outcomes framework in order to formally decompose the

overall wage gap into these two factors. Denote by Y0ij the potential wage of worker i em-

ployed by job j when the worker is female, and Y1ij the potential wage of worker i employed

by job j when the worker is male. Let x be the vector of all variables that determine workers’

productivity. We assume that the worker’s gender may affect their pay, but does not directly

affect their productivity. We represent the potential outcomes as functions of x as follows:

Ygij := Yg(xij), g ∈ {0, 1}. Notice that x has both i and j subscripts, as the marginal product

of worker i at their current job j depends on both the worker’s skills and the job’s tasks.

The fact that there is a different earnings function for men and women reflects the possibility

that male and female workers with identical productivities may be paid differently. Further-

more, it is possible to use the dummy for gender to represent observed wages as a function

of potential outcomes using a switching regression model Yij := GiYg(xij)− (1−Gi)Yg(xij).

At this point we are able to decompose the overall wage gap, ∆, into the composition
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and structural components mentioned above by adding and subtracting the quantity7

E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] :=

∫
Y1(xij)dFG=0(x)

from the overall wage gap ∆, where FG=0(x) is the productivity distribution for female

workers. Intuitively, E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] is the mean earnings for a counterfactual set of

workers possessing the female productivity distribution, but who are paid like men8.

∆ := E[Yij|Gi = 1]− E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0]︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆X :=Composition

+ E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0]− E[Yij|Gi = 0]︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆0:=Structural

(2)

The composition portion can be rewritten as E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 1] − E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0]9.

It represents the difference between what male workers actually earn and what male work-

ers would have earned in a counterfactual scenario in which their productivity distribution

was equivalent to the female productivity distribution. This quantity captures the portion

of the overall wage gap attributable to differences in the composition, or distribution of

productivity, between male and female workers. The structural portion is equivalent to

E[Y1(xij)−Y0(xij)|Gi = 0]10. This is the difference between female earnings in a counterfac-

tual state in which females were paid equivalently to what equally productive male workers

are paid and actual average female earnings. This portion of the overall wage gap is due to

structural differences in how the two genders are paid, holding productivity constant, which

is why this term is often associated with a form of discrimination.

What we define as the structural component might reasonably be thought as discrimi-

nation, where labor market discrimination is defined as workers with similar productivity,

performing similar tasks, and being paid differently based on observables that do not in-

fluence productivity. Other forms of discrimination may exist — including mistreatment or

harassment, differential pre-job human capital accumulation opportunities, or discriminatory

hiring practices — but we do not consider those in this paper. In our set up, individual dis-

crimination occurs when the wage for worker i at job j is different if the individual’s gender

changes, ceteris paribus, i.e. Y1(xij)− Y0(xij) ̸= 0. The problem is that, in order to measure

7Analogously, the overall decomposition can be performed by adding and subtracting the male coun-
terfactual quantity E[Y0(xij)|Gi = 1] to ∆. The main results in this paper use the female counterfactual
approach.

8Alternatively, this counterfactual term can be interpreted as the mean earnings of male workers whose
productivity distribution was adjusted to match the female productivity distribution

9We use the representation of the observed Y in terms of potential outcomes to write E[Yij |Gi = 1] =
E[GiYg(xij)− (1−Gi)Yg(xij)|Gi = 1] = E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 1] and substitute it in ∆X .

10Analogously to the previous term, using the map from the potential outcomes to the observed Y , we
can write E[Yij |Gi = 0] = E[GiYg(xij) − (1 − Gi)Yg(xij)|Gi = 1] = E[Y0(xij)|Gi = 0] and substitute it in
∆0.
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this quantity, we run into the fundamental problem of causal inference: it is impossible to

observe the potential wages in both states for the same individual. Therefore we must make

assumptions in order to construct counterfactual values, i.e. the value of Y1 for a female

worker, or the value of Y0 for a male worker. In this paper, we break the assumptions needed

for the counterfactual estimation into two parts and we show how our approach contributes

to deal with limitations in each of them.

The first assumption is that workers with the same values of x are equally productive and

would be paid equal wages if gender played no role in wage determination, conditional on pro-

ductivity. This is equivalent to assuming that x contains all factors that affect productivity

and are correlated with gender. This “conditional independence/ignorability” assumption,

is the basis of all decomposition methods in economics (Fortin et al., 2011), as it is a re-

quirement for consistency of its estimates for the gap decomposition portions. However, not

all factors that theoretically should be included in x are observable.

A problem would arise if certain factors that contribute to worker i’s productivity in job

j are both unobserved by the econometrician and correlated with gender. If such factors

exist, our counterfactuals would be invalid. Specifically, wage differentials due to unobserved

differences in skills and tasks between male and female workers would be attributed to the

effect of gender itself. For example, if women tend to have better social skills but we do not

observe social skills, then we would interpret women outearning men in social skill-intensive

jobs as discrimination against men, when in fact it is simply the result of differences in

unobserved skills. Therefore, it is critical to come as close as possible to identifying groups

of male and female workers who have exactly the same skills and perform exactly the same

tasks. If we do so, then any gender wage differentials within this group are attributable to

the effect of gender per se. In Section 3 we address this issue by identifying latent worker

and job characteristics relevant to productivity and wage determination using the network

of worker–job matches.

The second set of assumptions required to build the counterfactual Y1(x) for females in

∆ are related to the choice of an estimation strategy for the function Y1(·)11. A common es-

timation strategy requires fitting a linear wage regression for males and using its estimated

coefficients to predict wages, but inputting female workers’ covariates (Oaxaca, 1973 and

Blinder, 1973). This approach is highly tractable, however the assumption of a linear func-

11Another approach decomposes the wage distributions, as opposed to actual wages, which would be
equivalent to switching Y for its distribution FY , but still needing the estimation of the counterfactual
FY1(y|x) for females (e.g. DiNardo et al., 1996 and Chernozhukov et al., 2013). We choose not to employ these
decompositions in this paper as our setup does not satisfy basic conditions for decomposing distributions,
such as having a low-dimensional vector of observable characteristics x – given curse of dimensionality – and
having the overlapping supports assumptions satisfied.
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tional form is to some extent arbitrary, and using the same regression coefficients to predict

counterfactual earnings for distinct female workers (i.e. allowing no heterogeneous returns

to observable characteristics) could lead to biased estimates of counterfactual earnings. An

alternative approach relies on matching males to each female worker based on similar ob-

servable characteristics, and uses the wages of matched male workers in order to inform each

female’s counterfactual wage. This less-parametric approach has the advantage of not impos-

ing any functional form assumption for Y1(·), however it requires us to observe a sufficiently

rich set of observable variables that male and female workers with the same observables may

be assumed to have similar productivity. Moreover, matching methods are unreliable when

we are unable to find a female worker with the same observables as a male worker, or vice

versa. In Section 3 we describe a new method to enhance the set of observable characteristics

available to the researcher, reducing the scope for unobserved determinants of productivity

to cause biased estimates. In Section 4 we compare and contrast different methods to de-

compose the gender wage gap given a set of observable characteristics, circumventing issues

present in counterfactual earnings estimation.

3 Revealing latent worker and job heterogeneity using

network theory

In this section we present an economic model of monopsonistic wage setting, which rational-

izes a wage gap between two groups of workers who have different demographic character-

istics, but have the same skills and perform the same tasks. Intuitively, otherwise identical

male and female workers may supply labor to individual jobs with different elasticities, and

jobs respond by offering them wages with different markdowns. If one group of workers

supplies labor to jobs more inelastically, then they will be paid less, holding productivity

constant. Moreover, the model microfounds our network-based clustering algorithm, which

identifies groups of male and female workers with similar skills who perform similar tasks,

and therefore can serve as good counterfactuals for each other. The model builds on the

model of the labor market developed in Fogel and Modenesi (2023), with two important

differences: (i) in this paper workers have idiosyncratic preferences over individual jobs, not

just markets, causing jobs to face upward-sloping labor supply curves, and (ii) firms may of-

fer different wages to men and women, even if they have identical skills and perform identical

tasks. The model defines a probability distribution that governs how workers match with

jobs, forming the network of worker-job matches observed in linked employer-employee data.

We use this probability distribution to assign similar workers to worker types and similar
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jobs to markets, using a Bayesian method based on generative network theory models, which

we present after the economic model.

3.1 Economic model

We propose a model with two primary components: heterogeneous workers who supply

labor and firms that produce goods by employing labor to perform tasks. Workers supply

their skills to jobs, which are bundles of tasks embedded within firms. Jobs’ tasks are

combined by the firms’ production functions to produce output. We assume that firms face

an exogenously-determined demand for their goods12. Our model of the labor market has

the following components:

• Each worker is endowed with a “worker type,” and all workers of the same type have

the same skills.

• A job is a bundle of tasks within a firm. As we discuss in Section 5, we define a job in

our data as an occupation–establishment pair.

• Each job belongs to a “market,” and all jobs in the same market are composed of the

same bundle of tasks.

• There are I worker types, indexed by ι, and Γ markets, indexed by γ.

• The key parameter governing worker-job match propensity is an I × Γ productivity

matrix, Ψ, where the (ι, γ) cell, ψιγ denotes the number of efficiency units of labor a

type ι worker can supply to a job in market γ.13

Time is discrete, with time periods indexed by t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and workers make idiosyncratic

moves between jobs over time. Neither workers, households, nor firms make dynamic deci-

sions, meaning that the model may be considered one period at a time. We do not consider

capital as an input to production.

12For an alternative version of the model with endogenous product demand, see Fogel and Modenesi
(2023).

13We can think of ψιγ as ψιγ = f(Xι, Yγ), where Xι is an arbitrarily high dimensional vector of skills
for type ι workers, Yγ is an arbitrarily high dimensional vector of tasks for jobs in market γ, and f() is a
function mapping skills and tasks into productivity. This framework is consistent with Acemoglu and Autor
(2011)’s skill and task-based model, and is equivalent to Lindenlaub (2017) and Tan (2018). A key difference
is that Lindenlaub and Tan observe X and Y directly and assume a functional form for f(), whereas we
assume that X, Y , and f() exist but are latent. We do not identify X, Y , and f() directly because in our
framework ψιγ is a sufficient statistic for all of them.
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3.1.1 Firm’s problem

Each firm, indexed by f , has a production function Yf (·) which aggregates tasks from dif-

ferent labor markets, indexed by γ. Firm f faces exogenously-determined demand for its

output, Ȳf . The firm’s only cost is labor. As we discuss in the next subsection, firms face

upward-sloping labor supply curves and therefore have wage-setting power. Firms demand

labor in each market, γ ∈ {1, . . . ,Γ} and offer a different wage per efficiency unit of labor

for each market. Firms also may offer different wages to workers in different demographic

groups g ∈ {A,B} (e.g. male and female workers), although type A and type B workers

belonging to the same worker type ι are equally productive in all jobs. We define a job j as

a firm f – market γ pair. We define the wage per efficiency unit of labor for demographic

group g workers employed in job j wg
j . Define L

g
j as the quantity of efficiency units of labor

supplied by demographic group g workers to job j.

The firm’s problem is to choose the quantity of labor inputs in each job for each demo-

graphic group in order to minimize costs subject to the constraint that production is greater

than or equal to the firm’s exogenous product demand, Ȳf :

min
{wA

j ,wB
j }Γj=1

Γ∑
j=1

wA
j L

A
j + wB

j L
B
j s.t. Yf (L1, . . . , LΓ) ≥ Ȳf

where Lj = LA
j + LB

j is the total amount of efficiency units of labor employed by job j and

Yf is a concave and differentiable production function.

Taking the first order condition with respect to wg
j allows us to solve for the wage paid

by job j to workers in demographic group g as a markdown relative to the marginal revenue

product of labor:

wg
j =

egj
1 + egj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Markdown

× µf
∂Yf
∂Lj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Marg. revenue product of labor

(3)

where µf is the shadow revenue associated with one more unit of output and egj :=
∂Lg

j

∂wg
j

wg
j

Lg
j
is

the labor supply elasticity of workers from group g to job j.

Equation (3) shows that the wage paid to demographic group g workers employed in job j

(equivalently, employed in market γ by firm f) is the product of a markdown and the marginal

revenue product of labor in job j. The markdown depends on the demographic group g’s

elasticity of labor supply to job j. As labor supply becomes more elastic, the markdown

converges to 1 and the wage converges to the marginal product of labor. Conversely, as

labor supply becomes less elastic, the wage declines further below the marginal product of
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labor. This equation rationalizes different demographic groups being paid different wages for

the same labor: if one demographic group supplies labor more inelastically, they will be paid

less.14 The firm employs workers in both demographic groups despite paying them different

wages because in order to attract the marginal worker from the lower-paid demographic

group, it must raise wages for all inframarginal workers in that group. At some point the

marginal cost (inclusive of the required raises for inframarginal workers) of hiring workers

from the lower-paid demographic group exceeds the marginal cost of hiring workers from the

higher-paid demographic group, and the firm will switch to hiring the higher-paid workers.

3.1.2 Worker’s problem

A worker belonging to worker type ι and demographic group g ∈ {A,B}, has a two step

decision. First, she chooses a market γ in which to look for a job, and second she chooses

a firm f (and by extension a job j). The worker’s type defines their skills. Type ι workers

can supply ψιγ efficiency units of labor to any job in market γ. ψιγ is a reduced form

representation of the skill level of a type ι worker in the various tasks required by a job

in market γ. Units of human capital are perfectly substitutable, meaning that if type 1

workers are twice as productive as type 2 workers in a particular market γ (i.e. ψ1γ = 2ψ2γ),

firms would be indifferent between hiring one type 1 worker and two type 2 workers at a

given wage per efficiency unit of labor, wj. Therefore, the law of one price holds within

each demographic group for each job, and a type ι worker belonging to demographic group

g employed in a job in market γ is paid ψιγw
g
j . Because workers’ time is indivisible, each

worker may supply labor to only one job in each period and we do not consider the hours

margin.

Workers choose job j, equivalent to γf , in order to maximize utility, which is the sum of

log earnings log(ψιγw
g
j ) and an idiosyncratic preference for job j, εgij:

j∗ =argmax
j

log(ψιγw
g
j ) + εgij.

We assume that εgij follows a nested logit distribution with parameter νgγ , with the γ subscript

indicating that nests are defined by γ:

εgij ∼ NestedLogit(νgγ)

14We are referring to the elasticity of labor supply to a specific job j, which may differ from a group’s
labor supply elasticity to the overall labor market. For example, it could be the case that men supply labor
more inelastically at the extensive margin, but women have stronger idiosyncratic preferences for specific
jobs, making them less likely to change jobs in response to a wage differential. In this case, women would
supply labor less elastically to a specific job j and thus receive lower wages.

13



It follows from this assumption about the distribution of εgij that the probability that worker

i belonging to worker type ι and demographic group g matches with job j in market γ is15:

P (j = j∗|j ∈ γ, i ∈ ι, g) =
exp(Igιγ)

νgγ∑
γ exp(I

g
ιγ)ν

g
γ︸ ︷︷ ︸

P (γ=γ∗|i∈ι,j∈γ,g)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1st step: market choice

(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ∑

j∈γ(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ︸ ︷︷ ︸

P (j=j∗|i∈ι,j∈γ,γ=γ∗,g)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2nd step: job choice

(4)

where Igιγ :=
∑

j∈γ(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ , also referred to as the inclusive value, is the expected utility

a type ι worker faces when choosing market γ. Intuitively, the nested logit assumption

decomposes the job choice probability into a first stage in which the worker chooses a market

and then a second stage in which the worker chooses a job conditional on their choice of a

market.

3.2 Identifying worker types and markets

3.2.1 Deriving the likelihood

Now that we have derived the probability of worker i matching with job j from the primitives

of our model, the next step is using this probability as the basis for a maximum likelihood

procedure that assigns workers to worker types and jobs to markets based on the observed

set of worker–job matches. This procedure builds on Fogel and Modenesi (2023), by allowing

workers in the same worker type but different demographic groups to have different vectors

of match probabilities over jobs.

We decompose the choice probability in equation (4) into a component that depends only

on variation at the ι, γ, g level and a component that depends on wages at individual jobs:

P (j = j∗|j ∈ γ, i ∈ ι, g) =
exp(Igιγ)

νgγ−1∑
γ exp(I

g
ιγ)ν

g
γ
ψ

1

ν
g
γ

ιγ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=: Ωg

ιγ︸ ︷︷ ︸
ι−γ−g component

(wg
j )

1

ν
g
γ︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: dgj︸ ︷︷ ︸
j−g component

. (5)

The first term reflects workers choosing markets according to comparative advantage, while

the second captures the fact that some jobs in market γ require more workers than others

(due to exogenous product demand differences), and since jobs face upward-sloping labor

supply curves, they must pay higher wages to attract greater numbers of workers. Isolating

15Details for the derivation of the choice probability in the Appendix A.
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the group-level (ι, γ, g) variation from the idiosyncratic job-level variation allows us to cluster

workers into worker types and jobs into markets on the basis of having the same group-level

match probabilities, as we discuss below.

The choice probabilities we have discussed thus far refer to a single job search for worker

i. In reality, we may observe workers searching for jobs multiple times, and each of these

searches is informative about the latent worker skills and job tasks that define worker types

ι and markets γ. We incorporate repeated searches by assuming that workers periodically

receive exogenous separation shocks which arrive following a Poisson process. Upon receiving

a separation shock, the worker draws a new εgij shock and repeats the job choice process

described above. Assuming that Poisson-distributed exogenous separations happen at a

rate dgi for the individual worker i, then the expected number of times she will match with

job j throughout our sample period is given by

dgi · P (j = j∗|j ∈ γ, i ∈ ι, g) = Ωg
ιγd

g
i d

g
j . (6)

Equation 6 forms the basis of our algorithm for clustering workers into worker types and

jobs into markets, but before proceeding we must define some notation. Let NW and NJ

denote the number of workers and jobs, respectively, in our data. Define Aij as the number

of times that worker i is observed to match with job j. Further, define A as the matrix

with typical element Aij. A is a NW ×NJ matrix and represents the full set of worker–job

matches observed in our data. As discussed previously, each individual worker belongs to

a latent worker type denoted by ι and each job belongs to a latent market denoted by γ.

The list of all latent worker type and market assignments is stored in the (NW + NJ) × 1

vector denoted by b, known as the node membership vector. We define g as the NW × 1

vector containing each worker’s demographic group affiliation. The matrix of worker–job

matches A and workers’ demographic groups g are the data we use to cluster workers and

jobs, while the node membership vector b is the latent object identified by the maximum

likelihood procedure we discuss below.

Following equation (6), the expected number of matches between a worker–job pair, Aij,

can be written as16

E[Aij|b, g] = Ωg
ιγd

g
i d

g
j . (7)

16It is worth mentioning that: (i) the information i ∈ ι, j ∈ γ is contained in b; and (ii) Aij is the number
of matches between worker i and job j, which makes the event that j = j∗|i equivalent to the event that
Aij = 1. These two facts allow us to use more succinct notation that directly links theoretical objects in our
model to data: P (j = j∗|j ∈ γ, i ∈ ι, g) = P (Aij = 1|b, g), which we know the distributional form for. This
connects notations from the economic model to the network model, but it still lacks the precise definition of
the likelihood of interest, P (A, g|b), where Aij can assume values other than just 1.
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We prove in Appendix C that our assumption of Poisson-distributed exogenous separation

shocks implies that Aij follows a Poisson distribution:

Aij|b, g ∼ Poisson(Ωg
ιγd

g
i d

g
j ) (8)

Finally, we incorporate equation (8) above to fully characterize the likelihood of our data as

a function of the unknown parameters, by applying Bayes rule:

P (Aij, g|b) = P (Aij|b, g)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Poisson(Ωg

ιγd
g
i d

g
j )

P (g|b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
αg
ιγ

, (9)

where αg
ιγ ≡ P (g|b) is the fraction of type ι workers employed in market γ jobs who belong

to the demographic group g. Equation 9 corresponds to a commonly-used method from

network theory known as the bipartite degree-corrected stochastic block model with edge

weights (SBM). The SBM clusters nodes in a network (workers and jobs) into groups (worker

types and markets) based on patterns of connections between nodes.17. The main parameter

of interest is the set of assignments of workers to worker types and jobs to markets contained

in b, while all of the other parameters are nuisance parameters that can be straightforwardly

determined after b is defined (Karrer and Newman, 2011). The next step is to maximize the

likelihood defined in equation 9, which we address in the next subsection.

3.2.2 A Bayesian approach to recovering worker types and markets

In order to make the estimation of worker types and markets feasible, together with using

a principled method for choosing the number of clusters, we employ Bayesian methods from

the network literature (Peixoto, 2017). We can rewrite equation (9) as

P (b|Aij, g) ∝ P (Aij, g|b)P (b)

= P (Aij|b, g)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Poisson(Ωg

ιγd
g
i d

g
j )

P (g|b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
αg
ιγ

P (b)︸︷︷︸
Prior

(10)

Maximizing the posterior distribution means assigning individual workers to worker types ι

and jobs to markets γ. The basic intuition follows from and is described in greater detail

in Fogel and Modenesi (2023): workers belong to the same worker type if they have ap-

17Larremore et al. (2014) lays out the advantages of using bipartite models over using one-sided network
projections to fit SBMs; Karrer and Newman (2011) presents the methodology for degree-correction as it
enhances significantly the ability of the SBM to fit large scale real world networks; and Peixoto (2018) deal
with weighted SBM inference, which is how we accommodate discrimination influencing matches within the
SBM.
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proximately the same vector of match probabilities over jobs, while jobs belong to the same

market if they have approximately the same vector of match probabilities over workers. The

key difference in this paper is that workers in the same worker type ι may belong to different

demographic groups g and each worker type–demographic group pair may face its own wage

and therefore have its own match probability. Equation (10) allows for this by allowing the

match probabilities P (Aij, g|b) to depend on the workers’ demographic group g in addition

to the worker types and markets stored in b.

If worker types are defined by having common vectors of match probabilities over jobs,

but match probabilities are allowed to vary by demographic group within a worker type, how

do we know that type ι workers in group A belong to the same worker type as type ι workers

in group B? The answer is embedded in equation (10). The αg
ιγ term in equation (10)

adjusts workers’ match probabilities so that they are relative to their own gender. Suppose

women are significantly underrepresented in construction jobs and overrepresented in nursing

jobs, and vice versa for men. Once we incorporate this adjustment, we would assign workers

to a construction-intensive worker type if they are disproportionately likely to match with

construction jobs, relative to other workers of their gender. Once we adjust the raw match

probabilities to account for this selection, we obtain identical adjusted match probability

vectors for this group of men and this group of women, causing us to assign them to the

same worker type, ι.

Equation (10) assumes that we know the number of worker types and markets a priori,

however this is rarely the case in real world applications. Therefore we must choose the

number of worker types and markets, I and Γ respectively. We do so using the principle of

minimum description length (MDL), an information theoretic approach that is commonly

used in the network theory literature. MDL chooses the number of worker types and markets

to minimize the total amount of information necessary to describe the data, where the total

includes both the complexity of the model conditional on the parameters and the complexity

of the parameter space itself. MDL will penalize a model that fits the data very well but

overfits by using a large number of parameters (corresponding to a large number of worker

types and markets), and therefore requires a large amount of information to encode it. MDL

effectively adds a penalty term in our objective function, such that our algorithm finds a

parsimonious model. See Fogel and Modenesi (2023) for greater detail.

Equation (10) defines a combinatorial optimization problem. If we had infinite computing

resources, we would test all possible assignments of workers to worker types and jobs to

markets and choose the one that maximizes the likelihood in equation (10), however this

is not computationally feasible for large networks like ours. Therefore, we use a Markov

chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach in which we modify the assignment of each worker
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to a worker type and each job to a market in a random fashion and accept or reject each

modification with a probability given as a function of the change in the likelihood. We

repeat the procedure for multiple different starting values to reduce the chances of finding

local maxima. We implement the procedure using a Python package called graph-tool.

(https://graph-tool.skewed.de/. See Peixoto (2014) for details.) Now that we have

dealt with the issue of important worker and job characteristics being unobserved, we turn

our attention to estimating counterfactuals for wage gap decompositions.

4 Wage gap decomposition

This section lays out the estimation strategies we use to decompose the Brazilian gender

wage gap, while circumventing some of the issues associated with conventional decomposition

methods. We decompose the gender wage gap into the quantities listed in equation (2): the

composition component E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 1]−E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] and the structural component

E[Y1(xij)− Y0(xij)|Gi = 0]. The quantity E[Yg(xij)|Gi = g] = E[Yij|Gi = g], g ∈ {0, 1} can

be consistently and straightforwardly estimated since it is directly observable. The challenge

is estimating the counterfactual wage function E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0], given that the potential

outcome Y1(xij) is not observed for female workers. Estimating E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] requires

us to use data on male workers to estimate a relationship between observable characteristics

xij and male earnings Y1 and then extrapolate this relationship to female workers.

In this paper, we consider two approaches to estimating counterfactual wage functions.

The first is the commonly-used Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition, which we henceforth refer to

as OB (Oaxaca, 1973; Blinder, 1973). For the OB decomposition, we estimate two linear

regressions — one for the set of male workers and another for the set of female workers —

to estimate the functionals Y1(·) and Y0(·), respectively, as denoted in equation (11). Values

for E[Yg(xij)|Gi = g] are obtained by averaging out the fitted values of the respective linear

regressions. Estimates for the counterfactual E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] are obtained by using the

coefficients from the linear regression fitted for males, β̂G=1, and multiplying them by the

average female covariates, x̄G=0, as defined in equation (11). This is equivalent to producing

fitted values for the males’ regression, while inputting females’ covariates.

OB regressions: Yg(xij) = xTijβG=g + ϵgij, g ∈ {0, 1} (11)

OB counterfactual estimate: ̂E[Y1(xij)|Gi = 0] := x̄TG=0β̂G=1, x̄G=0 :=
∑

i|Gi=0

xij
n
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As discussed in section 2, the OB decomposition has several important limitations. Al-

though highly tractable, OB imposes potentially restrictive assumptions on Y1(xij). First,

it assumes that its expectation is linear in xij. Although linear regressions allow for flexible

transformations of its covariates, the functional form is still a somewhat arbitrary researcher

choice. Second, by using a linear regression to estimate the potential outcome function, Y1(·),
as in equation (11), it uses the same functional form to compute counterfactuals for all male

workers. In other words, it imposes the same average returns to covariates for all workers,

which would create biases in the counterfactual estimation if returns to worker characteris-

tics are heterogeneous. The third limitation of the OB is related to the overlapping supports

assumption, also referred to as the common supports assumption. This assumption imposes

that the support of x for one of the genders has to fully overlap with the support of x for the

other gender, and is imposed by almost all decomposition methods in economics (Fortin et

al., 2011). The overlapping supports assumption is imposed to ensure that the counterfac-

tual function Y1(x) estimated using male data, xGi=1, is only used to predict counterfactual

earnings for females whose values of x lie within the male support of x. When this condition

is not satisfied in the data, observations that are outside of the common support are typically

trimmed or given virtually zero weight in the estimation process, potentially eliminating sig-

nificant numbers of workers from the analysis and making the analysis representative of only

a subset of the population (Modenesi, 2022). This is particularly salient when x lies in a

high-dimensional space, as is the case in our application with high-dimensional worker types

and markets.

Our preferred decomposition strategy relies on matching male and female workers with

similar observable characteristics and using matched workers of different genders as counter-

factuals for each other. This approach was initially proposed by Ñopo (2008) and was further

extended by Modenesi (2022). Not only does this approach avoid the strong functional form

assumptions made by OB, it includes a framework for handling a lack of common support.

In this paper, we choose to use the original estimation strategy laid out by Ñopo (2008),

given its tractability especially for a high-dimensional set of covariates like ours, and we refer

to it as the matching decomposition henceforth.

The matching decomposition has two main components: (i) matching observations and

(ii) relaxing the overlapping supports assumption. First, counterfactual female earnings

Y1(xij)|Gi = 0 — what female workers would have earned if their gender were changed to

male but nothing else about them changed — are obtained by exact matching each female to

one or more male workers with similar observable characteristics and then taking a sample

average of the matched males18. This method for building counterfactuals is non-parametric,

18In this paper we coarsened a few variables such as years of education and age, and we use the coarsened
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assuming no functional form for Y1(·), it exerts no extrapolations out of the support of x

and it avoids using data from all workers to build counterfactuals for a specific worker. The

matching decomposition handles the lack of common support issue by allowing unmatched

workers, i.e. outside of the common support of x, to contribute to the overall observed gap.

In the matching decomposition, we add two terms, ∆M and ∆F , to the expression for the

overall wage gap ∆ in equation (1) which captures the contributions of unmatched male and

female workers, respectively. The resulting expression is

∆ =E[Yij|Gi = 1]− E[Yij|Gi = 0] =: ∆X +∆0 +∆M +∆F , (12)

where

∆X := E [Yij|Matched,Gi = 1]− E [Y1(xij)|Matched,Gi = 0]

∆0 := E [Yij|Matched,Gi = 1]− E [Y1(xij)|Matched,Gi = 0]

∆M := {E [Yij|Unmatched,Gi = 1]− E [Yij|Matched,Gi = 1]}P (Unmatched|Gi = 1)

∆F := {E [Yij|Matched,Gi = 0]− E [Yij|Unmatched,Gi = 0]}P (Unmatched|Gi = 0)

Notice that if all observations are matched the ∆M and ∆F terms vanish and this method

collapses back to the original decomposition we have in equation (2). The terms ∆X and ∆0

still have the same interpretation as discussed in Section 2 — composition and structural,

respectively — but now only similar workers of one gender are used to build counterfactuals

for the other gender, using an agnostic functional form for the counterfactual function. The

extra terms ∆M and ∆F measure the contribution of unmatched male and female workers

to the overall observed gender gap. Each of them measures the difference between matched

and unmatched workers of a given gender, weighted by the proportion of unmatched workers

within that gender19. For example, if unmatched male workers have an average log wage

that is 0.2 higher than the average log wage for matched male workers and 10% of male

workers are unmatched, then ∆M = 0.2× 0.1 = 0.02.

To understand how the matching decomposition handles a lack of common support,

consider male workers employed as professional football players. These workers will not be

matched to female workers and therefore would be omitted from the analysis if we simply

version of these variables instead to perform the exact matching. This serves the purpose of matching more
individuals, giving more statistical power to the method, since workers with just e.g. 1 year difference in
age, ceteris paribus, are roughly the same in terms of productivity.

19Precise definitions of each of the terms in the NP decomposition can be found in the appendix section
B
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restrict it to the region of common support. However, the male workers do contribute

meaningfully to the overall gender wage gap because they earn significantly more than the

average female worker. The matching decomposition would handle this by including these

workers in the ∆M term. Intuitively, it would say that some of the gender wage gap can

be decomposed within the region of common support, while some of it is explained by male

workers outside the region of common support earning more than male workers within the

region of common support, and similarly for female workers.

Our preferred specifications in this paper use the matching decomposition in conjunction

with the latent skills and tasks clusters revealed by our network methodology developed in

Section 3. Since we define labor market gender discrimination as workers with similar skills

performing similar tasks with similar productivity but being paid differently based on gender,

our worker type–market clusters serve as natural cells within which workers are considered as

equivalent in terms of productivity. With the matching decomposition we are able to ensure

that only similar workers are used when estimating counterfactual earnings, mitigating coun-

terfactual biases, and also avoid dropping unmatched workers from the estimation procedure

as mentioned above. Although the original matching decomposition is not considered to be

a “detailed decomposition” by the literature of decompositions in economics, in combination

with our network clusters, it is possible to compute an economically principled distribution

of the gender gap (and its components) for a vast amount of cells of workers in the labor

market, mapping how discrimination is spread in different parts of the market.

5 Data

5.1 Administrative Brazilian data

We use the Brazilian linked employer-employee data set RAIS. The data contain detailed

information on all employment contracts in the Brazilian formal sector, going back to the

1980s. The sample we work with includes all workers between the ages of 25 and 55 employed

in the formal sector in the Rio de Janeiro metro area at least once between 2009 and 2018.

These workers are defined as matching with the unemployment (or informal sector) in years

we do not observe them. We also exclude the public sector because institutional barriers

make flows between the Brazilian public and private sectors rare, as well as the military.

Finally, we exclude the small number of jobs that do not pay workers on a monthly basis.

Our wage variable is the real hourly log wage in December, defined as total December

earnings divided by hours worked. We deflate wages using the national inflation index.

We exclude workers who were not employed for the entire month of December because we
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do not have accurate hours worked information for such workers. We define a job as an

occupation-establishment pair. This implicitly assumes that all workers employed in the

same occupation at the same establishment are performing approximately the same tasks.

Our data contain 4,578,210 unique workers, 289,836 unique jobs, and 7,940,483 unique

worker–job matches. The average worker matches with 1.73 jobs and the average job matches

with 27.4 workers. 42% of workers match with more than one job during our sample. Figure 1

presents histograms of the number of matches for workers and jobs, respectively. In network

theory parlance, these are known as degree distributions.

Our network-based classification algorithm identifies 187 worker types (ι) and 341 markets

(γ). Figure 2 presents histograms of the number of workers per worker type and jobs per

market. The average worker belongs to a worker type with 20,896 workers and the median

worker belongs to a worker type with 14,211 workers. The average job belongs to a market

with 1,156 jobs and the median job belongs to a market with 1,127 jobs.

6 Results

6.1 Aggregate wage gap decomposition

Table 1 presents the results of performing gender wage decompositions using each of our

two methods: OB and matching. For each method, we have three specifications. The first,

presented in columns (1) and (4), estimates counterfactual earnings distributions using a

standard set of observable characteristics: experience, education, race, industry and union

status. The second, presented in columns (2) and (5), estimates counterfactual earnings

distributions using the worker types and markets identified by the SBM. The third specifi-

cation, presented in columns (3) and (6) uses both standard observable characteristics and

worker types and markets. The first row of each column presents the overall wage gap: the

average male worker earns 16.7 percent more than the average female worker in our sample.

The second row presents the wage gap that would exist if male and female workers with the

same productivity were paid equivalently but the observed differences between the distri-

butions of male and female productivity — as proxied by observable characteristics and/or

worker types and markets — remained, the composition component. The third row presents

the wage gap that would exist if male and female workers had identical productivity dis-

tributions, but the observed earnings differences conditional on productivity remained, the

structural component. The fourth and fifth rows present the wage gap explained by male

and female workers outside the region of common support, respectively. For the OB method

the composition and structural components add up to the overall wage gap; for the matching
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Figure 1: Distributions of Number of Matches Per Worker and Job

(a) Workers

(b) Jobs

Notes: Figure presents histograms of the number of matches for workers and jobs, respectively. In network
theory parlance, these are known as degree distributions. Vertical axes presented in log scale. Horizontal
axis of bottom panel also presented in log scale. Number of matches per worker and job computed from the
network of worker–job matches described in Section 5.
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Figure 2: Worker Type (ι) and Market (γ) Size Distributions

(a) Number of Workers Per Worker Type (ι)
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Notes: Figure presents histograms of the number of workers per worker type ι and jobs per market (γ).
The units of analysis are worker types in the upper panel and markets in the lower panel. Computed using
assignments of workers to worker types and jobs to markets as described in Section ??.
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method the overall wage gap equals the sum of the composition and structural components

and the components due to a lack of common support.

The qualitative stories told by both the OB method and the matching method are simi-

lar. When we define counterfactual earnings using observable characteristics (columns 1 and

4), we find that if male and female workers with the same productivity were paid similarly,

then female workers would significantly outearn male workers (structural effect): by 12.7%

using the OB method and 8.8% using the matching method. By contrast, female workers

would be paid significantly less if they possessed the male’s productivity distribution (com-

position effect): 29.4% less using the OB method and 25.6% less using the matching method.

When we define counterfactuals using worker types and markets instead of observable char-

acteristics (columns 2 and 5) we find that the wage gap would nearly disappear if male and

female workers with the same productivity were paid similarly. By contrast, the wage gap

that would exist if male and female workers had the same productivity distribution — 17.9%

according to OB and 17.8% according to matching — is almost equal to the overall wage gap

of 16.7%. In other words, when we compute counterfactuals using worker types and markets

we find that differential pay for similar productivity explains roughly the entire gender wage

gap. This tells us that the results of gender wage gap decompositions are highly sensitive to

the way in which we define counterfactuals. If, as we argue, worker types and markets do

a better job of capturing the latent productivity of worker–job matches than do standard

observable characteristics, then these results imply that gender wage gaps are almost entirely

due to similarly productive male and female workers being paid differently, not male and

female workers having different productivity distributions.

Columns (3) and (6) of Table 1 use both observable characteristics and worker types

and markets to form counterfactuals for the gender wage gap decompositions. The OB

method finds that female workers have covariates that would imply that they would outearn

male workers if equally productive workers were paid equivalently, similar to the findings

when we included only observable characteristics, not worker and job types, in column (1).

By contrast, the matching method finds that male workers’ covariates imply 3.4% higher

earnings than female workers’ covariates and that male workers are paid 18.5% more than

similarly productive female workers. Why do we observe a discrepancy between the OB

and matching methods once we include observable characteristics and worker types and

markets? The answer lies in the final two rows of Table 1, which present the fraction of

male and female workers, respectively, for whom we are unable to find a counterfactual.

Once we try to match workers on such a large set of variables, many workers are unable

to be matched, and a significant part of the gender wage gap occurs among such workers.

The matching method allows us to take this into account, while the OB method simply
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makes a linear extrapolation. However, a linear extrapolation outside the region of common

support is likely to lead to incorrect inferences. Furthermore, the fact that the matching

estimator yields similar results when we use worker types and markets as it does when we

use worker types, markets, and other observable characteristics, but not when we use other

observables alone, implies that worker types and markets capture significant determinants of

productivity, and omitting them leads to incorrect inferences. This highlights the importance

of using a sufficiently set of worker characteristics when estimating counterfactuals, and our

method for identifying previously unobserved heterogeneity enhances our ability to do so.

All of the results presented in this section correspond to the aggregate gender wage gap. In

the next section, we consider heterogeneity in wage gaps within different subsets of the labor

market.

Table 1: Gap decomposition using Oaxaca-Blinder vs Matching

Oaxaca-Blinder Matching
Observables ι× γ Full model Observables ι× γ Full model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Gap 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167
Composition -0.127 -0.011 -0.084 -0.088 -0.006 0.034
structural 0.294 0.179 0.250 0.256 0.178 0.185
Males unmatched - - - 0.000 -0.005 -0.076
Females unmatched - - - 0.000 0.000 0.024

% of males matched - - - 1.00 0.98 0.57
% of females matched - - - 1.00 0.99 0.74

Notes: All coefficients significant at at least the 1% level.

6.2 Wage gaps within worker type–market cells

An appealing feature of our worker types and markets is that they allow us to further

decompose gender wage gaps and identify heterogeneity in gender wage gaps across the

labor market. We do so by computing overall wage gaps, ∆, and then decomposing them

following the matching decomposition, within each worker type–market cell.

For each worker type–market cell we decompose the overall wage gap (Row 1 of Table 1)

into its four components: composition, structural, males unmatched, and females unmatched

(Rows 2–5 of Table 1). Figure 3 presents kernel density plots of the resulting distributions

of overall wage gaps and their four components. Several clear patterns emerge. First, the

overall wage gaps ∆ are almost universally positive, meaning that male workers outearning
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their female counterparts is a widespread phenomenon. Specifically, 91% of workers are in

clusters where males outearn females. Second, the distribution of the structural component,

∆0, is similar to the distribution of the overall wage gap. This suggests that the result from

the aggregate decomposition in Section 6.1 that almost the entire overall gender wage gap is

explained by the structural component holds within worker type–market cells as well. The

fact that the structural component roughly coincides with the overall wage gap implies that

the other three components — composition, males outside the common support, and females

outside the common support — must contribute relatively little to the overall gender wage

gap, which is confirmed by the fact that the distributions for these three components are

centered close to zero and have low variances. We present the same results quantitatively in

Table 2. Together, these results tell us that while there is significant variability in gender

wage gaps across different worker type–market pairs, the overall qualitative pattern of male

workers outearning their female counterparts, and almost all of this gap being explained by

differential returns to the same skills rather than different skills, is true in the disaggregated

results as well as the aggregated results.

Table 2: Summary Statistics of Components of Overall Wage Gap, Disaggregated

mean sd min max count
∆ 0.215 0.240 -1.183 6.228 4791014
∆0 0.196 0.172 -2.506 9.384 4791014
∆M 0.016 0.134 -3.577 3.448 4783255
∆F -0.011 0.116 -2.632 4.684 4724863
∆X 0.013 0.153 -1.150 2.418 4791014
Frac. Male Workers Matched 0.766 0.238 0.004 1.000 4791014
Frac. Female Workers Matched 0.875 0.199 0.008 1.000 4791014
Frac. Workers that Are Male 0.617 0.162 0.037 0.999 4791014
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Figure 3: Distribution of Components of Overall Wage Gap, Disaggregated
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Notes: All values measured as differences between male and female log wages. Weighted by number of
workers per worker type–market cell. Worker type–market cells with fewer than 1000 workers dropped to
remove outliers and improve visual clarity.
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7 Conclusion

In this paper we reconsider the wage gap decomposition literature and make three key contri-

butions. First, we propose a new method for identifying unobserved determinants of workers’

earnings from the information revealed by detailed data on worker–job matching patterns.

The method builds on Fogel and Modenesi (2023) and provides a blueprint for incorporat-

ing observable variables into the clustering algorithm, while also relaxing the assumption of

perfect competition in labor markets. Second, we non-parametrically estimate counterfac-

tual wage functions for male and female workers and use them to decompose gender wage

gaps into a composition component in which male and female workers earn different wages

because they possess different skills and perform different tasks, and a structural compo-

nent in which male and female workers who possess similar skills and perform similar tasks

nonetheless earn different wages. Third, we address the issue of male workers’ observables

characteristics falling outside the support of female workers’ observable characteristics, and

vice versa, by augmenting the wage decomposition with components attributable to male

and female workers, respectively, outside the region of common support.

We apply these methods to Brazilian administrative data and find that almost the entire

gender wage gap is attributable to male and female workers who possess similar skills and

perform similar tasks being paid differently. This is true at the aggregate level, and remains

true when we perform wage decompositions within each worker type–market cell, indicating

that this is a widespread phenomenon, not one driven by large wage differentials in small

subsets of the labor market. We find that wage decompositions based on standard observable

variables suffer from omitted variable bias, emphasizing the need for detailed worker and job

characteristics in the form of worker types and markets. We find that wage decompositions

based on linear regressions yield similar findings to those based on matching when a lack of

common support is not an issue, however when male and female workers’ characteristics do

not share a common support the matching estimator with corrections for a lack of common

support outperforms alternatives.

While this paper focuses on gender wage gaps, the methods are applicable to other wage

gaps, for instance race. Moreover, our strategy for using worker–job matching patterns to

control for previously-unobserved, but potentially confounding, covariates may be applied in

a wide variety of contexts.
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Appendices

A Nested Logit Choice Probability

According to Train (2010), and originally developed by McFadden (1978), maximizing the

utility choosing j, which is nested within a group γ

j∗ := argmax
j

Wγ + Yj + εj (13)

with εj ∼ NestedLogit(νγ) results in the following choice probability:

P (j = j∗) = P (Choose γ)P (j = j∗|γ)

=
exp(Wγ + νγIγ)∑
γ exp(Wγ + νγIγ)

exp(Yj)
1
νγ∑

j∈γ exp(Yj)
1
νγ

where Iγ = log
(∑

j∈γ exp(Yj)
1
νγ

)
.

Our problem is similar, with workers choosing job j within a market γ in order to maxi-

mize the sum of log earnings log(ψιγw
g
j ) and an idiosyncratic preference for job j, εgij:

j∗ =argmax
j

log(ψιγw
g
j ) + εgij. (14)

We also assume that εgij ∼ NestedLogit(νgγ). One of the differences from our setup to what

is covered by Train (2010) is that we add extra worker indexes ι for her/his skills and g

for her gender and we condition our probabilities on knowing ι and g. Notice that when

comparing equations 13 and 14, Wγ = 0 and Yj = log(ψιγw
g
j ), which results in the following
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choice probabilities:

P (j = j∗|j ∈ γ, i ∈ ι, g) = P (γ = γ∗|i ∈ ι, j ∈ γ, g)P (j = j∗|i ∈ ι, j ∈ γ, γ = γ∗, g)

=
exp(νgγI

g
ιγ)∑

γ exp(ν
g
γI

g
ιγ)

exp(log(ψιγw
g
j ))

1

ν
g
γ∑

j∈γ exp(log(ψιγw
g
j ))

1

ν
g
γ

(plugging objects in)

=
exp(Igιγ)

νgγ∑
γ exp(I

g
ιγ)ν

g
γ

(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ∑

j∈γ(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ

(similar to equation 4)

=
exp(Igιγ)

νgγ∑
γ exp(I

g
ιγ)ν

g
γ

(ψιγw
g
j )

1

ν
g
γ

exp(Igιγ)
(by definition of I

g
ιγ)

=
exp(Igιγ)

νgγ−1∑
γ exp(I

g
ιγ)ν

g
γ
ψ

1

ν
g
γ

ιγ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=: Ωg

ιγ︸ ︷︷ ︸
ι−γ−g component

(wg
j )

1

ν
g
γ︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: dgj︸ ︷︷ ︸
j−g component

(similar to equation 5)

where Igιγ = log

[∑
j∈γ exp(log(ψιγw

g
j ))

1

ν
g
γ

]
= log

[∑
j∈γ(ψιγw

g
j )

1

ν
g
γ

]
.
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B Terms in the NP decomposition

The terms in the NP decomposition from equation 12 can be more formally defined as follows:

∆M :=

[∫
S̄F

Y1(x)
dFM(x)

µM(S̄F )
−

∫
SF

Y1(x)
dFM(x)

µM(SF )

]
µM(S̄F ) (15)

∆X :=

∫
SM∩SF

Y1(x)

[
dFM(x)

µM(SF )
− dFF (x)

µF (SM)

]
∆0 :=

∫
SM∩SF

[Y1(x)− Y0(x)]
dFF (x)

µF (SM)

∆F :=

[∫
SM

Y0(x)
dFF (x)

µF (SM)
−

∫
S̄M

Y0(x)
dFF (x)

µF (S̄M)

]
µF (S̄M)

where: FM(x) and FF (x) denote the distributions of x for both males and females,

respectively; µM and µF measure the proportions of males and females over regions of the

supports of x; and the support of x for a gender g, supp(Xg), is partitioned as supp(Xg) :=

Sg ∪ S̄g, with Sg ∩ S̄g = ∅, for g ∈ {F,M}.
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C Proof that Aij follows a Poisson distribution

If an individual worker i only searched for a job once, then the probability of worker i match-

ing with job j would be equal to Pij = Pιγdj and Aij would follow a Bernoulli distribution:

Aij ∼ Bernoulli(Pιγdj).

However, since worker i searches for jobs ci ≡
∑T

t=1 cit times, Aij is actually the sum of ci

Bernoulli random variables, and is therefore a Binomial random variable. Conditional on

knowing ci,

Aij|ci ∼ Binomial(ci,Pιγdj).

However, we still need to take into account the fact that ci is a Poisson-distributed random

variable with arrival rate di. Consequently, the unconditional distribution of Aij is Poisson

as well:

Aij ∼ Poisson(didjPιγ).

We prove this fact by multiplying the conditional density of Aij|ci by the marginal density

of ci to get the joint density of Aij and ci, and then integrating out ci.

P (Aij, ci) = P (Aij|ci)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bin(ci,djPιγ)

× P (ci)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Poisson(di)

Deriving the joint distribution:

P (Aij, ci) =

(
ci
Aij

)
(djPιγ)

Aij(1− djPιγ)
ci−Aij × dcii exp (−di)

ci!
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We want to find out the marginal distribution of Aij:

P (Aij) =
∞∑

ci=0

P (Aij, ci)

=
∞∑

ci=0

(
ci
Aij

)
(djPιγ)

Aij(1− djPιγ)
ci−Aij × dcii exp (−di)

ci!

=
∞∑

ci=0

ci!

Aij!(di− Aij)!
(djPιγ)

Aij(1− djPιγ)
ci−Aij × dcii exp (−di)

ci!

=
(djPιγ)

Aij exp (−di)
Aij!

∞∑
ci=0

1

(di− Aij)!
(1− djPιγ)

ci−Aijdcii

If the summation term is equal to

∞∑
ci=0

1

(di− Aij)!
(1− djPιγ)

ci−Aijdcii = d
Aij

i exp (di(1− djPιγ)) (16)

then P (Aij) =
(didjPιγ)Aij exp (−didjPιγ)

Aij !
, i.e. Aij would be Poisson distributed:

Aij ∼ Poisson(didjPιγ)

Proving (16) is equivalent to proving the following equality:

1 =
1

d
Aij

i exp (di(1− djPιγ))

∞∑
ci=0

1

(di− Aij)!
(1− djPιγ)

ci−Aijdcii
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Proof:

d
−Aij

i exp (−di(1− djPιγ))
∞∑

ci=0

1

(di− Aij)!
(1− djPιγ)

ci−Aijdcii =

=
∞∑

ci=0

exp (−di(1− djPιγ))

(di− Aij)!
(1− djPιγ)

ci−Aijd
ci−Aij

i

=
∞∑

ci=0

exp (−di(1− djPιγ))

(di− Aij)!
(di(1− djPιγ))

ci−Aij

We assume λ = di(1− djPιγ) for simplicity and we apply a change of variables z = ci − Aij

=
∞∑
z=0

exp (−λ)
z!

λz, knowing that in our problem ci ≥ Aij, i.e. z ≥ 0.

= 1

Since we have the p.d.f. of a Poisson r.v. inside the summation, i.e. z ∼ Poisson(λ) □

Therefore, we have

Aij ∼ Poisson(didjPιγ)
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D Soft assignment workers and jobs to worker types

and markets

In section 3, at the maximum of our posterior in equation 10, each worker is assigned to

only one skill cluster, a process of hard assignments. However, it is possible that, given the

pattern of worker matches, a particular worker could be revealed to possess certain skills ι1

in most of her matches, and skills ι2 in a few other of her matches. Creating a single worker

skill group to accommodate her hybrid skills might not improve model fit if there are only a

few workers who exhibit similar matches. Instead, allowing her to have mixed skills ι1 and

ι2, i.e. soft assignment, with weights according to her matching history, provides further

nuanced information to the researcher. In fact, we propose using the Bayesian setup in order

to recover these weights.

It turns out that the posterior P (b|A, g) ultimately carries the desired measure of workers’

skill profile needed to control for workers’ unobserved skills in the wage gap estimation. Given

a total of I clusters of workers competing for the same jobs in the labor market network, i.e.

with similar skills, the posterior distribution provides the chance of each worker to belong

to a certain skill cluster, given the worker demographic group g and the entire network A.

More formally, for worker i, her skills profile is defined as:

P⃗i := [P (i ∈ ι1|A, g) P (i ∈ ι2|A, g) · · · P (i ∈ ιI |A, g)]T (17)
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