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consultants, curators, and faculty. Findings demonstrate that -
achievements are.the dominant inccme-determining variable for both
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SEX, INCOME, AND ACHIEVEMENT: REWARD-DUALISM IN ACADEM1IA

Abstraot

This paper reports an analysis of acadehio inacome variation, as it

. . -
1s_determ1ned by achieved, asoribed, and university looation

charaoteriatiosnnandmas“itmverieﬁ~by~sexx~“Regardrng‘EchteVéméﬁtﬁMQS"fﬁé"

"legitimate” income de?erminants, the atudy not only analyges the

extent, but also speoifies the form nhﬂ_loous,zof academio sex-wage

»

variation; hence, it provides an analysis of the internal complexity of
a
the sex-wage variation--as it is institutionally determined.

We find that:
< - B
1. Achievements are the dominant income determining variables for
n
both sexes. -But, women's (achievement ) payment rates are lower;

structurally, less subject to the variation of race, citizenship, and

internal location; and different, too, 1m‘the greater income importance

of higher credentisals. ’ .
2.- Although'lggg/&mportant as 1ncome’6;zg[minants, the asoribed

) ) <
———anRd location characteristics also have sex-separate (rate and struoture)

\
effects.

We oconclude that:

\1. An achievement value governs reward, but a universalistio sex
standard does not. The achievement 1deology'operates, but is practiced
under sex separate standards; and, hence, academic income forms a dual
reward structure. . &‘ ~

2. Sex work separétion, and the normative structure of science,
.are among the dechanisms_permitting and promoting this dual income

£
structure.
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SEX, INCOME, AND ACHIEVEMENT:

REWARD-DUALISM IN ACADEMIA

N INTRODUCTTON
)

The male/female disparity ih wealth, power, and prestige is a

—universal..scoial--phenomenon: - “Throughout time,; "anhd adross’ place ’ ‘men T

<
have had greater material rewards, a higher level of deference and

estesm, and a more dominant position, in ocontrol of persons and
activities, both of themselves and othefs (Friedl, 1975; Sohlegel, 1975}
Tavris and Offir, 1976). " '

In American sooiéty, sex stratification is most apparent in the
labor foroe, and tthmost marked aspect of that stratification is income
inequality. Aoross oocdupations, full time female workers earn 60? of
that earned by males (U.S. Department of Labor, 1974). And, within
literally every (oensus) oooupational olassifioation,‘women may be found

-~

to be earning less than men (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Census,

-

s PN

1967).
Here, we foous upon sex-income variation in a partiocular and
central organizational setting, ocoupational ocoontext, and thgoretioal

perspective: We investigate the sex-inocome differentials among academic

employees of a major university; and assess those differentials in terms

of an achievement-reward value. !

A substantial literature establishes the prominence of achievement,
I

. along with disinterestedness and rationality, as Lhe manifest values

* s \

that orient, guide, and control the behavior‘of’soientiats and

academiolians (Merton, 1949; Caplow and MoGee, 1958; Cole and Cole,

1973). Yet, in spite of the salience of, the academic, achievement value . o

.and universalistic standard, a number of studies repdrt a .significant

[}
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8a&ap 1in the earnings of academic men ang women, and implioitly'point to

(S N

8ex as an inoome,determining factor,

Of these studies, however, the eabl;er ones have lara&ly focused

19685 Eidsqn, 1976£m6&;;;;;; and Converse, W71 LaSorte. {971).
Further, conclusions of these, as well‘aq~the later,.atudies are
restricted by samples limited to the nétural and social S3cience
'disciplines (Fidell, 1979€; LaSorte, 1971); confined to employees with a
doctorate (Simon,VClark, and Galway, 1967; Natianéi Acad emy of'Soienoes,
1968; Ferber and Kordick, 1978); and restricted tq'persoﬁs receiving a
Ph.D. during a limited time period (Simon, Clark and Galway, 1967; Bayer
and A§tin, 196 8; Astin, 1969) ..

Mtre receét, mioroeoonomic--single~inst1tution-—studies of faculty
Salaries have employZd sophistlcated, multivariate techniques in the
analysis of g larger‘number of sélary predictors, 1nclud1ng set (Gordon,
Morton, ang Braden, 1973; Katz, 1973; Reagan and Maynarg, 197Y), But ,
these, as Q;ll as the‘recent, and ﬁore 1ntricate, multi—institutional
analyses (Bayer ang X;tin, 1975),.have failedq to'speoipy the;
complexity—~particularly, the internal, location complexity-.of the

academic Sex-wage structure.

In contrast, our income study analyses both achieved ang ascribed

type, work place, and fellow work group. 1In turn, these location

features are 3€X-separated oharacteristios, which parallel the labor
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dibisions of men and women, in the aooiety, at large. In this way, our
study reocognizes and analyses, for academios, what has been recognized
“for male and female employees elsewhere: Inoome differentials may be
attributed to properties of employmen@;looation, as well as ernployee-
charaoteristic (Rees and Sohultz, 1970; Fuohs, 1971, Shepard and Levin,
1673). ’

Further, these anaiyses enocompass adademio’employees across all
units and departments of a major university, including two signifiocant
groups ovénlodked in previous studies--}aoulty in the professional
schools, and researoher; with academio appointments.

Finally, in tﬁeoretioal perspecotive, this Study presents an
analysis of sex és an aotually‘operative, but 1deologioa11y
illegitimate, soi€noce-rfeward oriterion. This offers a oentral
org;BTEational test of the aochievement-reward prooess; and, in

oonclusion, oertain struotural suggestions of how and Wwhy this sex-

inequity "works" with relatively little disocord or oconflict.

METHOD _
Pata . ,
This study represents a oross—seotidnal income analysis for the
academio employees at a major, midwestern Univeksity. The data souroce
is the personnel tape of the University, at one point ‘in time, Jdne,
'1971. .
The academio employees oonstitute}a group of SUSOf 4541 (83;31)
males.and 908 (16.7%) -females. The academic olassifioation oompriéea
faculty, as wéll‘ag researohers and administrators not direetly.related

e

to the business affairs of the Ujjversity. This inoludes researoch
. \ ' '
assistants and associates, deans and vige presidents, as well as

~
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editors, project'directors, consultants, and Gurators. It excludes a)])

clerical, trade, operative, and service workers. 1t also excludes

student employees~—an academic group atypical in their appointment type,

employment continuity,\participation mode, and reward structure. |
R “Dependent  Variable: éEiEF{““"

Academic salary is a monthly rate ! referring to the amountuan
employee earns for full—time employment, whether Oor not s(he) is
actually working full-time. This ealary rate implicitly standardizes
fer proportjon time employed, and functions fer academics, with the
advantage of "hourly earnings"--a rate that controls for differences in

annual houss worked among industrial workers.?

Independent Variables

We analyze the variatle, age, in quadratic form3, to approximate
the attainment of professional experienge, including experience that may
predate the employment at present UnivePsity. For academics, though not
necessarily for other employees, age seems as legitimate & measure of
professional experience for women as for men. Because of child bearing
and caring, female employment patterns, in general, have been
characterized by discontinuity (Mulvey, 1963) But discontinuous career
patterns have not been characteristic of highly eduoated women, such as

doctorates (Astin 1969), and scientists (Zuckerman, 1970).u

Moreover, %ur group of acadenics, unlike those‘%f Astin's. doctorate
and Zuckerman'e scientist samples, are all located in a mejor, research
university This iqstitutional homog‘eity of our ‘study population
further ensures high career commitment and continuity for both men ang

wonmn .

\;
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Educational attainment, regarded as both a direct indication of ,

»

performanée skills (Hause, 1971), and an indireot representation of
trained performance capaoity'(Siegel, 1971), is coded as highest degpé;“{
earned. There are tﬂ?ee‘levels: doctorate, medical or Law degree;
master's or. bachelor's degree; and no degtee.

Academic title, or position, signifies rank, manifest in privilege
and rewarq.s The title olassification inoludes faculty wnd aocademio
nonfaculty, both those without, and those with faocoulty senate

affiliation, which indicates a higher rank, and.type of tenured status

A%
N

for nonteaching agademics. )

Ysars at Lng'ﬂnjygnglgl.refleot; attainment of current,

N institutional expe;ience, while the age variable approximates longer-
. term, professional experience, over the life cyole.® Since not all

h employées enter the University during their 208, these two variables,
together, allow us to ‘separate the (income) effects of, sa},’fivé years

<

at the unive;sity at age 30, versus age 50.7
: Ascribed Characteristics
We include race (majority vs. minority), as an asoribed, and ﬁence
. 1llegitimate income determining variable.

Citizenship, indiocating nativity)and national origin, is a more
focal ascribed charaoteristio in the university than it is in other
institutions employing professionals. \

Sex is §he pivotal varigble, oonstituting the strata whioh divide
the analyses.
Location Characteristics

The achieved and ascribed variableé refer to charaoteﬁiséios of

employees-—theip-qdalifications, as well as their personal backgrounds.




The location variables, on the other hand, are properties of the « -

academios! sontext of employment: the nature of the‘work (unit Lxug);_
the'struoture‘of the work unit (un1§4§iz§);,gpd the characteristics ;f
K the group doing the work (pgnggngagg_gni&_fgmalg)n,
‘unLLirefers to the departﬁenta}of the literary dollege, the other
, (r7) colleges and schools, and the remaining (7) non-college units with
academic e@ployees. The units are coded to refkfbt functioﬁal-
‘(clasgification within the University: different tasks, functions, and
\roles. This functiﬁnal labor-division 1s, in turn, Sex-separated in the
uriversity as in the society, at large.
Hence, among our non~té;chih§"looat}ons, the administrative units,
which manage, tend, and .direot general university operations are male-

¢
typed places;,and the service units, engaging in areas of student

servicés, state and publio relations, and éommunity services are female-
typed places. Similarly, among'teaéhing~locations)'the traditional,
high stgkus professional schools, linked to powerful functional areas,
such as law, business, and technology, represent male domains} and tHe
’
less established, lower status professional Qohools, linked to more
marginal inst;tutions, such as education,'public health and welfare,
répresent female areas. In this,ﬁay, unit location is related to
gender, and hence to 1) our ascribed versus adhierd income determining
distinction, and'2) our focus upon variation and patterns .in sex and

a

salary.

Data Restrictions
This study is restricteg by limitations of: ') the data time-
. point; 2) the single-institution population; and 3) certain unavailable
variables, including productivity measures. L §

<




The dﬁta-souroe, 8 personnel tape, -contains income data for one
time-point--June 1971, More, recent multivariate data are unavailable,
for study comparison or reblication. However;lreoently available gross

. - \
data suggest a remarkable atability, rther.than .change, in sex-wage
disparity‘ This data shows the female/male salary ratio for teaching
raeu‘vy to be a3 sex-discrepant in 1978 as in 1971.8 This persistence’

of faculty, sex-wage disparity is consistent with other studies :

reporting that, in economic status, academic women have been faring only

v

slightly, if at all, better over the‘past decade (Bayer and Astin, 1975;
‘ QN“’*'Centra, 1974; Ferber and- Kordick, 1978).

The single-institution data 1im{ts generalizability to other
smaller, and mqré minor, academic settings. However, this restriétion
is advantaggoﬁg, in other ways. First, the single-institution study
allows for intén§1ve énalysis of wage struoture as it 13, in faﬁt,
determined--at the institutionél level (Katz, 1973; Malkiel anq Mglkiel,
1973). *

b . .

Second, the absence, and unavailability, of a productivity measure
may be ameliorated by the single-institution data: Holding institupion
constant, and controlling for rank, in this study, eliminates certain
sex~differences in professional environment and oiroumstanoe-—which in
turn, eliminates some ,of the (sex- differential) gonditions foupd to
account for the higher male publiqation rate among academics ahd
scholars, at large (Bernard, 1964; Astin, 1969; TSuchigane and Dodge,

- 19719 -
We ocertainly do not shggést homogeneous 1ntrasUn1ve;sity

! productivity, Nor, do we fmply that our test. of sex, achiegghent, and

reward is unrestricted by the absence of a valid produotivity measure,

AN S -
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Rather,'we say that in the analysis of sex-differential reward the

measure's absence is amﬂiiorated by the single-institution data, which

reduce the effeot of ;gx*glﬁﬁgngnklal productivity.

The analytical methqd combines both econometric modeling, and
comparative statistics., -

Safgry relationships are expressgc in multistage regression models.
The first-sta ‘earning modelg cxpresg the ErQss relationships between
salary and each.set of achieved, ascribed, andllocation charaoteristics;
the second express the net relationship between salary and the_ achieved
and ascribed oharacceristicS' the third the glmul&gngguﬁ, net
relationship between salary and every characteristic.

This multi-stage  sequence of gross and net salary effects enablec
us to conpare the coefficient values of the equations, and hence
Lspcc&ﬁy, and decomposeﬂtﬁmeqctermination of acadenfic income. This then
allows us to analyze academic income reward 1) as itroperates for men
versus women, and 2) as it is 1nfluenced.by aohieved and.perrorménoe
criterion: ) "’1\‘9/ . -

1. Sex differences i inoome reward are made apparent through
different coefficient vaiues, and thus diffcrent income exchange values,
for emplo}ee characceristics. Thegse analyses are then in the
methodologioal tradltion estimating grQZp"differential,'human—capital
income returns, as the cost or benefit of minority or majority éroup
characteristics (Duncan, 1968; Siegel, 1965; Suter and Miller, 1971),

Furthermore, we compare male-female differences in.the income

exchange values of employee characteristics with a test‘o, enabling the

null hypothesis test (C1-02=0) that there is no difference in the rate

=

L\
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x,...xk, with a model that includes X;...X

o' b . (

(“1 ' 9
; "
at which men and women exchange employee characteristios.

The male-femdle difference in gontrasting gharagteristic ﬂfﬁﬁgii‘of

adJacent academic titles (Associate vas. Aasibtanp Professor),
v
- 4
educational levels (Ph.d. vs. B.A/MaA.), or different Uﬁiversity unit

locations is also assessed. The statistical aignifioanog of the

o
>

contrast is determined through a simple-difference of means test, and a
comparison of €%ése oohtrasts mgy be made for men and women. Tgis
allows inference abgut the sex-differential consequences of higher
compared to lowér rank and degree, or different University location§.1j

2. The coefficient values of the regression equations also allow
\

ﬁs to assess the relatimg importance of agniglgmgnig,_as income

détermining variables.

This i3 accomplished by comparing ‘the coefficient-achievement
values, and explained income variation, begween multi-stage models.
These multi-level bompérisons enable us to elucidate séx—aohievement
patterns, by assessing the limit and extent to which adh}evemeﬁts are

significant income determinants. This then allows us to evaluate the

-"achievement- legitimacy" of the income determining prqoess 12

We also assess the significance of achievememts by comparing

explained, income variation (R2) in a model that 1noludes variables
k+m,'wpere a get of m
variables are added.

If, for example, income variation explained by achjeved
characteristics is significantly 16;reased with the adéié}oh of aso;ig;d
éharéoteristics, then race and oitizenshig may be said to be important
tn explainfﬁg income Variation; independent of the efgeets\of other

variables. This would suggest that income returns on achievement are

)
L J
-

-

-
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aséribed and 1ooation payments, ‘s even greater, indicating the inoome

influenced by the personal characteristici of the performers:
* . . - “ o v .-

P FINDINOS Aun’ﬁscussxon

- h u). e
S -

’

\.{

Aghigygmgntn emerge as the dominant determinants of academic

Income. . . . s

. : . ' R
First, these are the characteristics that explain the variation in

. »~
¢ d - . v

academic.income. thievements, alone, e}plain'oh.Si and 61% of

variation in male and in femarle- salaries, raspeotively.

_.oharacteristica increase the explained variation by very little for

males (. 31) and females (.2%). Location explains an additional hy, 41 and

2. 8%, raising the total explained variation to.3§15% for men, and 6“1

for women. . _ , : o
- o ‘ \ A

. N )
Further, the importance of the,ascribed and locatione~

characteristics lies not in their consequence for reward alone, but

@

i .principally in their consequence for the structure of achievement— )

reward. Moreover, ascribed’ and location cﬂaracteristiCS “do not

neaessarily alter the reward structure by diminjshing the achievement
«
?f
effects, In eome cases, they amplify the effects of achievement by

-

increasing net payment, as is the ‘case with the impact of locatidhuror

title payment
Finally, Tewards for achievement are not independent of ]ocat%on,

Yace, and oitizenship fet, the converse net efreot achieved nnon the

2

A

determiqing strength of achievements. e

wmxmmmmmmmmmmh&haum R

ﬂividgx:szﬁnmm
and location chmiipteristios are not ‘only different in payment rate, but

y For' m.mumﬁmxm,

different\also in payment stnngtune

The male-and<femaie returns ror achieved, ascribed

Ascribed

hl3
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- women's income payﬁenta are lower; less dependent upon each other set;

-

and ‘hence, different in their incomw determinlng'effeots
+ ' v .

Thia sex- payment pattern is espeoialiy true Fon aohievements

-.".

Achievements pay. women at ‘a 1ower rate, and ape aomewhat weaker

educational attainment"3 -are all signifioantly loweﬁ for women.
Academic title payments are higher f‘or.men than for women. The
InstructOQ,rank is worth 39% more for men; the Assisdtant Professor, ués;
3" -~ . the Associate, 12%; the Professor, 18% more. Among educational
attaisments, the‘anhelors/masters degree is worth 63% more for men and
the doctorate reressional degree is worth 18% more. Similarly, Qen's
age/experighce payments are higher fer each five-year interval

r

(Table 1).

. : | ‘mmms.mm»

Furthermore, women's achievement-reward differs not only in paymegt

o

-

.- A rate, but also in Rayment structure. Structurally, female, compared to
- :
: male, achievements are important, especially, in the 8ontrast between

- 7«/ ~—~-payment than men for all educational apd title levels. However, the
C s

. \ : ;nggmﬁ.difﬁﬁrﬁﬂﬁﬁ between the gishelor s/master's yersus doctcrate/

R ' _ professional degrees is 30% greater for women than fOr men; #dnd the

T ’ _1ncome difference between the assistant and associate titles is 230%

/ greater for NTMén (Table 2) - u’

. s . 5

. AN e ‘
“~; - educational and tit?e attainments for academic women. Homeh cannot

"

o~

Ay
&,

‘predictors of inocome. Payments for age/experienoe aoademio title, and.

e T the effects of higher versus lower credentiéls. Women receive lower

Theee‘ngntraats suggest the greater income importance of higher

expect to receive as great a payment as wmen for highest level of

’ I
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attainmeht, but they suffer even greater diaag;antage when their
- -
oredentials are less than the best. -
Anq.ga we.aha;l‘se%, wqmgn's aohiébement payﬁents”amg also,

-

atructurally, less subject to the variation of both race, citizenship,
" { . )

"and” location.

Angzihg&_ghgﬁag;gniaglgn,';aoe and citizenship, have a smgll‘effect
upon the achievement payments of men, but a nearly negligible effect for
women (Table 3); |

| Ansert Table 3 about here

Ascribeq characteristics somewhat decrease men's achievement
payments. The reduction indicates that-between 2-18% of the male
achievement rewardy depending upon the particular characteristic, is due
to the majority racial and citizenship statuses df men ;ith those
achievg&ents, rather than the credentials.and qualifications, ber se.

For women, the effect of ascribed characteristics upon achievement
payments is not merely small; but nearly negligibie. Ascribed

’ characteristics do not alter achievement payments, excepting that for

education payment. And, this change is an 1n¢rease, rather than

-decrease, suggesting that education may be worth aométhin& less to
. . :

v

ma jority, compared to minority, status women.
Furthermore, these models show a qonverse net effect, achieved upgn
ascribed characteristics. This effecg_is greater than its inverse, more
3triking for race than for'oitizeﬁship, and more marked for men than
women (Table Y4). - ﬂ . |
| insert Table 4 about hspn

Majority race and citizenship are much greater, gross‘advantages

for men than women. Yet, achievements reduce the gross male reward for

b
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white race by 75%, to an instignificant ($3") payment. Hence,
achievements being dqual, white ragd is not a;bignlfioant,mal
-advantage. But , nativ oitizenship is Achievements reduoe but do ngz
_ obliteréte, the signif éant male paymenb for native oitig;nahip
For women, éléo, native citizenqhip oontinues to be rewarding, but

not at a statistically significant level. Majority race, on the other
N hand, ceases altogether to be a f%male advantage. Chénge in the
direction of the race effeot indgcateS‘thatrthere is 61ear1y no fémale '
payuent for white race, and there may be a sliéht edge for mindr%ty

+

raze. ,

. As income determinants, lggatign_gnaragtepiahlga are more important
thaerribed but much less 'meoqtant than aohieved oharaoteris*os

v/jkﬁﬁj as with the other oharaoteristios, the effe0bs differ by-sex -+ For’

| men, every location variable (unit‘type, size, and percentage female) is

a significant net income dei?{;inant. %or women, on'the other‘hand,

; only about half of these loocation charaoteristics areﬂsignifigant; and

as a variable set, the characteristicsvexplain only half as much income
variation for woﬁen as they do for men (Table 1).

-The greater importanoe of the net location effeots is in their

consequence for the structure, rather than the prediotive strength,
N / *

‘income reward. Location oharaoteristics alter the reward structure for
all achiebements, for both sexes. ’Bdt, the ohénges are grqgter f;r mery, . o .
indicating that while rewards for achievement are not 1ndependent of ‘_:Tt
UnivVersity location for either sex, the achievement locatiOn
relationship is stronger for males (Table 5) o A>; | Lo o ﬁ(%
Location reduces payment at loﬁer'(ES}HO yYear) age/experience : ’;

we f «

[
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-

intervals, and raises the payment at older (45-60 year) intervals, for

both sexaes. This bhggeata a tendenoy for }oungeh aoademiéq to be 1in

J . Righer payingqiboations, and for Qldengagademioa to be in somewhat lower

il f’,\{ N

- paying pléées (Figure 1).

' o . insert Figure 1 about here : ~

-&% Location a ‘6 influenoces seniority payments, and suggests the
location of high Yeniority males, but not females, in high paying units.

N ' ‘ The strohgest locat ion-achievement effeot, however, is for academic
titles. - Looation raises the income effeot of every title, indioating
that payment for title variles with employee characteristios, and henoce,
that controlling for location 1inoreases t he effect of title, per se
(Table 5. _ £

Location makes a considerable difference in the title;payment for
all academics, but whirg the effeots are sweeping, they are not even.
Locaiion effects are greater'for teaoching aocademios, especially those of

low !gnk, and for men. Location 1s not as oritiocal in determining

title-payment for nonteaghing academics, for high ranking faoulty, or

*
for women.

Corréspondingly, looation increases, and hence affirms and

acoenfuates, the sex disparity in payment gontrasts between adjacent

academic ranks, and suggests the foilowing éex-income "gromotion

: /A ' pattern"ﬁ Advanoement onto the tenure track (assistant to associate) 1is
S worth half the inorement for women that it is for men; once on track,

‘ _ - :
. promotion to é;EFnuned position is worth twlce as oh f women,

compared to men; once in tenured , advancement to the highest,
. ) g
Professor, rank again makes a“grea er income difference for men
(Figure 2, Table 6).
i/
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)manr_n Figure 2 and Table & about here

Looation, similarly, aocentuptes the séx disparity in patterns of

aﬁnﬁnkigﬂg;.nnxmﬁn_ Thia indioatea that .the pattern of lower

educational payment, as well as the more critical inoome difference of '

the higher.degree @ov women, does nqot simply reflect the sex'dlsparity_

in units of certain type, size, and composition (Table 5).

- _Likewise, location changes the income effects, but not the income

) .
pattern for ascribed characteristics (Table 7). ocation barely

Influences the race and citizenship payments for women, indicating bﬁat
these female payments are‘relatively independent of variation &n
locatlion, as weil as achlevement.
ingert Table 71 about here
Location reduces men's payments for race ra} more~than it doés for
oitizenship, indicating that part of the reward for white race refleéts

the high paying location characteristics of white .men. But, unlike

“race, citizenshlip remains an advantage, in. itself, indepehdent of the

location, as well as the achieved, characteristios..
Finally, the multi-stage models all us to compare the gross and
net effeots of the location charactéristics, themselves. This enables

us to estimate the extent to which payments for location.mdy be

&,
attributed to levels of achievement, and hence, to assess the relative

independence of Univensit& location, and the relative-impqngangg of
aohievement in thd determination of academic income (Tables‘s, 8).

J.n:mntlab.l&& about here

These gross-to-net models show that some location effects are a

reflection of the aohievemgnt'levels within them; that others are not;

and that these effects vary for men and for women.

id st
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Thus, among location typea the income effeots of 1y nonteaching
(administrative, ﬂervioe, and reaearoh) units jingrease, 2) the literary
professional school unitas remain relatively stable. And aoross. types,
the effeots are more marked for men than women.

These ghanges indicate that the gross disadvantage of nonteaohing

o * \
units, versus the advantage of teaching units, refleots the inocome
effects of lower, compared to higher, achievements between these units,
rather than the effeots of loocation, per se. The atabllity in the
returns for professional sohools‘u, on the other hand, suggests a

%

relatively pure and independent location effeot (Tables 8 9)

insert Table 9 about here

o

o0l lege (arta, soienoces, and 500131 aoience) units gggngaaq (fnd 3) tha

The traditional, high status schools, 1inked to“powénFUI and male- -

dominated institutions, suoh as law, business, and technology, are

advantageous locations for men, but not for women. The other, lower

“status schools, linked to more marginal, and female—dOminated,

institutions, such as.eduoatlon,-publio héaltn, and weIfare; are
advantageoué for women, but not for men. Moreover, these inoome effénﬁé
of professional schqol location, the cnnts as well as the benefits, are
more marked for men than fnr women (Tables 1, 8).

To illustrate, the male ($90) payment for location in their gamé-
sqx (traditional professional) sohools'is much greater than the ($3.63)

female cost for location in thesé male-sex units, Similarly, the ($119)

male cost for location in theéir gnpggLLg-éex—tYped (nontraaitionalc*

proféssional) schools is significantly more than the ($78) female

‘payment for location in these female-sex units (Table 1).

The pattern is bolstered further by the observed sex contrast in

L X
<
-

-

o

»
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Neither the aoienqes nor the arts are advantageoua net loocations,

- for men or for woman. “But, the contrast. between the‘effeots ahowa a

‘[glg&ixg $100 soienoe advantage for the men, and a $16 larts advantage

for the women. This indioates a large male benefit, but a paltry female

benaefit for location in same-sex departments;

Henoe, women gain and men lose from location in fenale-typed units;
men profit and women lose alightly from looation in male- typed
locations. 1In general, both the benafits of_aamg sex unit location, ang

the QQ;LQ of QpPosite-sex unit loocation gare greater for men: than for

woman .

' The other looation effeotss-unit size and sex ocomposition--are far

the sam®, gross and net of achievement (Table 8).

But, the p&éyments ochange for men. ‘Peroentage unit female changes

\rroq a cost to a small payment, suggesting somewhat higher achievements

of men in units with smaller peroentages of women. Unit size also

'ohangea from gross oost to net payment Suggesting that the gross

advantage of smaller units reflects higher achievements of men in these

locations (Table 8). ' | ’

- CONCLUSIONS '
v

As the data oconverge, in théfanal income models they point to a

common oonclusion: Achievement .variables are the dominant income

determinants, and sex 13 the divider of reward The ‘'male and female

_nqtbrna-fbr achieved, asoribed, and }ooation characteristios are

different not only ;n ggyment rate, but also in payment structure. For

I
D S .
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nnnhknnL“QL.nnnnnngninLLgn, women's income payments are lower; leas

dopendént upon each other set; and<hence different in the structure of

¢ N LAY

théir‘inodmo determining effedts.

. Thls is especiall} true'foﬁ achieveﬁents~~experienoe, rank, and
education. Women cannot expect to qeoeive as great a payment as men for
highest levels of eduoatiohai'and.rank attainments,'bﬁt neither can they'
afford to forego the attainment: When women's oredéntials are less than
the best, they suffer even greaﬁer 1nooq¢ disadvantage;

ThHe asoribéd and looaii&n characteristics also h;ve sex-separate
effects. Majority race and citizenship are greater advantages.for men.
And while location effects, both costs and benefits, are more marked for
men , tgﬁ same-sex typed units are found advantageous, and the opposite
sex typed units disadvantageoua, for both sexes.

But, compared to achievements; the asoriﬁéd and location
cﬁabacteristios are less impoétant income deLerminants. They explain a
far smaller proportion of the variation in academio inoome. Further,
these characteristics are significant not in their, conﬂequenoe for
rewar!, alone, but“principglly indthe;r conaequenoe for the stracture of
schievement-reward. . f,v

" Our test of sex, achievement, and reward 1is restricted by.the
variables available, andlwould certainly bé sh;rpengq by additional
. N

measures of performance and productivity;, anetheleSs,.among our

variables, the achievement (i.e. "legitimate") factors are determining

"

LY

reward. Yet, women's payments are lower, reduced by gender, an
"illegit imate," ascribed factor. Hence, we conclude that academic
income forms a dual reward structure--which is both the same, yet

diffeﬁent, for men compared to women. 'In closing, we discuss the

> PN
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implications of this dual reward structure for the functioning of the

performance ideology; and we suggest certain meochanisms by.hhioh both
inequity.nnd ideology "work" within this ingtitution.

Achievement is not merel& a critérlon of reward in acgdemig; iy is
a value primacy for the Veryiaé£ivi£$ and goals of the institution.
Here, the aohievement ideology explains and justifies rank and reward,
and supports and‘maintains 1noQuali£y,'a§ ideology does evérywhere.

Y

Moreover, as part of the séientifio work ethos, aohievement and
performance standards justify'the-présénoe, the purpose, and the
persistence of the academio aoctivity, itself. The funotioning of reward
in academia is thus a test of the operation of the achievement ideology
in a p;ime value context.

The achievement value does operat;’in this University. But it is
practiced under sex—sepérate standards.- Annaohievement value is
governing reward, but a universalistic sex standard is not. Such
mal functioning can have consequences for the solidarity of membeh?hip,
and the support of values.

But, the discrepancy between the achievement value ana the reward
pfactiCe s not entirely obvious in this.Uniyersity. Thg achievement-
reward similarity functions along si@e of paquﬁt-rate dissimilgpity.
This coreates g no less discrephnt,,bht‘not hecessarily apparent, sex

reward struoture: Academic employees, men, as well as women, must prove

themselves achievement-worthy. But, to allege that achievement values

make sax-income equality in the University is akin to claiming that

'American'opportunity béliera create race-employmeqt equality-in the

larger society--because "a white is not guaranteed a good Job by birth,

but must compete for the position, just like a black."

)
Y . . . \ -
‘
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If "like blaok" ggulq'be conoceptunlly substituted for "white" 15‘
that statement, race reward atruotureﬂ would be operationally
eQuivalent, But they aae not. Ang neither are the Universit}nsex
rewardﬁatruotures. Achievement and opportunity may te strong, eveﬁ
dominant, values. But they get tranalated iato different, rather than
equivaient, sex reward standards.

In this way, the strpoture of the rewang disparity—-discrepant but
not necessarily apparent--may itself, reduce the recognition, and hence
strain, of the gap between achievement ideology and pracotice.. A seocond
structural factor, reducing the apparency and strain of the academio
reward disparity, is sex work segregation.

" Like ather tasks, in most places, work in the University is sex-
segregated. Academic men tend to hold higqnlevel administrative,
fesearoh{ and faculty positions, and to ba located in sex-liaked
business, technical, and medical professional schools, and the soience
and social écianoe departments. Women, on thalother hand, hold lower
level research and faculty positians,‘and are predominately loocated in
the services, or i; the publio health, welfare, and education .
professional school units.

. Furthermore, this struotural separation is rewarding, and heﬁce,
reinfor¢ing. Salary levels, male and'femaia, are enhanced by the same-
sex locations, and depressed by opposite-sex locations. In addition,
the between-sex salary disparity is more tenable whenkit is 1esa
aaparent, and separation makes the sexes, as well as their discrepant_'
rewards, less visibie to each other.-,Thua, segregation may reduce the

recognition and stressful response to reward dualism.

Two other factors may be operating to reduce the strain, and make
¢
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discrepant newerd more tenable: the rules of science; and tne roles of
women, in the prefta;ien, and the society, at lérgé. |

Compared to other oooupatiﬁnal-groups, soientiats tend to regerd
the rules of their work--the oriteria,lthe evaluations, and .the
rewarcs--as highly legitimate (Zuekerman, 1971; Cole aqg Cole, 1973),
Scientists tend to attribute both success and failure to‘individual
pe"’"r"ance, rather than institutional structure, -Consequently,
frustrated aspiration and faileg attainment produce a nemarkably low
rete cf alienation and deviant behavior (Cole and Cole, 1973). The
source of'this occupational integration seems to be in the scientifio
norzs, particularly the norm of "disinterestedness."

Normative interest in the service of the soientifio comnunity,
rather than self, disposes both men and women to regard the eualudtions;
28 well as the rewardsm\ef their Wwork ae essentinlly equitable anu

legitimate, But) for aca&éqic women, the reward, as well as its

evaluation, is further tempered by a particular gender and professional

S

role.

N _
Gender doesn't just limit the reward“for the academic position; it

restricts the professional role, itse}f. A professor is assumed to be
male; the gender and position are,equivalent; A woman who is a
nrofeséor is a "femaie professor"; the gender and professional position
ure not eduivalent The female gender role has been regarded as
intrinsically familial, and the profession an added, rather than‘
inherent, dimension. Even recent studies report wife, and motherhood,
as the‘central statuses of American women, including professionals
(Poloma and Garlanq, 1971).

Gender role definitione are changing, but the role differences long

4

- ’
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persist. They may be rerleﬂteg in séx-differenttal meanings and
evaluations of reward. Thesé evaluations can qualitatively reduoce sex
wage discrepanoy, and\aoh&avement reward disparity. In th}a way, th?
oultural emphasis upon the primaey of ﬁhe domestic, and familial female
role dimtnishes the strain of ineqﬁity‘in other (secpndéry) oontexts. >

Finally, our‘odnolusions about academic reward must be subjeot to
the foLlowing cautionary about the aohievement~meaning, aﬁd gender
significance, of our reward oriteria:

Achievement is no simple prsduot of motivation and ability
(Zuckerman, 1971). Rather, atfainments are the result; also,_of
restricted and sex—refgted access. Institutional barriers and oultural
obstacles place women.in struotural positions, whioh make it more
dirricult for them to accumulate oredentials, and produoce evidence of

N

performance. These barriers restrict access to training, sponsorship,

and ‘support so that academic oredentials are 1imited opportunities.

B
M3
At

~ " This bé;%ficted access renders sex-bias unto ;ny achievement
measure. This is not only the ocase for our measures of rank and degree,
but also for other "legitimate" academio achievements--from graduate
adﬁission, fellowship, and pbmmenoement, to professional awards,

offices, and grants. Our estimated payments for achievements aré, then,

~

., sex-related measvres. As a consequence, the male-female disparity in

w

the achievement-reward struoture is actually aniunderes&%mation of the
effect of sex, and the reward dualism is probably an understatement of

the sex-separate standards. -

A
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FOOTNORES

\

The log of salary did not improve the fit wLbh the 1ndepenﬂent
.variables and was hence rejected as the salary fﬁrm
By usaversity personnel standards, the fUIi-time‘honthly rafe is

- - calculated in the following Way: - For a one—term appointmsnt; the time

-proportion is adjusted to reflect full- employment, and the sglary 13
divided by 4.5; for a two term (aoadeﬁ/; year) appointment, .adﬁusted
proportion is divi!ed by b, for teaohing appointments of two and a ;a;f

( teras, adjusted proportion 1s divideq by 12.

A larger proportion of women hold nonteaching academio
(1.e. researoh) appointments, and thus have their monthly salary rate
calculated with the larger divisor. But, possible downward bias in the
salary rates of women is meliorated by the inclusion- of title (prg of
position) variable.

1 _ L
2He analyzed the effeot of percentage time working in the

determination of the (full-tinme ®quivalent) dAalary rate. Other

characteristics being equal, the time variable was of low rate-..

determining significance for men, and of no signifioanoe for womep.

Hence, remuneration for part-time Wwork, in this university, is roughly _

o
bropartional to reward for full-time employment

3The variable takes this form, beeause the age-salary relationship
is linear only until! age 55 for, men, and until about 3% for _Women,
Analysis 1n quadratic form permits us to assess the effect of age,
depending upon a given age intervals to estﬁ?ate the salary effect of
change in age between intervals 25-30 or 30—35; and to compare the

effects for men and women, R .

"Soms_ssk differences, in career continuity of the highly educated,
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‘have beqn reported, but the d'iff‘erenoes are “small.
o ' 7

. o : Examining two ocohorts of women receiving dootoratea bet:wee ‘

1958-1963 and 1967- 1971, Ferber and Kordiok (1978) report; that 93.7% of

the first, and 95 2% of the seoond ‘oohorts are presently employed.

&

Further, ‘of thos/pyesently working,-oohort I had been employed -91. 4% of‘

the timpe, and cohort II, 92.7% of the time. The oomparable data for

{ y ’ .

male cohorts are 981 and 995 ,
b ~
' SAs an indioitjaon or meaaureLof‘ prof‘essional acoompl ishment, title

AR = i§ relateq\ to, bt hot abaolutely oorrelktéﬁ with, salary. Corrélations )

between salary and title (administrator, prof‘essor aspooiate prof.

" o

a'ssi\stant prof‘., 1nstructor lecturer, other- -faoulty senate) are .16,
. _ .62, (10, - +Qp =-07, .10 and .07 for men; and .08, .50; 3u, .12, .00,
-.05, and .11 for women. Henoe, title does not simply represent ahother
measure of salary, itself.
/' 6The ’age and years of experience variables are correlated, but not

- perfeotly linear (r=.73 for men, .63 for women).
S 7Hence, while the data set does not provide an (organizational)
"entrj-age" variable, our ocombination of both age and years of

e#perience gives us an "entry-age" et‘f‘eot

BOur 1971 data show %hat among teaohing academics, the ratio of
. o female to male salary‘ranges between a high of .89 t‘or; assoctfate
“ prof‘essora to a low of‘( .78 for 1nstruotors, with 1eotur.ers_' (._88)}

ne : u‘*’

; S a_ssistant prof‘essor‘s (.83), and full professors (.82) falling .between
B &‘ ) _ that ranges s
' " . Caloulatigns from the University's groas~1evel salary statistics

fot' 1978 show the asame namm anq level of sex-wnge disparity, with

| N,
famale to male aalary ratios rangin("rrom a high of .87 for Assooiates,

’, K} - 7

to a low of .71 for 1natructors,’ with lecturers (.82), assistant

-

S . ’ : L L : W . »
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prgfeséors (.80), and full profeassors (.83), in between. N

9Hhile institutional gffiliation acoounts for a large pfoportion of
the sex differential productivity among soholars, in general, it is not
as important a faotor for (natural, biological, and physical)

soientists, in particular (Zuckerman and Cole, 1975).

07he test statistic is (C1~C2)/‘\k12+322 ", where C, is the

il

coefficient value of a given dharaoteristio for men, 02 is the value of

the same characteristic for women, and 3, and S, are the respeotive

stancdard errors of-the coeffioients.

11Thése partioular analyses are restrioted by the oross-seotional
nature of the data. A firm test of the inoome conséquénoes of promotion
or professional experience would require longitudinal data of academics!
employment history. Lacking these data, we measure , instead, the
salary effect'éf~t1£1e-ohange;or age-ohange for groups of employees,
rather than. the same employées. The group effect does, of course, limit
ipference.

| Fipst, observed group ohange is not a "pure age/experience" effect.
Professional training and preparation; the profeésional marketplace, and
subply—and-demand factors vary over time. These ?actobs create c¢ohort
effects (training, skills, supply-and-demand) th%t may be refleoted in
the group data. The time frame of the data, June ?971, may also result
in the bias of certain cohort effeots.

Nevertheless, the "change effects" are in th; gpoup data, but they

are tembered by time and cohort factors, and arelpot "pure" ‘variables,

121¢ the 1nciusion of an ideologically illegitimate (i.e. ascribed)

.characteristic in a legitimate (i.e. achievement) model significantly

. lowers the rate at which a legitimate variable (e.g., education, or

title) is exchanged for salary, then one must conclude that empirically

!

-
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the theoretical model 1is misspecified; and that the legitimate varjables
are, in fact, associated with theoretioally illegitimate ﬁgriables {(in a
technical sense, see Rao and Miller, 1971:32-35),.
The bias in estimating the exchange rate for legitimate, aohieved

characteristics is then a misapeoifioatiop, and may be interpreted in an
| .

opsrational sense, as a (salary) meagure of the effect of the

)

asscoiation between Yegitimate and illegitimate variables.

]

Brhe sex paymenﬁﬁdifferenSof‘for education are large dollar amounts,

1

but as an artifact of the calculation standard, not highly significant.

The dummy variable standard for calculation of educational
= /

attainments {s "no degree." Less than 3% of aoademid’gmployeea are

with;ut a degree. Caloulétion of educational coefficients sgainst this
smalll"standard" group results in large ‘'standard errors, and hence
lowered statistical significance of the sex difference between the
coefficients. The statistiocal artifact is corrected by comparing the
gontrast between the effects of the higher versus 1ower degrees for men
and womeh.

1“The professional schools are olassified into two categories

C et Y LB A

representing diﬁ&erent areas of instruction: 1) the traditional, high

\

status professions, that are 1inked to powerful functional areas,

e

aligned with law, business, and technology (i.e., the schools of law,

medicine, dentistry, engineering, business adminiatratibn, and

. : - :
architecture and design); and 2) the less established, lower status

professions, linked to the more marginal institutions, such as
education,”public health, and welfare (i.e., the schools of education,

library science, nursing, public health, pharmacy, social work, natural

resources, and music).

1'sTo illustrate: in medicine, as in academia, women' earn less than

'd
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men. At the same time,”medioal women profesa 1036 1ntereét in mdney,
and more interest in patients, and proﬂleﬁs (Duberman, 1975:M120). j;:
other fields, women similarly express less interest in money (Sharp,_
1970; Turner, 196U4),

Thede altruistic interests may represent adluatment to both sex
reward disparigi,_and,sex role expeobatiq%. The strain'of-discrebanx _
achievement reward may then be reduced by;;artioular, gender aohievqment
egpectations: performance, throﬁgh the séfvioe of others,‘rather than
self; for intrinsioc, rathér than extrinsio, payment; in a private,.
rather than public, arena.

‘ wWomen in mediocal praotioce are, in faot, Spnoentrated in service and
patlient-intensive specializations. Among the women praotioigg medioine,
80% are conoentrated in Just three areas-~-~-psychiatry, pediatrios, and

’
publio health; only 36% of‘the qpfg—phygioians, on the other hand, are
in these areas. Similarly, in this Univeréity, women are in the

service, and in the professional sohool units, adjoining the public

health, welfare, and eduocation areas.

‘9 | - JC
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TABLE 1

- MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF INCOME PER MONTH ON ACHIEVED,
ASCRIBED, AND LOCATIQN CHARACTERISTICS, BY SEX '
| Males | Females !l Difference
R e U P mmmmmeee
Variable | Coerr. |Coeff. Il Coerr
b (S.B.)  S81g.1(S.E.) s1g.]] (S.E.) Sig
---------------- w——-———---q-—»—+——-—-—~-w—--I2--——-——-—-—-—
! ; } M
f’(/ Constant 1-1257.70 1-80.56 I
| ! M -
Age ! 73.24 { 33.90 il 39.34
! (4.59) .000] (5.93) 000!} " (7.01) .000
: ! ! I
Age? | -.63 I, 3Y I -.29
! (.05) .000} (.06) .0001}} (.08) .000
] ! H
Title: (1) ! ! 1
Administrator | 919.09 f494 . 11 Il 424, 98
' ! (39.01) -000}(98.86) -0001(106.28) .000
. Professor ! 1181.10 1963. 83 11 217.27
! (26.09) -0001(49.13) .000}} (55.63) .000
Associate Prof] 739.76 1650, 50 i1 89.11
! (25.84) 000! (44.78) .000}} (51.70) .ou2
Assistant Prof| 597,59 1324, 05 Il 273.54
H (23.73) .0001(38.89) -000]] (45.56) . 000
Instructor | 381.35 1231.61 Il 149,74
I (36.98) .000}(35.92) 00011 (51.55) o002
Lectuter ! 521,85 1320. 27 201.88 -
! ‘(34.33) -000{(36.67) .000 (50.23) .000
Other Fac Sen 632.94 1438.68 194,26

H
i
i
(37.00) .000{¢75.15) .0001] (83.77) .010
| H —
H
'

!
|
| .
Degree:(z)‘ ! ]
B.A./M.A. ! 172.52 ! 63.34 109.18
I (83.85) .0401(59.98) -29111(103.09) .45
' PhD/Prof. | 269.59 "~ 1247.66 il 48.93
| (83.88) .000A£§2.65) -000}{(104.69) .320
Years at Univ. | 1.66 XL il -3.28
I (1.20) .168: (1.59) .002:; (1.99) .o050
Vo |
Race: White I 24,82 1-37.98 il 62.88
I (28.47) -3831(32.94) .249!) (u3.zn) .075 s
Citizen: UsSA ! 81,13 | 49.4y i 31,69 o s
- | (23.18) .000{(38.74) .2021! (45.14) .24 </
B I T ‘\
3
(1) As compared to "Otheér-Not Faculty Senate" .
- (2) As compared to "No Degree"
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TABLE : 1 (continued)

! Males ! Females || Difference
R Fo e e
Variable ! Coerf ! Coeff. Il Coerr.
! (8.E.) 3ig.! (S.E.) Sig.!! (S.E.) Sig.
----------------- e e e e e
N ! i
Location Type:(3)l T ! i
Administrative | 486.22 | 149,76 1! 336.46
I (55.23) .000} (98.93) .13111(113.30) .001
Services | 154,69 | 146.97 R B 7.
| (32.05) .000} (36.78) .000}] (48.79) .u437
Research ! 373.38 | 132.82 Il 240.56
| (25.95) .000! (35.45) .000}| (43.94) .000
! . ! ok
Proressionalzu)l ! I
Traditional | 90.36 ! -3.63 11 93.99
I (19.59) .000} (31.15) .9071} (36.80) .005
other(5) 1-119.10 | 78.08 11-197.18
! (23.84) .000] (32.22) .0161} (40.08) .000
' ! 1
Other Campuses(6){.211.3¢ I 24.55 " 11.235.91
: (31.93) .000: (47.97) .609;: (57.63) .000
LSA: ! ! i
Arts/Humanities!-ZB?.ﬁQ 1-201, 81 il -85.79
| (27.37) .000} (40.51) .000}} (38.86) .039
Nat /Phy/Bio Soi}-188.12 1-218.36 Il 30.24
\ | (28.97) .000! (47.24) .0001}! (55.42) .293
Social Soiences}-125.08 | -81.21 il -43.87
I (31.87) .000} (52.13) .120}! (61.10) .236
! ! M
Unit Size ! 1 ! 12 -0
| (.02) .000}. (.04) .001}! (.o4) 421
| A IR
$ Unit Female I© .84 | -1.20 1y 2.04
b (.92) .358)  (.49) .04} (1.04) ,025

R2 1 .695 | .640 1
Std. Err ! 396.09 | 255.20 i
N I 3921 | 8oy "

(3) As compared to average looation salary (for each sex).

() Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Engineering, Architeoture and
Design, and Business Administration. :

(5) Education, Library Science, Music, Natural Resources,
Nursing, Pharmacy, Publio Health, and Social Work.

(6) Dearborn and Flint. - -
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TABLE 2

" CONTRASTS BETWEEN COEFFICIENTS OF ACHIEVED AND
LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS (NET OF ASCRIBED), BY SEX

.,—...——-.——---...——_-——_——_———-—‘,———-—p-————————..—...———..—_.n-—.——_..-

| Males ! Females || Differenc
B p— S — [
Contrast | Coeff. - | Coeff. !l Coeff.
| (S.E.) Sig.| (S.E.) Sig.l! (S.E.) Sig.
————————————————— +-—-—————'~--—-——+-—-——--——-———' ‘*—--—*-—-F-—-—
! h ! I
Administrator 1-261.97 |-869.72 1l 207.75
" vs Professor | (38.91) .0001(106.06) .000}}(112.97) .033
! ! i)
Professor | 441,729 ! 313.18 1l 128. 11
vs Assoo. Prof. | (23.56) .000} (%.56) .000}! (59.43) .015
! ! H
Assoclate Prof. | 142,17 1 326.60 11-184, 43
vs Asst. Prof. | (25.69) .000! (47.40) .0001! (53.91) .000
' ! ! !
Assistant Prof. | 216.25 | 92.44 11 123.82
vs Instructor | (39.41) .000! (43.32) .033}! (58.56) .017
P : ! ! .
Instructor !-140.50 | -88.66 1l -51.84
vs Lecturer 1 (86.79) .003} (45.96) .054 (65.59) .215
| P
: Other Fac. Sen. | 632.94 ! 438.68 194,26 ‘
w _ vs Not Fac. Sen.} (37.00) .000} (75.16) .000}} (83.77) .010
e e A e A T RS TR e ‘ '
PhD/Prof. ' 124,06 184. 3
vs B.A./M.A. (17.03) . (25.66) .000}} (30.80) .025

¥ o
! -
! 000!
| !

Trad. Prof. _ 1 209.46 -8 .
vs Other Prof. | (28.78) .000} (46.97) .082{! (55.09) .000
! !

' ! 16.55 -
' 0021

! |

! !

]

"990 u8 . |
(57.50) .773

(32.01) .

Arts/Human.
vs Sciences

Nat/Phy/Blo Sci | '-63.05 -137.15
vs Soc. Sei.” T (35.38) .078! (68.30) .05

—-———--————————-—----——--——————————--—-—————————-——--——-—————-—

I
I
I
|
I
I
!
\
!
!
I
| -60.25
!
!
I
!
'
'
I
!
'
|




TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF COEFFICIENTS OF ACHIEVED CHARACTRRISTICS: GROSS AND NET EFFECTS, BY SEX

' Gross Coefficients’ I} Coeffioients Net of Ascribed Characteristics
. Variable A S
5 | Males | Females | Differ. |} Males Change | Females Change ! Differ. Change
i T it R e P ———— Rttt E T [ U o L e L L S T
' ! P e . ! !
Age | 83.51 | 37.22 | MNb.29 ! 84.98 1.76% | 37.29 - .19% | u7.69 3.02%
! ! ! o ! ! ’
Age® I T4 ~.37 1 =36 1] -.75 1.35 | -.37 00 | -.38 5.56
(1) ' ' : ! ' ' '
Title: ! ! ! ' ! !

,Administrator | 824.95 | 440.65 | 384.30 || 812.87 -1+.46 | 440.63 -.00 | 372.24 -3.14
Professor | 940.09 | 893.49 | 46.60 || 934.58 -.59 |} 891,37 ~.24 !} 43,21 ~-T.27
Associate Prof | 513.75 | 553.69 | -39.94% || 507.63 -1.19 | 553.51 -.03 | -45,88 14,87

" Assistant Prof | 381.15 | 249.97 | 131.18 !! 380.63 -. 14} 246.68 -1.32 |} 133.95 2.1
Inatructor ! 308.23 | 192.69 | 115,84 11 300.65 -2.4% |} 191,14 -.80 | 109.51 -5.22
Lecturer i 237.27 } 231.02 | 6.25 || 232.48 . -2.02 | 228.19 -1.23 | 14,29 -31.36
Other Fac Sen | 538.52 | 404.60 | 133.92 |} 529.66 - -1.65 ! "407.53 .72} 122,13 -8.80

(2) ! ! ! ' ! '
Degree: ! ! ! ' ! ! -
B.A./M.A. | 223.67 | 105.19 | 118.42 Il 213.25 -4.66 |} 110.33 4,89 | 102.92 -13.09
PhD/Prof. | 382.61 | 313.23 ! 69.38 !! 377.06 ~1.485 | 321,32 2.58 | 55.74 -19.66
‘ ! ! B e ' !
Years at Univ P-4 ) 5,47 1 1,06 !} 3.63 =17 69 | 5.48 18 | -1.85 T4.53
(1) As compared to "Other-Not Faculty Senate" :
2) As compared to "No Degree" 4
37
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ABLE X .
COMPARISON OF COEFFICIENTS OF AS ;BE CHARACTERISTICS: GROSS AND NET EFFECTS, BY SEX

T T D SR AT P T ST S W W P W T S D G W W S e S S

!
Variable TS QS AR
| Males | ! !
—————————————— o — H + +
: EN / | | :
Race: White | 136.70 ! 9\149 agg.2 /il 33.95 -75.16% | -34.55  -225.68% | 68.50  -37.28%
! ' Vi ! !
Citizen: USA | 275.02 | 74.53 s 200. qp/ '} 124,52 54,72 | 49,98 -32.94 | T4.5%  -62.82
i N sttt ettt - m——————
/
/
/
//v
;o 3y
o8 //




""b.u.x,u"l . ' L o L= . : ’ ’ L v .
1}\1 ! - e v ' . v:’f;’ .
| ). ~ y tl 4 v ~
‘,\“- . o 1;' -
- 3 Y X a et )
{ TI\BLB 5 J& v b 1/
of 0
-I" - ; COMPARISQ&J OF COFFFICIFNTS OF AQHIEVED CHARAC‘I‘ERLS’PICS' ﬁl‘"!‘ FFI“EC l‘S, .H,J'I'H AND WITHOUT LOCATION, BY SEX
- 4\ — -
o - - | Net Coef‘t‘ioientd‘\ H. " Net Coefficients | .
' N Mithout Loqation - With Location ‘v
- - A Variable T A IR el . S0 U S
lMaleq SFemalea!DU‘t‘er 1 Males Change lFemales Change 'Dif‘t‘er Change
re——————————— —-+"——-p-~—+---—-\---;+_-: ------ L T . T S I A o —————————— .
y ' | _ : _fo P ’ ! - | Y v
Age . 1 84,98 37.29,,'0"0‘ 69 .11 143 24 -13 82%! 33 90 - =9.09%] 39.34 ,—17.511 S
r ? N T L R S e | ¢ - r”
. - 1hge bo-.750 =311 -3l - 63 16,00 1 -.3% l,‘ -.29  -23.68
" ‘ o : V- ! I N S | | : 4
Tiﬁie:(” N ' L . S T
Administrator ’( (:uuo 63 1372.24 |} 919.09 ~13.07 {494.11 12r™y 824,98 14,17
Proféssor 4.581891.37 | h3.21 111181,10 26.38 1963.83 . '8.13 1217.27 402.82 E
ASsociate: Prof|507 631553.51 1-45.88 {} 739.76 49.73 1650.50 17.52 | 89.11 -294.22 > ¢
gssistant Prof}380. ,63!2186 68 1133.95 || 597.59 57.00 }324.05 31.36 !273.54 104.21
nstructor 1300.651191. 14 1109.51 1! 381.35 26.84 1231.61 21.17 |149.74 . 36.74 ) -
Lecturer 1232.481228.19 | u.2@@!! 521.85 124,47 1320.27 140.35 1201.58 14598.83 :
. 1~0ther Fac Sen ]529.661407.53 1122.1%3" }! 632,94 19,50 !438.68 T.64 194, 26 59.06 .
: (2) L A ¥ . ! ] C
Degree .o R Voo b - : | . ’
) _ B.AL/MLA. 1213.25{410.33 }102,92.4} 172.52 -19.10 | 63.34 -42.59 1109.18, | 6.08
PhD/Prof. 1377.061321.32 | 55.74 || 269.59 -28.50 |247.66 -22 92 | 48,93 -12.22
b . ' ! b .«
Years at Univ. | 3.63! 5.u8 L «}as 1,68 ¥susT)y o -, 85 § -3.28 . 77.30 /
!-—:--'- —————————— - - - T e 0 b -——‘.-.-h ——————————————————— —*---——; —————— d: ———————— y -.--;
_ , S g _\_ . T )
- - ) 5 ) As compar'ed to "Other-Not Faculty Senate" N / -
’ Y 2) As compared tot"No Degree" - ' v -
- | ‘
40 - ‘ 41
[ , . -~ s
) - ' 3 ¥
. & ‘/ .
: * / o .




TABLE 6

AN

COMPARiSON OF NET CONTRASTS BETWEEN ACHIEVED CHARACTERISTICS, WITH AND WITHOUT LOCATION, BY SEX

———-——_-.—..-.—-———_—----——-_b-_————————----———-.--——-—-——————-———-_-——--—————.——.—.—--—-.—-——-————p——

|  Net Coefficients o . Net Coefficients _
, |  Without Location R With Loqation .
Contrast R e R e - B e L e S Tt o~
| Males |Females|Differ.|| Males Change 3Femalea Change IDiffer ; Change h
. mmmmmmmeeeee o ¥ W S — b P e Fo b —————— Frm e e
' ' ' i ) b !
Administrator | ! 2 Y 1 | o k H .
- vs Professor |-121.71]-450.74] 329.03]}-261.97 115.24%|-469.72 4.21%] 207.75 -36.86%
: P ! ' R - B
Professor ! I Vo ' | |
vs Assoc. Profl 426. 95¥~337.863 84.39{) 441,29 3.36 |} 313.18 -~7.30 |} 128.11 51,81
' | ' ' ' '
Asaooiate Prof. ! ' H A b 3
vs Asst. Prof. K 126.99) 306.83)- 179\8NII 142,17 11,95 | 326.60 6.44 }-184, 43 2.55
‘ I ' ' i - !
Assistant Prof.l ! ! ' ! !
vs Instructor |\ 79.98! 55.55| 24.43}] 216.25 170.38 | 92.44 66.41 } 123.82 U406.84
' ' - i ! ' :
Instructor | . o H ! : '
vs Lecturer | 68.17] -37.06] 105.23!}-140.50 -306.10 | -88.66 139.23 | -51.84 -149.26
' ! ' i ! '
Other Fac. Sen. | oo b i l '
/'vs Not Fac Sen! 529.66} 407.53) 122.13)) 632.9% 19.50 | 438.68 7.64 ! 194.26 59.06
-} b ! i ! ¥
PhD/Prof. ! | ! ' ! ! ,
vs B.A. /M. A | 163. 81! 210.991 -47.18{} 124.06 -24.27 | 184.31 -12.65 |} -60.25 27.70
v ‘. v -
42 |
b
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| )
&, ~ ’ TABLE 7
COMPARISON OF COEFFICIENTS OF Aﬂ?ﬂm CHARACTERISTICS: NET EFFECTS, WITH AND WITHOUT LOCATION, BY SEX
| Net Coeffiocients I Net Coeffioients
- ! Without Location " With Loocation
Variable |cvmer e e — e ———— - ————— | [T PSS i m on e e s e 00 b0 e 0 . = o o o o e o e
‘! Males | Females | Differ. || Males Change | Females Change | Differ. Change
e ——————— frpg———— S ettt I s P FOR —————— e
| LY | T | | R .
Race: White | 33.95 | -34,55 | 68.50 |} 24.82 -26.89% | ~37.98 9.93% | 62.88 -8, 20%
' (. ! P I { ) |
Citizen: USA | 124,52 | 49.98 | 74,54 11 81.13 ~34.85 | 149,44 ~1.08 | 31.69 ~5T. 49
’ et < e 08 w0 4 w5 A 0 Wt m m W W GO T TS I A T P U WD O TS e B A W D ag G GP OB B TP T 4 D O b et OO 40 om G @B NS G P WP P EP TR A R S WP GP W BE TP GR N S0 - oo ap = . -t - P G W iy Al 0B up W
: \ 4‘1')
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TABLE 8
-

COMPARISON OF COEFFICIENTS OF LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS: GROSS3 AND NET EFFECTS, BY SEX

—————————————————————— -p‘——--——q———_-_————.—---.——-—-——————-_—-—————_----——-----———---—-—-—---

| .Gross Coefficients Il Coefficienta Net of All Characteristlos
Variable e e I = e e e
| Males lFemaleaIDiffer.!l.Males Change |Females Change |Differ. Change
----------------- +—--—-—-+—----—-+--—----I2--—--—-~---—-—-+-—-----—-———---+—--------—-----
Location Type:(')l ! ! 1 . ! H :
Administrative | 124.55! =T.171 131.721] 486.22 290.4%] 149,76 -2188.%! 336.46 155. 4%
Services 1-473.68! -83.351-390.33}} 154.69 -132.7 | 146.97 -276.3 | T.72 -102.0
Research 1-182.31) -82.92] =99.3911 373.38 -304.8 | 132.82 ~260.2 | 240,56 -342.0
. ! ! ! !
! !

Professional; |

i
I ] i
Tradiigs’nallz)l 195.181 ~32.U8} 187.6611" 90.36 -41.8 | -3.63 -88.8 | 93.99 _49.9
Other 1-130.53! 204-“9!-335.02!!-119.10 -8.8 | 78.08 -61.8 1-197.18 -u1.1
b oe ' | ' | ! :
Other Campusea(")l-366.3u3 172.802—539.1"]:-211.36 -42.3 | 24.55 .85.8 1-235.91 .56.2
: ' . ! i ! ! v
LSA: | LT ¥ y | - ._
Arts/Humanities! 171.251-127.731 298.9811-287.60 -267.9 {-201.81 58.0 | -85.79 -128.7
Nat /Phy/Bio Soi] 168.331-195.85]| 364.18)1-188.12 -211.8 1-218.36 1.5 | 30.24 -91.7
Social Sciences) 407.09) 78.69] 328.40}}-125.08 -130.7 | -81.21 -203.2 | -u3.87 -113.4
I ! ! ' ! ]

Unit 8120 ' --33' .1"’ -0.‘7" .11 “33-3 ’ 012' "'1“.3 ' "v01 -97‘9
% Unit Female | -1,30! -.90} -, 40} 84 -164.6 ! =1.20 33.3 |} 2.04 -610.0
_f;) As compared to average location salary (for each sex). ' éﬂf§
(2) Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Engineering, Architecture and Design, and Business -

Administration.

3) Education, Library Science, Music, Natural Resources, Nursing, Pharmaoy, Public
(hf Health, and Social Work. ' -
) Dearborn and Flint.

16
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-
- , TABLE 9
j _
RANK ORDERING OF COEFFICIENTS OF LOCATION TYPE, NET AND GROSS
OF ACHIEVED AND ASCRIBED CHARACTERISTICS, BY SEX
—————— -&t———-—---_--u-—da—_—--l—--h-_—————-—_———--”—u—_----—g—-—-———-———-—
Males H Femal ea
------------------------------ gy O
‘ Net | Oross || Net | Gross
Location Coeff | Coeff. |l Loocation Coeff. | Coeff
----------------------- #ommmmm e | e e
| H !
N Admin. 486.22 .| 124.55 5 |} Admin. 149,76 } ~7.17 &
! I |
Research 373.38 | -182.31 7 || Servioces 146.97 | -83.35 7
! ' il S
Services 154,69 | -473.68 9 || Research 132.82 | -82.92 6
! H . !
Trad. Prof. 90.36 | 155.18 4 }! Othér Prof. - 78.08 | 204.49 1
: | I !
Other Prof. ~-119.10 | -130.53 6 || Other: Camp. 24.84 |} 172.80 2
! i ' |
" LSA Soc Soi -125.08 | 407.09 1.}!]| Trad. Prof. -3.36 |  -32.48 5
I i ' ! :
LSA Nat Sci -188.12 | 168.33 3 || LSA So¢ Sei  -81.21 | 78.68 3
, ! i !
Other Camp. -211.36 | -366.34 8 || LSA Art/Hum -201.81 | -127.80 8
! Pl o)
LSA Art/Hum ~287.60 | 171,28 2 |}! LSA Nat Soi «218.36 | -195,.85 9
(
s 4 “
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