This study focuses upon the effect of intra-university location as it influences the
salaries of academics, as it differs for men and women, and as it relates to sex-
typing of university locations. The findings indicate the greater importance of intra-
university location in determining the salaries of academic men compared to women.
However, certain patterns do emerge for both sexes. Namely, for some types of
locations, the salary returns are dependent primarily upon attainment levels; for
others, they are not; and in almost all cases these effects are more marked for
men. Moreover, we discern a particular pattern of salary returns to sex-typed loca-
tion. That is, for both sexes, certain same sex-typed locations are advantageous,
and opposite sex-typed locations are generally disadvantageous, although again the
effects are stronger for men than women. In conclusion, the article discusses im-
plications that these observed patterns have for the operation of sex-disparity in
salaries within the academic institution.
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MARY FRANK FOX
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he work profiles of men and women in academia reflect their

gender standings in the society and in the world at large. Tasks
are divided by sex: men and women work at different academic jobs,
as in research versus teaching (Blackburn, Behymer, and Hall, 1978;
Dornbush, 1979; Ekstrom, 1979). Further, work places are segregated
by sex: men and women are concentrated in different institutions,
fields, and areas (Astin and Bayer, 1973; Ladd and Lipset, 1975;
National Center for Education Statistics, 1981). Finally, activities are
stratified by sex: men occupy the more superordinate and women the
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subordinate academic ranks and positions (Centra, 1974; Hornig,
1979; National Center for Education Statistics, 1981). And across all
dimensions (task, place, and position), academic women receive
fewer rewards (National Center for Education Statistics, 1980).

Because salary is highly quantifiable and calculable, inequality
between the sexes in this particular reward (rather than prestige or
power) has been well documented, among academics as among other
employees. In explaining variation in the salaries of academic men
and women, the microeconomic or single-institution study is very
useful, because it provides an analysis of wage structure as it is deter-
mined at the institutional level (Ferber, 1974; Ferber, Loeb, and
Lowry, 1978; Gordon, Morton, and Braden, 1974; Katz, 1973). But
in these previous studies, analyses have concentrated primarily upon
the effect of individual-level, employee characteristics—rank, educa-
tion, experience, and ability. Correspondingly, the studies have
failed to specify the particular salary effects of the academics’
employment-context or location within the university. And, likewise,
they have failed to analyze sex differences in the relationship be-
tween academic salary and location.

In contrast to previous work, this article focuses specifically upon
intra-university unit location as it influences the salaries of
academics, and as it varies in its effect for men and women. More
specifically, we analyze the extent to which academics’ salaries are
determined by their unit' type and size—characteristics which are
indicators of the academics’ work function and work structure. In
turn, we shall see that within the university the location features
are sex-typed and segregated characteristics which parallel the labor
divisions of men and women in the society at large.

In this way, our study analyzes for academics the relationship
between location, sex-typing, and salary, and specifies how these
relationships vary for men compared to women. This places our
study of academics in the company and tradition of those investiga-
tions of other types of employees, which have recognized that men’s
and women’s salary levels may be explained, in part, by the struc-
ture and function of their work contexts, generally (Fuchs, 1971;
Rees and Schultz, 1970), and by the sex composition and sex typing
of their work groups, more specifically (Synder and Hudis, 1976;
Stevenson, 1975; Weiskoff, 1972).
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We accomplish our aims through multi-step regressions which
allow us to separate the salary effects of employment-context, or
location, from the effects of individual-level, attainment and per-
sonal, characteristics. We conclude the study by discussing the im-
plications that the sex, location, and salary relationships have for
the operation of the academic institution and the behavior of its
members.

METHOD

DATA

The data come from the personnel tape of a major, midwestern
university,” and represent the population of academic employees for
one point in time, June 1971. While more recent multivariate data
would be desirable for comparison and replication, such data are
currently unavailable. However, recently available data on gross
wage differences between men and women indicate that while
academic salaries have risen at this university, the pattern and level
of sex disparity in salary has been remarkably stable over the past
decade.?

This persistence of sex disparity in faculty salary is consistent with
other studies’ reports that academic women have been faring only
slightly better in economic status over the past decade (National
Center for Education Statistics, 1980; Ferber and Kordick, 1978).
Furthermore, studies indicate that men and women continue to be
segregated in different academic disciplines. In fact, recent data in-
dicate that even among newest doctorates, males and females are
concentrated in different fields and areas (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1981). Thus, patterns of salary disparity and
patterns of locational differences seem to have persisted among
academic men and women.

On the other hand, data at several points in time might indicate
certain changes in effects of sex and salary in particular nonteaching
units. Specifically, these locations may have reduced salary disparity
between the sexes to a greater extent than have the teaching units,
because, in many universities, the nonteaching—administrative, ser-
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vice, and research—units have tended toward stronger and broader
programs of salary evaluation for their own employees.

In our population, the academic employees contain faculty, as
well as researchers and administrators not directly connected to the
business affairs of the university. This includes research assistants
and associates, deans and vice presidents, as well as certain editors,
project directors, consultants, and curators. It excludes all clerical,
trade, operative, and service workers, as well as student employees.
Together, the academic employees constitute a group of 5450 in-
dividuals: 83.3% male and 16.7% female.

Dependent Variable: Salary

Academic salary is the monthly amount* an employee earned for
full-time employment, whether or nor she or he actually worked
full-time.’ This salary rate then implicitly standardizes and controls
for differences in the proportion time worked. Moreover, we
analyzed the effect of percentage time working on (full-time)
equivalent salary rate, and found that, other characteristics being
equal, the time variable was of low significance for men and no
significance for women. Thus, in this university, remuneration for
part-time work is roughly proportional to reward for full-time
employment.

Independent Variables

Characteristics of Employment-Context: The Location Variables.
The location characteristics represent properties of the academics’
context of employment. These variables include unit type as a
measure of the nature of the work and unit size as a structural
feature of the work unit.

Unit refers to the departments of the arts and sciences college,
the other (17) colleges and schools, and the remaining (7) noncollege
(i.e, nonteaching) units with academic employees. The units are
coded as categories that reflect functional classification within the
university: different tasks, functions, and roles. This functional
labor division is, in turn, sex-typed and segregated in the university
as in the society at large.

Hence, among our nonteaching locations, the administrative units
which manage, tend, and direct general university operations are
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male-typed places; and the service units, which engage in areas of
student services, state and public relations, and community services,
are more female-typed places with much higher proportions of
women than in the university at large (see Appendix A). Similarly,
among teaching locations, the traditional, high-status professional
schools, linked to powerful functional areas, such as law, business,
and technology, represent male domains; and the less established,
lower-status professional schools, linked to more marginal institu-
tions, such as education, and public health and welfare, represent
female areas with much higher concentrations of women than in
the university at large (see Appendix A). In this way, unit location
is related to gender and hence to our focus upon the relationship
between location, sex-typing, and salary in academia.

Control Variables

Characteristics of Employees: Achieved and Ascribed Variables.
The control variables represent the individual-level characteristics
of the employees—their attainments and qualifications as well as
their personal backgrounds.

The attainment or achieved characteristics include age as a
measure of experience, educational attainment, academic title,® and
seniority or years at the university.

The two measures of experience require further explanation. Age
is included in the quadratic form in order to approximate profes-
sional experience, including experience that may predate employ-
ment at the present university. Among highly educated professional
groups, such as academics, age seems as legitimate a measure of
professional experience for women as for men, since, among these
groups, sex differences in career continuity are very small (see Astin,
1969; Ferber and Kordick, 1978; Zuckerman, 1971).

Years at the university is a measure of experience which is dif-
ferent from age. Specifically, age measures professional experience
over the life cycle while years at the university measures experience
at the current institution. Although age and years at the university
are correlated, they are not perfectly linear (r = .73 for men and
.63 for women).

Other measures, such as a productivity variable, are unavailable.
A productivity measure would certainly strengthen our analyses. But
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the absence is not as restrictive in the single, as in the multiple, in-
stitution study of salary variation by sex. This is because holding
institution constant (and controlling for rank and field) eliminates
certain compositional differences in men’s and women’s academic
environment and circumstances—rank, field, institutional funding,
facilities, and graduate student compositions; and these environmen-
tal and compositional factors are, in turn, the variables which have
been found to explain the higher publication rate of men compared
to women (Astin, 1978; Bernard, 1964; Hornig, 1979). Hence, in
analysis of salary variation by sex, the single institution data (and
controls for rank and field) help ameliorate the absence of a pro-
ductivity measure, by eliminating, in part, certain sex differences
in the academic environment and circumstances of men and women.

Finally, among the control variables, the personal background
or ascribed characteristics include race (majority vs. minority) and
citizenship (American vs. other).

ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE

The salary relationships are expressed in two-step regression
models, with separate equations for each sex. The first, base-line
model expresses the gross relationship between salary and the loca-
tion variables. The second-step model expresses the net relationship
between salary and both the location (contextual-level) and the
ascribed and achieved (individual-level) characteristics. In the
analyses, our focal interest is in specifying and decomposing the
relationship between salary and location, as it differs for men and
women, and as it relates especially to sex-typing of locations.

The regression models permit the assessment of this relationship
by allowing us to interpret the coefficients for location as the salary
return associated with that characteristic (Duncan, 1968; Siegel,
1965; Suter and Miller, 1973). We may compare male-female dif-
ferences in the location coefficients with a test” of the null hypothesis
that there is no difference in the level at which men and women
convert each location characteristic into salary. Similarly, we may
employ a difference of means test® in order to compare the male-
female differences in the contrasting effects of location in different
types of university units, such as the arts versus the sciences.

Moreover, the two steps of these regression models permit us to
compare location coefficients levels before and after addition of the
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individual-level characteristics. These comparisons enable us to
determine the covariation between salary, location, and the in-
dividual-level variables, and hence they allow for inference about
the statistical independence of location in the determination of
academic salary. Thus, significant changes in the coefficient values
for the location variables after addition of the ascribed and achieved
(individual-level) characteristics would suggest that the salary-
location effects are mediated by variation in these characteristics.
On the other hand, relative stability in certain coefficient values
before and after addition of the individual-level variables would in-
dicate that these location and salary relationships are independent
of variation in returns to the individual-level characteristics. In ad-
dition, the separate equations for each sex permit us to analyze these
salary relationships as they operate for men compared to women.
This study focuses specifically upon the relationship between loca-
tion and salary; the individual-level characteristics are of interest
only as control variables that may or may not modify the salary
and location relationship. Hence, we do not analyze the salary
returns to the individual-level characteristics themselves. Discussion
of salary returns to academics’ individual-level characteristics may,
however, be found elsewhere (Fox, 1981); and coefficients for the
individual-level variables of our net model are shown in Appendix B.
Auxiliary analyses indicated that gross to net changes in the coef-
ficients for location are due almost entirely to the effect of the
achieved, rather than the ascribed characteristics. The effect of the
ascribed characteristics upon the salary and location relationship
is very small for men, and nearly negligible for women. Thus, in
the findings section below, we refer to changes in location coeffi-
cients only in terms of the set of variables (i.e., the achievement
characteristics) which are responsible for that change.

FINDINGS

An overview of our net salary model shows (1) that men’s coef-
ficients for location are significantly larger than women’s, and (2)
that while every location characteristic is a significant determinant
of salary for men, only about half of the location variables are
significant for women. This indicates the greater net importance of
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intra-university location for determining the salaries of academic
men compared to women.

However, it is the gross and net salary models, together, which
reveal more subtle sex differences, as well as common patterns, in
the salary returns to location.’ Specifically, net of (i.e., after con-
trolling for) the individual-level characteristics, we find that the
salary returns of the (1) nonteaching (administrative, service,
research) units increase, (2) the arts and science college decrease;
and (3) the professional school units remain more stable. And across
types, the effects are more marked for men. This indicates that
payments for some unit types are a reflection of the attainment levels
within them; that others are not; and that the relationships are
stronger for men than women.

Moreover, the gross-to-net models demonstrate that certain same
sex-typed locations are advantageous and opposite sex-typed loca-
tions are generally disadvantageous for both sexes; but the effects
are more marked for men.

In the following sections, we analyze in more detail the relation-
ship between salary and the two categories of location
characteristics—unit type and unit size.

UNIT TYPE

In the gross-to-net models, the salary returns for location in the
nonteaching (administrative, service, and research) units increase,
and these units become the most advantageous locations for both
men and women (see Table 1). Of these units, the administrative
locations give the highest net salary returns for both sexes, but the
($164) net payment for women is fully two-thirds less than the ($482)
return for men.

The effects of the other (service and research) nonteaching units
also increase substantially, changing from a gross cost to a net pay-
ment. These payment changes for the nonteaching units indicate
that the lower gross salaries of men and women in these units are
due, in part, to their lower achievements. Hence, holding constant
education, experience, and rank levels, increases the value of the
locations, themselves, for both sexes.

The payments for the teaching departments of the arts and science
college also change considerably. However, in contrast to the non-
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teaching locations, payments for these units decrease, rather than
increase, in the net model (see Table 1).

In men’s gross salary model, the social sciences, the natural
sciences, and the arts are, in that order, the most advantageous of
all unit locations. In men’s net model, however, the departments
not only lose their rank-order; they lose their advantage altogether
and become disadvantageous locations (see Table 2). This indicates
that it is the achievement levels of the men in these departments,
rather than the locations per se, which account for the gross
payments to these units.

For women, also, salary effects of the arts and science depart-
ments decrease between the models. However, the decrease is
smaller, and the gross-to-net reduction is not a clear payment-to-
cost as it is for men. For women, not all of these teaching loca-
tions provide (gross) advantages; social sciences do, but the arts and
natural sciences do not. In the net model, the arts then become a
greater disadvantage, the natural sciences a somewhat larger disad-
vantage, and the social sciences a first-time disadvantage (see
Table 2).

The sizable increase in the disadvantaged of the arts probably
reflects the effect of lower attainments of women in the arts and
humanities, compared to the other locations. Hence, with
achievements held constant in the net female model, the cost of the
arts location becomes even greater.

Location in the natural sciences, however, becomes only a little
more disadvantageous: $205 net compared to a $185 gross cost. The
stability of this effect suggests that the disadvantage of location in
natural science departments is not a function of low attainments of
women in the sciences compared to elsewhere. Rather, the dis-
advantage of location in natural science is a relatively “pure” cost for
women, which is comparatively unaltered after we control for their
attainments.

Social sciences, on the other hand, are a gross ($87) advantage
which become a net disadvantage of a similar amount ($70). The
change in this effect of social sciences indicates relatively high at-
tainments of women in these locations, and suggests, moreover, that
the achievement levels, rather than the locations, account for the
gross female payment in these units.

The effects of the professional schools contrast with those of the
other locations in two important ways. First, while the coefficients
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TABLE 2
Rank Ordering of Coefficients of Location Type, Net and Gross
of Achieved and Ascribed Characteristics (by sex)

Males Females
Net Gross Net Gross
Location Coeff.| Coeff. Location Coeff.| Coeff.
Administration 482.86| 130.14 5||Administration 164.90 5.9¢ 4
Research 373.21|-182.03 7| |Research 139.50| -76.58 6
Services 166.95|-492.32 9| |Services 111.41|-107.27 7

Trad. Professional 82.24| 167.43 4||Other Professional 57.59| 183.39 1

Other Professional -113.22|-139.73 6| |Other Campuses 30.69| 179.16 2
Social Sciences -132.75| 418.79 1) |Trad. Professional 10.72| -24.22 -5
Natural Sciences  -197.35| 182.51 2||Social Sciences -70.05{ 87.52 3
Other Campuses -210.27|-368.34 8| |Arts/Humanities -192.49|-122.25 8
Arts/Humanities -292.16| 178.17 3||Natural Science -205.29|-185.51 9

for the other location types change in the gross-to-net models, those
for the professional schools remain more stable. Second, compared
with the other unit types, the professional schools show certain sex
differences not just in the strength but also in the direction of their
coefficients (see Table 1).

Observe that, both in the gross and net models, the traditional
professional schools, linked to the powerful and male-dominated
institutions such as law, medicine, business, and technology, are
strongly advantageous locations for men, but not for women. The
other, lower status professional schools, linked to the more marginal
and female-dominated institutions, such as education, public health,
and welfare, are advantageous locations for women, but not for
men. The persistence of sex-differential effects in the gross-to-net
models indicates that the payments for same sex-typed location can-
not be attributed simply to the differential achievement levels of
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men versus women in the higher status, contrasted to the lower
status, professional school units.

Given the particular achievement profiles of academics in the pro-
fessional school units (and the ‘“partialling out’’ of these salary ef-
fects in the net model), the relative stability of certain professional
school coefficients is especially notable. Observe, for example, that,
between the models, men’s payments for location in the traditional,
professional schools decrease from $167 to $82. This reduction is
not large, given that auxiliary analyses show the vast (84%) majority
of men in these units have doctorates or advanced professional
degrees. Only men in the arts and science college units have higher
educational attainments. Yet, unlike the arts and science depart-
ments, the traditional professional schools remain a significant loca-
tion advantage, net of achievement. Similarly, the female payment
for the other (nontraditional) professional schools decreases from
the highly advantageous gross ($183) amount, but remains a
significantly rewarding amount ($57) in the second model. This
reduction is not large either, given the unusually high ranking
titles of women in these professional schools: 43.2% hold a tenured
faculty, or a nonteaching but faculty senate affiliated, position. In
other words, although employees in these units have particularly
high attainments, the locations, themselves, remain rewarding even
after controlling for the returns to their high achievement levels.

Moreover, note that these salary effects of professional school
location, the costs as well as the benefits, are more marked for men
than for women. For men, location in same-sex typed (traditional)
professional schools is a significant ($82) advantage and location
in their opposite-sex typed (other) professional schools is a signifi-
cant cost ($113). For women, however, location in their same-sex
(other) professional schools is a smaller advantage ($57), and loca-
tion in the opposite sex-typed (traditional) schools is a small cost
($24) in the gross model, which changes to an insignificant payment
(310) in the net model.

This sex-differential pattern is bolstered further by the observed
sex contrast in the effects of the natural sciences versus the arts:
As discussed earlier, neither the natural sciences nor the arts are
advantageous net locations for men or for women. But note that
the contrast between the effects of the two locations shows a relative
$94 science advantage for men, and a $12 arts advantage for women
(Table 3). This indicates again a large male benefit, but a more paltry
female benefit, for location in same-sex typed departments.
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TABLE 3
Contrasts Between Coefficients of Location Types, Gross and Net
of Achieved and Ascribed Characteristics (by sex)

Gross Net
Location Contrasts
Males Females Males Females

Trad. Professional

vs. Other Prof. 307.17* -207.61* 195.46* -46.88
Arts/Humanities

vs. Natural Sciences -4.33 63.06 -94.81* 12.80
Natural Sciences

vs. Social Sciences -236.29* -272.83* -64.61 -135.24*

NOTE: Underline indicates significant differences between M-F contrasts at <
.05.
* Contrasts significant at < .05.

The coefficients for the ‘‘other campuses’’—which show that the
salary effects of location on the auxiliary campuses (off the main
campus) of the university—also suggest sex-differential patterns.
We see that location in these lower prestige and less powerful aux-
iliary campuses is very costly for men both before and after con-
trols for achievements (Table 1). For women, however, location in
the lower prestige secondary campuses is an advantage rather than
disadvantage (Table 1). The sex differences in salary effects of these
secondary campuses suggests again that location in lower-status and
less powerful units is very costly for men, but of some benefit for
women.

UNIT SIZE

Unit size continues to be a significant salary determining effect
for both men and women (see Table 1). But, the direction of the
effect reverses for men, and remains relatively stable for women.
The sex difference in the effect is then no longer significant.

In the gross male model, the salary effect of unit size is negative.
In the net model, size has a positive salary effect. This suggests that
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the gross payment for smaller units reflects the relatively high
achievements of men in these locations. Hence, holding achieve-
ments constant, larger unit size does pay for men.

For women, the payment for unit size remains virtually the same
in the gross and net models (see Table 1). Larger units are then a
female, as well as a male, advantage, but the net models indicate
that for women, unlike men, the return on unit size is relatively in-
dependent of payment for achievements.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In general, men’s net location coefficients are significantly larger
than women'’s, and indicate the greater net salary determining im-
portance, and salary returns, of university unit location for men
compared to women.

Yet, although the location effects are much stronger for men,
certain patterns emerge for both sexes. First, we find that for some
locations, salary returns are dependent upon achievement levels; for
others, they are not; and that in almost all cases the effects are more
marked for men. Hence, the gross-to-net models indicate that the
gross disadvantage of nonteaching units and advantage of the arts
and science teaching units reflect the salary effects of lower, com-
pared to higher, achievements among academics in these units,
rather than the effects of their locations, per se. Thus, with
achievements held constant, the nonteaching units emerge as ad-
vantageous, and the arts and science units as disadvantageous, loca-
tions. In contrast, the salary returns to professional school units
are more stable across the gross and net models, and indicate the
more independent effect of these locations, themselves.

Moreover, these professional school effects show a particular pat-
tern of salary returns to sex-typed locations: Namely, the lower-
status female-typed professional schools are advantageous for
women, but not for men. The higher-status, male-typed schools are
strongly advantageous for men, but not for women. These effects,
both costs and benefits, are more marked for men.

In conclusion, our findings offer implications for the operation
of sex-inequality in salaries within academia. Prior studies, discussed
earlier, revealed a gap between the sexes in salary returns to
individual-level characteristics—rank, experience, and education.
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Our study now shows a particular pattern of sex-disparity in salary
returns to academic location. Yet, in spite of (1) a documented gap
in men’s and women’s salaries, and (2) the existence of a strong
ideology of equity and universalism in academia (Cole and Cole,
1973), this salary disparity prevails with relatively little discord or
strain within the academic institution. The particular patterns of
location, sex-typing, and salary, reported here, may be among the
very factors which operate to permit and promote this inequality
between the sexes.

To begin with, in academia as in other work settings, male and
female employees are segregated from each other. Academic men
tend to hold the higher-level administrative, research and faculty
positions, and to be located in the natural sciences and social
sciences, and in the business, technical, and medical professional
schools. Women, on the other hand, tend to hold the lower-level
academic ranks and positions, and to be located in the arts and
humanities, and in the professional schools, in the areas of health,
education, and welfare (Fox, 1981).

Salary inequality is more tenable when it is less evident. And this
segregation of the sexes makes men and women, and their discrepant
rewards, less visible and apparent to each other. Moreover, our study
suggests that within each gender group, the separation is rewarding,
and hence reinforcing; we find that both men and women’s salaries
are enhanced by certain same-sex locations and depressed by other
opposite-sex locations. Thus, if segregation of the sexes is a factor
which reduces the recognition and the strain of disparity between
men’s and women’s salaries, the reinforcing payments for separation,
which we document, may be a mechanism which supports this
segregation and, in turn, promotes salary inequality among aca-
demic men and women.

Of course, one must consider whether these relationships of sex,
location, and salary have persisted more recently. Certain data sug-
gest that, in general, they have. Although affirmative action pro-
grams have existed and salary reviews have been conducted (especial-
ly in nonteaching units), these programs have had little effect upon
the disparate work profiles of academic men and women in our
universities. Recent national data indicate the persistence of salary
inequality (National Center for Education Statistics, 1980) and the
persistence of men’s and women’s location in different academic
fields and disciplines (National Center for Education Statistics,
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APPENDIX A
Sex (proportions) by Location Type

Location Type Male Female
TOTAL 83.3 16.7 100.0%
Nonteaching:
Administration 89.7 10.3 100.0%
Services 67.7 32.4 100.0%
Research 83.5 16.5 100.0%

Professional:

Traditional 90.0 10.0 100.0%
Other 70.2 29.8 100.0%
Other Campuses 83.3 16.7 © 100.0%

Arts and Science College:

Arts/Humanities 85.2 14.8 100.0%
Nat/Bio/Phys. Sciences 90.8 9.2 100.0%
Social Sciences 88.9 11.1 100.0%

1981). Given the continuance of both of these phenomena, the rela-
tionships of sex, salary, and location which we have found here are
also likely to have persisted; thus, as we have discussed, the sex
segregation of academic work may be among the factors which pro-
mote the inequality among academic men and women.

(text continues on page 202)
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APPENDIX B
Coefficients of Achieved and Ascribed Characteristics
(net of location) by Sex

Coefficients
Variables
Males Females
Age 73.31* 35.13*
Age? -.63* -.35*
Titlea:
Administrator 917.91* 485.52*
Professor 1180.60* 947.79*
Associate Professor 739.63* 627.73*
Assistant Professor 598.05* 302.81*
Instructor 382.53* 208.22*
Lecturer 522.49* 321.44*
Other-Faculty Senate 632.45* 422.33*
Degreeb:
B.A./M.A. 174.25* 53.08
Ph.D./Prof. 298.36* 250.10*
Years at Univ. 1.65 5.15*
Race: White 24.33% ~-41.01
Citizen: U.S.A. 81.63* 53.07

NOTE: Underline indicates significant difference between M-F coefficient at <
.05.

a. As compared to ‘“‘other—not faculty senate."

b. As compared to ‘no degree.”

*Significant at < .05.

NOTES

1. Unit refers to the departments of the college of arts and science, the other
colleges and schools of the university, and the remaining noncollege (i.e., nonteaching)
units with academic employees. This classification is discussed subsequently in the
methods section.

2. The large and functionally diverse character of the institution makes it an
appropriate setting for assessment of the effects of intra-university location. However,
findings may not generalize to smaller institutions with less diversity and fewer
research-oriented units.
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3. Our 1971 data show that, among teaching academics, the ratio of female to
male salary ranges between a high of .89 for associate professors to a low of .78
for instructors, with lecturers (.88), assistant professors (.83), and full professors
(.82) falling between that range. Calculation from the University’s gross-level salary
statistics for 1978 show the same pattern and level of sex-wage disparity, with female
to male salary ratios ranging from a high of .87 for associates, to a low of .71
for instructors, with lecturers (.82), assistant professors (.80), and full professors
(.83), in between.

4. The log of salary did not improve the fit with the independent variables,
and was hence rejected.

5. Following university personnel rules, the full-time monthly rate is determined in
this way: For a one-term appointment, the time proportion is adjusted to reflect
full-time employment, and the salary is divided by 4.5; for a two-term (academic year)
appointment, the adjusted proportion is divided by 9; for teaching appointments of
two and half terms, the adjusted proportion is divided by 12.

6. The title classification, which appears in Appendix B, comprises both faculty
and academic nonfaculty, including those with and without faculty senate affilia-
tion (senate affiliation represents a higher rank and type of tenured status for
nonteaching academics).

Hence, although the sample includes both teaching and nonteaching academics,
while the inclusion of the title variable allows us to control for the effect of rank
and type of position. )

7. The test statistic for the null hypothesis is (Ci - C2) / V/Si* + S,?, where Ci is the
coefficient value of a given location for men, C; is the value of the same location for
women, and S; and S; are the respective standard errors of the coefficients. All of the
tests do not hold simultaneously, because the estimated coefficients in each equation
are correlated.

8. The test statistic for the contrast between locations is: (C, — C,) /\/;'—a_r
(C)) + var (C,) — 2 cov (C,, C;) = D /Vvar (D). The test statistic for the sex
difference between location contrasts is (D, — D,) /V/var (D)) + var (D,), where
C, is the coefficient of a given location, C, is the coefficient for the contrasting
location, D, is the contrast between two location coefficients for males, and D,
is the contrast between the corresponding coefficients for females.

9. Between the gross and net models, the R? level increases greatly (from .066
to .695 for men and .084 to .637 for women). The increase occurs because the
added achievement characteristics do, in fact, explain a large proportion of the
variance in academic salary. However, we remind the reader that, here, we are
interested in the achievement characteristics only as they influence the salary and
location relationship.
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