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ABSTRACT 
 

     The goal of this paper is to examine the extent 

to which the clustering of female faculty in 

particular academic disciplines helps to explain the 

persistent wage gap observed between women and men in 

academe. Men are over-represented in disciplines with 

higher market value, more abundant resources, and 

additional opportunities for scholarly research. 

Additionally, it appears that their female 

counterparts face significant barriers to entry in 

fields ascribed with the highest external market 

value. These barriers to entry may include 

unobservable variables such as gender socialization, 

social expectations prioritizing family roles, and 

historical discrimination.  

 Using data from the 2004 National Study of 
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Postsecondary Faculty (NSPF:04), a large-scale 

nationally representative sample, the analysis focuses 

on the earnings of full-time tenured professors who 

have obtained doctorate degrees. A series of Ordinary 

Least Squares regression models are estimated to 

isolate the effect of academic discipline on salary 

levels, net of other human capital, family, 

institutional, and professional factors correlated 

with earnings.  

This research began with the assumption that the 

gender wage gap may be attributed to society placing 

higher value on fields that are more male dominated. 

While wage disparities may be attributed to different 

disciplines being valued more highly than others 

(e.g., society may value engineering, a field with 

higher percentages of men, more highly than fields 

such as women’s studies) results of this study suggest 

that the women are still at a pay disadvantage even 

when equally represented in a specific discipline.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Although blatant forms of discrimination against 

women in academia have diminished since the passage of the 

Equal Pay Act of 1964 and Title IX legislation in 1972i, 

gender disparities in salary, rank, tenure, and access 

leadership roles among college and university professors 

persist. This is particularly noteworthy given that these 

differentials have not been fully explained even when 

differences in productivity, teaching experience, 

institutional size and prestige, disciplinary fields, type 

of academic appointment, and family-related 

responsibilities are statistically controlled.
ii
  

Some scholars argue that the so called “unexplained 

wage gap” is a function of less easily quantifiable 

characteristics of female faculty members such as lower 

career expectations, less effective self-advocacy and 

weaker professional networks.iii Many also link the male 

earnings advantage to the persistence of implicit forms of 

sex discrimination in universities, such as inequities in 

the distribution of resources such as lab space and 

research funding.iv With ambiguities about the mechanisms 

of female disadvantages still to be resolved, recent 

scholars are focusing attention to the quality of measures 
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used in conventional models as well as ways to expand upon 

the standard set of individual- and institutional-level 

controls. 

One example is the recent work of Leahey in which she 

refines traditional measurement of “research productivity” 

to include differential degrees of visibility associated 

with particular scholarly publicationsv. In a similar vein, 

Umbach explored whether the over-representation of male 

faculty in fields with the greatest perceived market value 

explains the male advantage in faculty salaries.vi  

 The aim of the present study is to examine this 

question further by using data from the 2004 National 

Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), a nationally 

representative sample of about 35,000 faculty and 

instructional staff sponsored by the National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). The analysis sample is 

limited to full-time, tenured, professors and associate 

professors with doctorate degrees. OLS regression analysis 

is used to predict faculty salaries. Using the difference 

in average salaries for males and females as the starting 

point, I systematically examine the extent to which human 

capital, family- and institution-level factors explain the 

observed gender gap. My final step is to investigate 



 

 

 3 

whether the addition of 7 dummy variables measuring 

academic discipline can account for the remaining 

unexplained variance in salary. The underlying assumption 

guiding this study is that whether through the process by 

which men and women select academic fields and/or 

differences in the rewards structures that operate across 

them, variations in academic disciplines is an important 

source of gender disparities in faculty salaries.  

The question addressed by this study is important for 

a number of reasons. Despite the implementation of laws 

such as Equal Pay Act of 1964 and Title IX legislation in 

1972 that raised awareness about, and established 

protections against gender discrimination in the 

workplace, a persistent wage gap remains. Wage disparities 

favoring male faculty in higher education parallel 

national findings. According to the 2007 U.S. Census 

Bureau, at a national level, women are paid only 77 cents 

for every dollar a man is paid.  

Numerous professional organizations, such as the 

American Association of University Professors and the 

American Association for University Women have gone on 

record about the need to do something about gender pay 

inequities. Without ensuring a diverse and dynamic talent 
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pool of teachers, our social capital of education will 

suffer. Diversity of experience, thought, and background 

helps develop a well-rounded experience for students and 

faculty alike. Undervaluing professors based on their 

personal characteristics is doing a disservice to the 

educational process. 

             BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

  According to the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary 

Faculty and the America Association for University 

Professors (AAUP), the salary advantage held by male 

faculty over female faculty persists across all ranks and 

all institutional types. On average, women earn 80 percent 

of what men earn. The earnings gap between men and women 

is largest at the rank of full professor and smallest at 

the rank of instructor. For all institutional types 

combined, women earn on average 90 percent of what men 

earn at the rank of lecturer, 96 percent of what men earn 

at the rank of instructor, 93 percent of what men earn at 

the ranks of assistant and associate professor, and 88 

percent of what men earn at the rank of full professor. 

These ratios have changed very little over twenty-five 

years in the AAUP data.vii Additionally, the NSPF:04 found 

that female account for only 25.9% of full-time tenured 
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professors are women.viii  

Determinants of Faculty Salaries 

  Explanations for the disparity in female versus male 

earnings vary across different theoretical traditions. The 

most prominent explanatory frameworks found in the 

scholarly literature on gender differences in faculty pay 

include human capital and rational decision-making models, 

structural perspectives, and sociological theories of 

gender-role socialization.ix While direct gender 

discrimination is not attributed to disparities in wage, 

these frameworks help explain unrecognized attitudes and 

assumptions that work systematically against women in the 

workplace.ix 

Human Capital and Rational-Decision Making  

  According to classic economic theory, personal 

investments in education, training and work experiences 

have market value. This human capital can be used to 

bargain for higher salaries, bonuses and other work-

related rewards.x In the academic realm, holding a degree 

from an elite university, high levels of research 

productivity, and professional visibility and disciplinary 

specialization are among the forms of human capital with 

the greatest economic value.xi Consequently, if men outpace 
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women along these important dimensions then gender 

differences in faculty salaries should disappear in 

regression models.  

  There is no empirical evidence to date that the 

unexplained wage gap is entirely a function of deficits in 

the human capital of female faculty. In fact, a 2006 study 

published in Psychology of Women Quarterly by Caroline 

Hodges Persell at New York University shows that while 

differences do exist in the type and quantity of research 

published by men and women, there are no significant 

differences in the quality of work. However, the criteria 

of quality and quantity of publications are not related to 

rewards equally for women and men. According to Persell, 

“quantity counts more heavily for women than for men, 

although important for both. Hence, performance criteria 

are selectively applied by gender in ways that affect 

women detrimentally.”xii  

  If the wage gap could be explained away by 

controlling for type of employment, education, and 

experience, we should be able to take a segment of the 

labor force and find male and female populations who 

receive equal pay for equal work. Among CEOs, where pay 

for performance should be free from the bias of said 
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variables, differences in the salaries of men and women 

should not be statistically significant. However, a 

corporate governance research firm, called the Corporate 

Library, released the “The Corporate Library’s CEO Pay 

Survey: CEO Pay 2008” which found that total compensation 

for women CEOs does, in fact, lag behind male CEOs. 

According to this study, female CEO pay packages are only 

about 85% of male total actual pay (which includes stock 

option profits and other realized equity) at the median: 

$1,746,000 compared to $2,049,000. (The survey was 

adjusted for size, industry, tenure and performance and 

included 3,242 U.S. and Canadian-based companies.)xiii 

Studies such as this indicate that there may be outlying 

factors influencing the differences in male and female 

salaries. 

  As with the corporate sector, there is no empirical 

evidence to date that the unexplained wage gap among 

professors is entirely a function of deficits in the human 

capital of female facultyxiv. In fact, a 2006 study by 

Persell shows that while differences do exist in the type 

and quantity of research published by men and women, there 

are no significant differences in the quality of work. 

However, the criteria of quality and quantity of 
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publications are not related to rewards equally for women 

and men. According to Persell, “quantity counts more 

heavily for women than for men, although important for 

both. Hence, performance criteria are selectively applied 

by gender in ways that affect women detrimentally.”   

  The differences in starting salaries also contribute 

to long-term differences in salaries—especially in higher 

education. Most universities give raises as an across-the-

board percentage increase for all faculty.xv Therefore, 

women with lower starting salaries will be at a 

disadvantage at every raise since percent-increase raises 

mean those hired with higher salaries will increase their 

salaries at a higher rate, even when controlling for 

demographics, human capital, family, institution, 

profession demands, and academic discipline variables.  

 If women consistently make less than men, there is 

less of an opportunity cost when considering withdrawal 

from the labor force. Simply put, women have less to lose 

by leaving when considering if they should opt out of the 

labor force (to take care of children, family, or pursue 

additional part-time employment).  Lower wages, coupled 

with reduced chances of promotion, lower the incentives of 

women to remain in the labor force.  
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Structural Perspectives 

 To fully identify the determinants of pay inequities from 

a structural perspective requires going beyond individual 

differences in human capital to consider forces that 

operate within larger socio-political and economic 

contexts. These include for example, academic departments, 

universities, and the US labor market as a whole.  

In the wider labor market, positions that are 

traditionally filled by women tend to be relatively low-

paying occupations, while occupations typically filled by 

men tend to offer high wages. For example, most 

secretaries, nurses, and teachers are women; most 

surgeons, computer programmers, and scientists are men. 

Holding experience, education levels, and all other 

controllable variables constant, there are sizeable 

differences between the salaries for those positions. 

Similarly, professors in traditionally feminized 

disciplines (e.g., the humanities, education, and social 

work) tend to have lower salaries.xvi Researchers also find 

that faculty in disciplines with high proportions of women 

faculty earn less than those in disciplines with high 

proportions of male faculty.xvii 

  Other structural barriers for women’s careers in 
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academia relate to the fact that women are more likely 

than men to have part-time and non-tenure track positions, 

which have very different demands. For example, not only 

are the teaching loads of part-time and non-permanent 

faculty higher, research also tends to be valued more 

highly than teaching. This poses a double disadvantage for 

women in higher education.  

  Additionally, women with tenure are more likely to 

work at institutions where the teaching burden is higher, 

more likely to take on committee work, and more likely to 

participate in student advising, which are activities that 

are not rewarded as highly as research productivity. 

Colleges and universities that do not focus on research 

tend to be less prestigious which correlates with lower 

wages, overall.xviii These complexities attribute to the 

wage gap within higher education on several levels and are 

of concern. However, the purpose of this research is to 

explain the wage differential between male and female 

professors of comparable ranks. 

  Women and are “undoubtedly hurt by the fact that it's 

men, predominantly, who make [salary] decisions,” says 

Nancy Hopkins of the Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology. At MIT, “where salaries are kept secret,” 
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women, specifically, have no way of learning what other 

professors earn because no women have ever been in a 

position that helps decide salaries. According to Hopkins, 

"No woman in the history of MIT has ever seen the salaries 

in the School of Science.” She explains that women may 

have a different set of biases than men, and that might 

help to balance out salary decisions and discrepancies. 

Additionally, because men tend to network more often with 

other men, women often don't learn about issues such as 

the importance of outside offers. "You have to be a part 

of the system to play the system," says Hopkins.xix
 

Sociological Perspectives and Gender Socialization 

  There are significant differences in the way that men 

and women are socialized. For example, unlike men, women 

tend to be discouraged from being self-promotional, 

competitive, and ambitious as to not appear aggressive or 

over-bearing. Being socialized to be cooperative and non-

assertive puts women at a significant disadvantage when 

negotiating for salaries and benefits. Studies continue to 

show that women who are more aggressive when negotiating 

for their wage tend not to be hired, while women who are 

less aggressive when negotiating for salaries tend to “set 

lower aspirations, make less use of self-promotion, and 
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often don't get as much in return [as their male 

counterparts].”xx As explained by Deborah Kolb, professor 

of management at the Simmons Graduate School of 

Management, universities are “faced with the complication 

that it's in their best fiscal interest to hire professors 

offering the lowest possible salary, and unfortunately 

women often lose ground to men in the negotiating 

process.”  

  Gender role expectations are also part of the 

equation. For example, women’s roles tend to include being 

responsible for home-related tasks, child rearing, and 

care taking of elder relatives. Traditionally, men’s roles 

are more related to the labor market; they are expected to 

be the primary earners for their family. 

  These kinds of gender role expectations can help 

explain differences in women’s careers in two ways: 1) if 

women identify with these roles, then self-selection may 

also account for some of the wage gap; women who place a 

high value on family and home life may be less likely to 

want jobs in the most prestigious schools and may be less 

productive because they consider their maternal role to be 

more important than their career 2) others may disapprove 

or feel threatened when women step out of their expected 
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social roles. This potentially leads to negative 

stereotypes and prejudices against women. These views can 

overtly, as well as subtly, undermine women.xxi 

  Currently, research by women and/or people of color 

and research about women and/or people of color, is 

frequently undervalued.xxii These issues help to build a 

cumulative disadvantage for professors who are 

discriminated against, which results in professors from 

under-represented populations encountering barriers to 

entry and/or leaving the field in greater numbers than 

average.xxiii In order to best attract a diverse pool of 

talent to the profession, we must look at these 

disparities and identify how to ensure equal pay and 

promotion for higher education professors.xxiv 

Academic Discipline 

  Much has been written about gender segmentation in 

the labor market. Some scholars suggest that certain 

fields are more attractive to women because they offer 

more flexibility to their roles as primary care-takes.xxv 

Others suggest that certain fields are male-dominated due 

to tradition and socialization. Barriers to entry into 

fields traditionally dominated by males (e.g., 

engineering, the sciences, and business) limit women’s 
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access to the fields that tend to be more economically 

beneficial. According to several studies, it appears that 

male-dominated fields are the fields that gain the highest 

wages.xxvi 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 The assumption underlying this study is that the 

gender, alone, does not affect wage disparities but rather 

that academic discipline (which may be affected by gender) 

can help to explain the wage gap found between male and 

female full-time tenured professors. This introduces the 

potential for selection bias, which will be addressed 

later in the paper. To examine the wage gap between male 

and female full-time professors in relation to academic 

discipline, the following control variables were used: 

Control Variable Concepts 

     Demographic Variables: Demographic variables such as 

age, disability, race, and ethnicity are important to 

include in an explanatory model for several reasons. Age 

has the potential to be correlated with higher wages since 

the longer a professor remains in the higher education the 

more opportunities may arise for raises and increased 

publications. It is also important to control for race, 

ethnicity, and disability because members of minority 
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groups are often, like women, disadvantaged in the 

workforce. 

     Human Capital Variables: Controlling for number of 

years since earning highest degree and previous job sector 

are important to include in this explanatory model of 

wages because of their potential to influence a professors 

starting wage. When negotiating for wages at the most 

recent time of hire, number of years since earning highest 

degree would correlate with higher experience. 

Additionally, coming from a previous job sector that 

offered competitive wages (such as many jobs in the 

private sector) may also correlate with higher starting 

salaries for professors. 

     Family Status Variables: Marital status and number of 

children are important to include in an explanatory model 

of wages because of their potential to influence the 

amount of time that a faculty member has to devote to his 

or her career. To the extent that women often play much 

larger child-care roles than men, the effect of children 

on productivity and other forms of human capital may be 

more consequential for female faculty members. 

     Institution Variables: Variables about the 

institution where professors are employed, such as degree 
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of urbanization, region of institution, enrollment, 

minority enrollment, and public versus private 

institutions must be included in this explanatory model to 

account for differences due to individual schools. 

     Professional Demands Variables: Variables such as 

percent of time spent teaching, scholarly activity, and 

recent publications are important to include in this 

conceptual model to account for differences in wage due to 

varying professional demands. 

      DATA 

 This study uses data from the 2004 National Study of 

Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), a nationally 

representative sample of about 35,000 faculty and 

instructional staff sponsored by the National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). The NSOPF:04 collected 

information from individuals employed in degree-granting 

public and private not-for-profit postsecondary 

institutions in the United States. Available items include 

demographics, education, employment, family, finances, 

institution, instruction, scholarship, and technology. 

          Questionnaires were either self-administered on-line 

or conducted via telephone with a trained interviewer.     

Completed interviews were obtained from about 26,100 
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faculty and instructional staff, for a weighted response 

rate for the faculty component of 76 percent.  

Analysis Sample 

 The sample used for this analysis is limited to full-

time and tenured associate and full professors who have 

obtained a doctorate degree. These filters were used to 

create a sample that would not be influenced by common 

explainations of the wage gap such as disparities in 

expereince, education, and/or rank. The weighted sample 

size for the study, including these filters, is 223,600. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this investigation is the amount 

of income from basic salary from institution; a continuous 

variable, ranging in the present sample from $1 to $ 

250,000. 

Key Explanatory Variables 

 Gender: is a dummy variable where male is coded 1. 

 Academic Discipline: is measured using 6 dummy 

variables as follows: business, law, and communications; 

health sciences; humanities; natural sciences and 

engineering; social sciences and education; occupationally 

specific programs; and all other programs.  “Natural 

sciences and engineering” serves as the reference 
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category.  

Control Variables 

 Demographic Variables include: a continuous variable 

for age; a dummy variable for disability where 1 = person 

with a disability and 0 = no disability; a dummy variable 

for race where black/African American= 1 and 0 = non-

black; and a dummy variable for ethnicity where 

Hispanic/Latino = 1 and 0 = non-Hispanic/Latino. t 

Hispanic/Latino. 

     Human Capital Variables include: Highest degree 

(years since receiving) as a continuous variable; and a 

set of dummy variables for sector of previous job (i.e., 

no job immediately prior, other educational institution, 

government/military organization, foundation/non-profit 

organization, for-profit business/industry, and other). 

The reference category for previous job sectors is 4- or 

2-year postsecondary institution. 

     Family Status Variables include: total household 

income in dollars , number of dependent children, and 

marital status measured with 3 dummy variables (i.e., 

married; living with significant other/partner; and 

separated, divorced, or widowed). The reference category 

for marital status is “single and never married.” Number 
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of dependent children is broken into 4 dummy variables 

(i.e., 1 dependent child; 2-3 dependent children; and 4+ 

dependent children). The benchmark group is “no dependent 

children.”  

     Institution Variables include: a series of dummy 

variables to measure degree of urbanization (i.e., mid-

size city; urban fringe of large city; urban fringe of 

mid-size city; large town; small town; and rural). The 

reference category is large city. Region is captured as a 

series of dummy variables (i.e., New England, Mid East,  

Great Lakes, Plains, Southeast, Southwest, and Rocky 

Mountains. The region reference category is Far West.  

Enrollment is captured as a series of dummy variables 

including the following ranges: 1-563; 564–1,423; 1,424-

3,574; and 3,575–8,272. These ranges are referenced 

against the range of above 8,272. Institution control 

(public vs. private not-for-profit) is run as a dummy 

variable and the reference category is private not-for-

profit. 

     Professional Demands Variables include: Principal 

activity, run as a series of dummy variables including 

teaching, public service, clinical service, 

administration, on sabbatical, and other activity, which 
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is then referenced against research activity. Scholarly 

activity is run as a dummy variable and is referenced 

against having scholarly activity. Recent publications and 

percent of time spent on teaching are both run as 

continuous variables.  

     In Table 1, the standard error and means for all 

variables used in this analysis are listed for this 

sample.   

     METHODS 

     The aim of this study is to investigate the 

“unexplained salary gap” between male and female full-

time, tenured university and college professors. The 

present study uses bivariate and multivarite analyses to 

ask the following questions: 1) what is the “raw” salary 

advantage for male faculty, on average?, 2) how much does 

the gender salary gap decline when differences in human 

capital variables are taken into account?, 3) what is the 

incremental improvement in the average pay disparity when 

institutional factors are added to the explanatory model?, 

4) how much of the gender gap is attenuated by controlling 

for differences in family characteristics?, and finally 5) 

can the remaining “unexplained” salary differential be 

accounted for by latent differences in the rewards 
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structure or market value of the disciplinary fields 

within which male and female faculty members tend to 

specialize? Before addressing these questions, however, I 

will examine differences in gender composition across 

disciplinary fields. 

      RESULTS 

     A key assumption of the current study is that an 

important part of the gender salary gap in academe is due 

to the over-representation of women in disciplinary fields 

characterized as having the largest teaching burdens and 

lowest economic and non-economic rewards. Table 2 examines 

the extent of gender segregation across academic 

disciplines and reveals strong evidence that men dominate 

the most fields. In this sample, women make up 25.2% of 

full-time tenured professors. When examining individual 

disciplines, we see significant stratification. Business, 

law and communications fields consist of only 23% women 

professors. Humanities fields include 31.3% women, social 

sciences and education fields include 32.7% women, and 

vocational or occupationally specific programs consist of 

38.8% women. The natural science and engineering fields 

contain the lowest percentages of female professors at 

13.1%. The gender composition of the Health Sciences 
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fields is almost evenly distributed between men and women. 

     In addition to obvious gender segregation, it may 

also be may be that men and women are rewarded differently 

within the same disciplines. Table 3 illustrates the wages 

earned by men and women in each specialization. For the 

disciplines discussed, the average salary for a full-time 

tenured professor is $80,224.40. However, the average 

salary for women is $70,970.80 while the average salary 

for their male counterparts is $83,454.10. In each 

discipline, women earn less than males. Even in the Health 

Sciences field, where there is an almost equal share of 

male and female professors, the wage gap remains. 

Specifically, full-time tenured women professors in this 

discipline earn an average of $74,670.20 while their male 

counterparts earn an average of $119,719.00. 
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Table 1: Means and Standard Errors of Variables Used  

in Analysis 

Variables Mean (%) Std. Error 

Female 25.9 0.57 

Male 74.1 0.57 

Demographic Variables 

Age in 2004 54.3 0.12 

Disability 4.1 0.28 

No disability 95.9 0.28 

Black/African American 4.5 0.32 

Not Black/African American 95.5 0.32 

Hispanic/Latino 2.5 0.19 

Not Hispanic/Latino 97.5 0.19 

Not White 12.5 0.53 

White 87.5 0.53 

Human Capital Variables 

Highest degree (years 
since receiving) 22.1 0.12 

No job prior to current 13.3 0.58 
Prior job: other 
educational institution 12.6 0.54 

Prior job: 
government/military 
organization 6.4 0.42 

Prior job: foundation/non-
profit organization 3.2 0.28 

Prior job: for-profit 
business/industry 8 0.42 

Prior job: other 2.5 0.2 

Prior job: 4 or 2 year 
postsecondary institution 54 0.72 

Family Variables 

Income: total household 
income 133,875.30 1,159.60 

Married 79.5 0.55 

Living with 
partner/significant other 10.1 0.46 

Separated, divorced, or 
widowed 3.3 0.22 

Single 7 0.33 

Dependent children 
1 0.01 
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Institution Variables 

Mid-size city 
33.5 1.06 

Urban fringe of lg. city 
14.4 1.08 

Urban fringe of md. city 
6 0.82 

Large town 
5.1 0.62 

Small town 
10 1.11 

Rural 
    

Large city 
29.9 1.05 

Region where institution 
located 1.2 0.18 

New England 7.8 0.8 

Mid East 18.1 1.19 

Great Lakes 
18.6 0.74 

Plains 
7.5 0.55 

Southeast 
23.2 1.21 

Southwest 
8 0.66 

Rocky Mountains 
4 0.61 

Far West 
12.8 0.56 

FTE: 1 - 563 
0.4 0.2 

FTE: 564 - 1,423 
3.7 0.76 

FTE: 1,424 - 3,574 
14.4 1.06 

FTE: 3,575 - 8,272 
16.6 1.15 

FTE: Above 8,272 
64.9 1.18 

Minority enrollment:      
Black non-Hispanic 9.4 0.61 

Minority enrollment: 
Hispanic/Latino 6 0.17 

Public institution 
70 0.69 

Private not-for-profit 
institution 30 0.69 
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Professional Demands Variables 

Principal activity: 
Teaching 62.9 0.73 

Principal activity: Public 
service 0.8 0.11 

Principal activity: 
Clinical service 0.6 0.09 

Principal activity: 
Administration 13.7 0.51 

Principal activity: On 
sabbatical 3.6 0.25 

Principal activity: Other 
activity 0.7 0.12 

Principal activity: 
Research 17.7 0.49 

Percent of time spent on 
teaching activities 53.9 0.44 

No scholarly activities 15.8 0.59 

Have scholarly activities 84.2 0.59 

Recent publications: total 6.7 0.12 

Rank: Associate professor 37.7 0.72 

Rank: Professor 62.3 0.72 

Academic Discipline 

Highest degree field: 
Business  law and 
communications 7.3 0.39 

Highest degree field: 
Health sciences 3.1 0.27 

Highest degree field: 
Humanities 17 0.53 

Highest degree field: 
Social sciences and 
education 26.6 0.7 

Highest degree field: 
Occupationally specific 
programs 1.2 0.21 

Highest degree field: All 
other programs 8.7 0.4 

Highest degree field: 
Natural sciences and 
engineering 36 0.79 

                                          N = 223,600 
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Table 2: Academic Discipline and Gender Composition  

 Gender 

 Female Male 

 (%) (%) 

Total 25.2 74.8 

     

Highest degree field, vocational included 

  Business, law and communications 23 77 

  Health sciences 50.9 49.1 

  Humanities 31.3 68.7 

  Natural sciences and engineering 13.1 86.9 

  Social sciences and education 32.7 67.3 

  Occupationally specific programs 38.8 61.2 

  All other programs 32 68 

Standard Error (BRR) 0.56 0.56 

Weighted Sample Size (n/1000) 213.7  

 

Table 3: Mean Salary by Academic Discipline and Gender 

    

 Average Female Male 

Total 80,224.40 70,970.80 83,454.10 

    

Highest degree field, vocational 
included  

  

  Business, law and communications 83,664.50 77,559.20 85,481.90 

  Health sciences 96,943.00 74,670.20 119,719.00 

  Humanities 70,920.00 66,669.20 72,952.80 

  Natural sciences and engineering 87,257.50 78,325.20 88,627.60 

  Social sciences and education 76,279.60 68,303.90 80,391.50 

  Occupationally specific programs 68,417.60 ^* 71,552.50 

  All other programs 74,038.70 70,646.40 75,650.90 

Standard Error (BRR) 583.5 747.6 740.2 

Weighted Sample Size (n/1000) 223.6 57.8 165.7 

*^ = not enough samples for analysis 

  

     To further analyze possible causes of the wage gap, a 

series of OLS regression models were run. These 

regressions began by running gender and salary to show 

that, without any additional control variables, women tend 
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to earn $12693.98 less than men. This finding, well as all 

other gender coefficient findings, is statistically 

significant at the 99.999% level.  

 Running a regression model including gender and 

demographic variables (such as age, disability, race, and 

ethnicity) lowered the gender coefficient by more than 

half ($-5,153.71). However, later regression models 

including human capital, family, institution, and  

professional demand factors influence the coefficient on 

gender with higher levels of probability.  

 For example, institution region, urbanization, and 

enrollment are all highly statistically significant 

predictors of wage. Likewise, percent of time spent 

teaching, primary activity, scholarly activity, and recent 

publications also significantly predict wage. As seen in 

model 6, any activity that takes away from time spent 

researching negatively affects wage. Similarly, decreased 

scholarly activity and publications also decrease wage. It 

should also be noted that the addition of these 

Professional Demand variables raise the model’s R2 to over 

0.43. 

 The final model shows how Academic Discipline affects 

wage. All fields except for Business, Communication, and 
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Law are statistically significant when predicting wage. 

The fields most dominated by males, Business, 

Communications, Law, Natural Sciences and Engineering show 

higher earnings while the fields that have a more equal 

composition of men and women tend to make less.  

     The outlier in this model is the Health Science 

field. However, as previously discussed, this field may 

have a nearly equal distribution of male and female 

professors but the wage differential is $45,000 with men 

typically earning more than their female counterparts.  
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DISSCUSSION 

Even when running regressions for male and female 

counterparts, wage disparities between genders still 

exist. The models run through this study illustrate 

challenges faced by workers in the United States and 

suggest the need for innovative policies to address less 

direct forms of pay discrimination. Additionally, even 

when accounting for several control variables, less than 

50% of the model could be explained. This suggests that 

complex omitted variable bias exists in the model. With 

this understanding, the following discussion will focus on 

additional challenges, best practices currently in place, 

and policy implications. 

Additional Challenges 

While gender may affect disparities in pay, pay gaps 

may also be aggravated by inequalities in the workplace 

due to race and ethnicity. The intersectionality of gender 

and race identities tends to dually disadvantage women of 

color. As discussed by Kimberlé Williams Crenshaw in her 

article “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity 

Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color,” even in 

recognizing inequities, we need to be careful that our 

recognition of general problems does not conflate or 
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ignore intra group differences.xxviii  For example, Caucasian 

women, African American/Black men, and Latino men earn 

significantly less than Caucasian men. However, on 

average, African American/Black and Latino women earn less 

than Caucasian men and women and less than men of color. 

In a 2007 report run by the American Federation of Labor 

and Congress of Industrial Organizations we see that African 

American/Black women earn only 72 cents, and Latinas 60 

cents, for every dollar that men earn. Asian 

American/Pacific Islander American women earn only 88 

cents for every dollar that men earned.xxix These 

intersections of race, ethnicity, and gender account for 

even wider wage gaps when equality is not promoted or 

enforced.  

Current Best Practices 

While many institutions still struggle with wage 

inequality, a few universities across the country, such as 

the California State Universities, are starting to close 

the pay and promotion gaps. One of the most successful 

approaches to closing these gaps is to identify 

inequalities in pay and promotion and to then individually 

rectify those differences.xxx  Moreover, reports such as 

those by MIT and National Center for Education Statistics 
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also bring awareness to the issue. Institutions that 

recognize and rectify wage gap problems, rather than 

fighting discrimination claims in court via cases that can 

cost hundreds of thousands of dollars each, help to mend 

the social issues while also saving their own institution 

significant amounts of money (by avoiding such civil 

suits).  

Policy Implications 

Additional responses to the wage gape issue include 

legislation, advocacy by unions and women’s groups, and 

innovative ideas to revamp the labor market. Those who 

believe that the male-female wage differential is the 

result of labor market discrimination suggest that a 

"comparable worth" pay structure be introduced to 

eliminate the gender wage gap. Under a comparable worth 

pay system, jobs are rated according using a number of 

criteria such as: educational requirements, manual 

dexterity requirements, job stress, risk of injuries, etc. 

Jobs that have similar ratings are assigned the same pay. 

Advocates of such a system suggest that this system 

results in equal pay for equivalent work. For example,  

secretarial work and truck driving may be considered 

"comparable" jobs since both involve long periods of 
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sitting, similar amounts of training, and repetitive 

tasks. Therefore, it is argued that the pay of secretaries 

(a traditionally female-dominated occupation) should be 

equal to the pay of truck drivers (a traditionally male-

dominated occupation).xxxi 

 In order to understand the myriad factors involved in 

gender wage gaps, we must continue to study this issue.  

The policies currently in place have helped to outlaw and 

raise awareness about blatant forms of gender 

discrimination in the workplace,  however much can be done 

to understand and eradicate more indirect forms of gender 

inequities. Careful scholarship and passion for justice 

should guide further studies. 
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