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Abstract: This paper examines Gender Discrimination in workforce and the impact of demographic
variable — education - on the gender discrimination. Close ended questionnaire was administered from
526 males and females of lower, middle and higher category employees of public and private health
and education departments of Hyderabad and Jamshoro districts. Likert scale was used to measure the
tendencies of respondents regarding gender discrimination. SPSS was used to conduct the Reliability
tests of the continuous scale i.e. gender discrimination. Two-way ANOVA was used to assess the
gender discrimination in different education groups of both organizations. The results of the test for
public organizations were: the interaction effect between sex and education (sex*education) was F (5,
299) = 1.833, P = .106; main effect for sex was F (1,299) =27.064, P=0.000 and main effect for
education was F (5,299) = 7.976, P=0.000. The results of the test for private organizations were: the
interaction effect between sex and education (sex*education) was F (4, 183) =1.440, P = .222; main
effect for sex was F (1,183) = 4.028, P=0.046 and main effect for education was F (5,183) = 11.444,
P=0.000. The result of interaction effect meant that the influence of education on gender discrimination
was not different for males and females in both organizations. Result of main effect for sex meant that
females were discriminated more than males again in both organizations. Two-way ANOVA for
education showed that the females having lower qualification were discriminated more than the
females having higher qualification, in both public and private organizations.

Keywords: Equal Employment Opportunity, Gender Discrimination, Workforce, Demographic
variable.

INTRODUCTION

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) is a condition in which all individuals have an equal chance of
employment regardless of their race, color, sex and religion. EEO prohibits all forms of employment
discrimination. Affirmative Action (AA) is an action taken to overcome the effects of past or present practices,
policies or other barriers to EEO. If EEO is not acted upon properly, it will result in “Gender Discrimination”.
Workforce was strikingly homogenous i.e. workers were alike (belonging to one race, sex, having same
qualification etc) upto 1950s. Therefore they shared the same interests and needs. Personnel’s job was,
therefore, simpler. In the United States, Passage of federal legislation in the 1960s prohibited employment
discrimination. This resulted in the heterogeneous workforce that had varied personal characteristics and thus
evolved the term’ workforce diversity’. Wayne (1995) has explained that Managing Diversity means
establishing a heterogeneous work force to perform to its potentials in an equitable work environment, where no
member or group of members has an advantage or a disadvantage. Managing diversity is very essential for any
organization, especially in this era of globalization. Managing diversity is not only a hot topic in HRM but also
in Organizational Behavior (OB). Wayne (1995) writes, as a society, we espouse equality of opportunity, rather
than equality of outcomes. That is, the broad goal is to provide for all citizens of the country, regardless of race,
age, gender, religion, national origin, or disability, an equal opportunity to compete for the jobs for which they
are qualified. The objective, therefore, is EEO, not EE (Equal Employment, or equal number of employees from
various sub groups). With this we can achieve the nation’s goals of equality of opportunity, full participation,
independent living and economic reliance. John (2004) says that through out history, western society has
accepted the principle that people should be rewarded according to the worth of their contribution.

Statement of The Problem:
Not only the lowly educated females but also highly educated females confront discrimination, which
hinder their career not only through sticky floor but also through glass ceiling effects.

Objective of The Study:
To study discrimination against females at work force, at different qualification levels.
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Hypothesis:
The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is more for females than males in public
organizations.

Scope of The Study:

This research assessed Gender Discrimination in different education groups of both sexes in both public and
private organizations of Hyderabad and Jamshoro districts. Health and Education departments were taken from
each of the above sectors.

Gender Discrimination In Different Levels of Education In Public organizations:

Here the impact of Education and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. Variables
used here are:
= One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in workforce).
= Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Education: Group 1: Matric = 1; Group 2: Intermediate = 2;
Group 3: Graduate / Diploma = 3; Group 4: Masters = 4; Group 5: M.Phil = 5; Group 6: Ph.D = 6).

Table I: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for education.

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force

Sex Education Mean Std. Deviation N

Male matric 17.5000 3.39116 6
intermediate 22.3333 2.50333 6
graduate / diploma 20.8958 3.07522 48
masters 19.1622 5.20544 74
M.Phil 18.8889 4.67559 9
Ph.D 17.7500 3.37004 8
Total 19.6821 4.44428 151

Female matric 24.8667 3.70071 15
intermediate 27.1667 4.87511 6
graduate / diploma 25.2857 3.32290 49
masters 21.1733 4.82777 75
M.Phil 21.8000 4.32435 5
Ph.D 20.5000 4.06202 10
Total 22.9812 4.70577 160

Total matric 22.7619 4.90820 21
intermediate 24.7500 4.47468 12
graduate / diploma 23.1134 3.87534 97
masters 20.1745 5.10264 149
M.Phil 19.9286 4.61543 14
Ph.D 19.2778 3.92287 18
Total 21.3794 4.86237 311

Table I1: Levene’s test for education.

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances®

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force

F dfl df2 Sig.

2.238 11 299 .013

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + Education + Sex * Education

A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of sex and education
on gender discrimination in work force. Subjects were divided into six education groups (Groupl:
Matriculation; Group 2: Intermediate; Group 3: Graduate/Diploma; Group 4: Masters; Group 5: M.Phil; Group
6: Ph.D). The interaction effect between sex and education was not statistically significant, F (5, 299) = 1.833, p
=.106. There was a statistically significant main effect for education, F (5, 299) = 7.976, p = .000. Effect size
for education was moderate (partial eta squared = .118). The main effect for sex, F (1, 299) = 27.064, p = .000
was also significant with moderate effect size (partial eta squared = .083).

In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Education is more than .05, which means that the influence
of education on gender discrimination is not different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .000, which
means that males and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores [females are discriminated
more (m=22.981) than males (m=19.682)]. ‘Main effect’ for education is .000, which means that education
groups, intermediate group (M = 24.750, SD = 4.474) was significantly different from the masters group (M =
20.174, SD = 5.102) and Ph.D group (M = 19.277, SD = 3.922). The mean score for the graduate / diploma
group (M = 23.113, SD = 3.875) was significantly different from the masters group (M = 20.174, SD = 5.102)
and Ph.D group (M = 19.277, SD = 3.922). Effect size for sex is .083, which is medium which means that the
actual difference in the mean values for males (19.682) and females (22.981) is moderate. Effect size for
education is .118, which is also medium. It means the actual difference in the mean values of education groups
is moderate i.e. 22.761, 24.750, 23.113, 20.174, 19.928 and 19.277.

2266



Aust. J. Basic & Appl. Sci., 5(11): 2265-2271, 2011

Table I11: Tests of between subjects effects for education.

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force
Type Il Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Corrected Model 1774.860° 11 161.351 8.686 .000 .242
Intercept 56552.084 1 56552.084 3.044E3 .000 911
Sex 502.750 1 502.750 27.064 .000 .083
Education 740.804 5 148.161 7.976 .000 .118
Sex * Education 170.297 5 34.059 1.833 .106 .030
Error 5554.369 299 18.576
Total 149481.000 311
Corrected Total 7329.228 310
a. R Squared = .242 (Adjusted R Squared = .214)
Table IV: Multiple comparisons for education.
Discrimination in work force
[Tukey HSD
Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Education (J) Education (1-9) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound |Upper Bound
matric intermediate -1.9881 1.55969 .799 -6.4618 2.4856
graduate / diploma -.3515 1.03735 .999 -3.3269 2.6239
masters 2.5874 1.00462 .107 -.2942 5.4690
MPhil 2.8333 1.48711 401 -1.4321 7.0988
PhD 3.4841 1.38442 123 -.4868 7.4551
intermediate matric 1.9881 1.55969 799 -2.4856 6.4618
graduate / diploma 1.6366 1.31892 .816 -2.1465 5.4197
masters 45755 1.29333 .006 .8658 8.2852
MPhil 4.8214 1.69556 .054 -.0419 9.6848
PhD 5.4722 1.60626 .010 .8650 10.0795
graduate / diploma |matric .3515 1.03735 .999 -2.6239 3.3269
intermediate -1.6366 1.31892 .816 -5.4197 2.1465
masters 2.9389" .56230 .000 1.3261 4.5518
MPhil 3.1848 1.23223 .104 -.3496 6.7192
PhD 3.8356" 1.10614 .008 .6629 7.0084
masters matric -2.5874 1.00462 .107 -5.4690 .2942
intermediate -4.5755 1.29333 .006 -8.2852 -.8658
graduate / diploma -2.9389" .56230 .000 -4.5518 -1.3261
MPhil .2459 1.20481 1.000 -3.2098 3.7017
PhD .8967 1.07550 .961 -2.1881 3.9816
MPhil matric -2.8333 1.48711 401 -7.0988 1.4321
intermediate -4.8214 1.69556 .054 -9.6848 .0419
graduate / diploma -3.1848 1.23223 .104 -6.7192 .3496
masters -.2459 1.20481 1.000 -3.7017 3.2098
PhD .6508 1.53588 .998 -3.7546 5.0561
PhD matric -3.4841 1.38442 123 -7.4551 4868
intermediate -5.4722" 1.60626 .010 -10.0795 -.8650
graduate / diploma -3.8356" 1.10614 .008 -7.0084 -.6629
masters -.8967 1.07550 .961 -3.9816 2.1881
MPhil -.6508 1.53588 .998 -5.0561 3.7546
Profile Plots:

Gender Discrimination In Different Levels of Education In Private organizations:

Here the impact of Education and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. Variables
used here are:
= One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in workforce).

Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Education: Group 1: Matriculation = 1; Group 2: Intermediate =
2; Group 3: Graduate / Diploma = 3; Group 4: Masters = 4; Group 5: M.Phil = 5; Group 6: Ph.D = 6).

A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of sex and education
on gender discrimination in work force. Subjects were divided into six education groups (Groupl: Matric;
Group 2: Intermediate; Group 3: Graduate / Diploma; Group 4: Masters; Group 5: M.Phil; Group 6: Ph.D). The
interaction effect between sex and education was not statistically significant, F (4, 183) = 1.440, p = .222. There
was a statistically significant main effect for education, F (5, 183) = 11.444, p = .000. Effect size for education
was large (partial eta squared = .238). The main effect for for sex, F(1, 183) = 4.028, p = .046 was also
significant with small effect size (partial eta squared = .022).

Profile Plots:

In the above results ‘interaction effect” for Sex*Education is more than .05, which means that the influence
of education on gender discrimination is not different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .046, which
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means that males and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores [females are discriminated
more (m=23.150) than males (m=19.693)]. ‘Main effect’ for education is .000, which means that education
groups, matric group (M = 25.450, SD = 3.379) was significantly different from the masters group (M = 19.779,
SD = 4.504), M.Phil group (M = 17.000, SD = 4.496) and PhD group (M = 16.000, SD = 3.674). The mean
score for the intermediate group (M = 24.615, SD = 3.330) was also significantly different from the masters
group (M = 19.779, SD = 4.504), M.Phil group (M = 17.000, SD = 4.496) and Ph.D group (M = 16.000, SD =
3.674). The mean score for the graduate / diploma group (M = 23.450, SD = 4.727) was also significantly
different from the masters group (M = 19.779, SD = 4.504), M.Phil group (M = 17.000, SD = 4.496) and Ph.D
group (M = 16.000, SD = 3.674). The mean score for the masters group (M = 19.779, SD = 4.504) did not
significantly differ significantly from M.Phil group (M = 17.000, SD = 4.496) and Ph.D group (M = 16.000, SD
= 3.674). Effect size for sex is .022, which is small. It means though the effect has reached statistical
significance; the actual difference in the mean values for males (m=19.693) and females (23.150) is small.
Effect size for education is .238, which is large. It means that the actual difference in the mean values of the
education groups is large i.e., 25.450, 24.615, 23.450, 19.779, 17.000 and 16.000.

Estimated Marginal Means of Discrimination in work force

Sex
27.504 o —Male
/\ ‘\\\ Female
.
’ .

wn ™,
c / R o)
™ 25009 =
[ o
= "\_\
" \
£ y
D 22,50
o
=
o
3
© 20.00-
E
=
]
w

17.50

T T T T T T
matric  intermediste graduste /. masters MPhil PhD

diploma
Education

Fig. I: Graph of discrimination in different education groups of males & females.

Table V: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for education.

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force

Sex Education Mean Std. Deviation N

Male matriculation 23.8889 2.57121 9
intermediate 24.3333 2.51661 3
graduate / diploma 20.7857 3.45722 28
masters 18.5588 3.22106 34
MPhil 16.8889 4.75511 9
PhD 16.0000 3.67423 5
[Total 19.6932 4.01823 38

Female matriculation 26.7273 3.52394 11
intermediate 24.7000 3.65300 10
graduate / diploma 25.7812 4.48463 32
masters 20.5769 5.04624 52
MPhil 18.0000 . 1
[Total 23.1509 5.27671 106

Total matriculation 25.4500 3.37912 20
intermediate 24.6154 3.33013 13
graduate / diploma 23.4500 4.72794 60
masters 19.7791 4.50464 86
MPhil 17.0000 4.49691 10
PhD 16.0000 3.67423 5
[Total 21.5825 5.04035 194
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Table VI: Levene’s test for education.

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances®

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force

F dfl df2 Sig.
1.399 10 183 .184
[Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Sex + Education + Sex * Education
Table VII: Tests of between subjects effects for education.
[Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Discrimination in
work force
Type I Partial
Source ISum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared
Corrected Model  |1771.196° 10 177.120 10.349 .000 .361
Intercept 24402.536 1 24402.536 1.426E3 .000 .886
Sex 68.936 1 68.936 4.028 .046 .022
Education 979.288 5 195.858 11.444 .000 .238
Sex * Education  |98.606 4 24.651 1.440 .222 .031
Error 3131.984 183 17.115
Total 95269.000 194
Corrected Total  4903.180 193
a. R Squared = .361 (Adjusted R Squared = .326)
Table VIII: Multiple comparisons for education.
Discrimination in work force Tukey HSD
Mean  Difference| 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Education (J) Education (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound |[Upper Bound
matric intermediate .8346 1.47385 .993 -3.4103 5.0795
graduate / diploma 2.0000 1.06817 1423 -1.0765 5.0765
masters 5.6709 1.02701 .000 2.7130 8.6289
MPhil 8.4500 1.60225 .000 3.8353 13.0647
PhD 9.4500 2.06849 .000 3.4924 15.4076
intermediate matric -.8346 1.47385 .993 -5.0795 3.4103
graduate / diploma 1.1654 1.26561 1941 -2.4798 4.8105
masters 4.8363 1.23106 .002 1.2907 8.3820
MPhil 7.6154 1.74011 .000 2.6036 12.6272
PhD 8.6154" 2.17703 .001 2.3452 14.8856
graduate / diploma  |matric -2.0000 1.06817 1423 -5.0765 1.0765
intermediate -1.1654 1.26561 .941 -4.8105 2.4798
masters 3.6709" .69588 .000 1.6667 5.6752
MPhil 6.4500 1.41305 .000 2.3802 10.5198
PhD 7.4500 1.92566 .002 1.9038 12.9962
masters matric -5.6709" 1.02701 .000 -8.6289 -2.7130
intermediate -4.8363 1.23106 .002 -8.3820 -1.2907
graduate / diploma -3.6709 .69588 .000 -5.6752 -1.6667
MPhil 2.7791 1.38220 .340 -1.2019 6.7600
PhD 3.7791 1.90314 .355 -1.7023 9.2604
MPhil matric -8.4500 1.60225 .000 -13.0647 -3.8353
intermediate -7.6154" 1.74011 .000 -12.6272 -2.6036
graduate / diploma -6.4500 1.41305 .000 -10.5198 -2.3802
masters -2.7791 1.38220 .340 -6.7600 1.2019
PhD 1.0000 2.26592 .998 -5.5262 7.5262
PhD matric -9.4500 2.06849 .000 -15.4076 -3.4924
intermediate -8.6154 2.17703 .001 -14.8856 -2.3452
graduate / diploma -7.4500 1.92566 .002 -12.9962 -1.9038
masters -3.7791 1.90314 .355 -9.2604 1.7023
MPhil -1.0000 2.26592 .998 -7.5262 5.5262
Based on observed means.
The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 17.115.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Comments and Conclusions:

Hypothesis 15 inferred that “the effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is different for
males and females in public organizations than private organizations”. This hypothesis was also tested by two-
way ANOVA. The results of the test for public organizations were: the interaction effect between sex and
education (sex*education) was F (5, 299) = 1.833, P = .106; main effect for sex was F (1,299) =27.064, P=0.000
and main effect for education was F (5,299) = 7.976, P=0.000. The result of interaction effect meant that the
influence of education on gender discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect
for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 22.981) than males (mean = 19.682). Result of
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main effect for education indicated that females were discriminated more than males in majority of the
education groups. As the result for the interaction effect between sex and education was statistically not
significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis:

Ho: The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for females than males in
public organizations.

Ha: The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is more for females than males in public
organizations.

Estimated Marginal Means of Discrimination in work force

28.004
Sex

'*\\‘ — Male
26.00 S Female

24.00
22.00
20.00

18.00

Estimated Marginal Means

16.00

T T T T T T
matric  intermediate graduate / masters MPhil PhD

diploma
Education

Maon-estimable means are not plotted
Fig. 11: Graph of discrimination in different education groups of males and females.

The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction effect between sex and education
(sex*education) was F (4, 183) =1.440, P = .222; main effect for sex was F (1,183) = 4.028, P=0.046 and main
effect for education was F (5,183) = 11.444, P=0.000. The result of interaction effect meant that the influence of
education on gender discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant
that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.150) than males (mean = 19.693). Result of main effect for
education indicated that females were discriminated more than males in majority of the education groups. As the
result for the interaction effect between sex and education was statistically not significant, therefore we accept
the null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis:

Ho: The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for females than males in
public organizations.

Ha: The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is more for females than males in public
organizations.

We concluded from above results that the effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce was
not different for females and males in public organizations than private organizations.
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