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ABSTRACT 
 

      Human Resource Management (HRM) is a very essential tool of the 

organizations. Now-a-days its importance has increased because of the 

heterogeneous work force. Globalization has resulted in the “Managing 

Diversity”, the prime aim of which is to provide equitable work environment for 

heterogeneous work force to perform to its potentials. One of the tools of the 

managing diversity is Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO). EEO prohibits 

all forms of employment discrimination. Affirmative Action (AA) is a supportive 

tool of EEO to correct the employment number mistake of the past. If EEO is 

not operating properly it will result in Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling effects. 

      This thesis examines Gender Discrimination through Sticky Floor 

(Horizontal Discrimination) and Glass Ceiling (Vertical Discrimination) effects. 

Horizontal discrimination is examined through employment, trainings, 

assignments and behavior at work place; vertical discrimination is examined 

through promotions and wage gap. Close ended questionnaire was 

administered from 526 samples-242 males and 282 females- of lower, middle 

and higher category employees of public and private health and education 

departments of Hyderabad and Jamshoro districts. 

The findings showed that females are discriminated more than males in 

employment, assignments, trainings, and behavior; more in public sector than 

in private sector. In terms of promotions there is no any significant 

discrimination against females in any of the sector. Study has also found that 

females in all age groups are discriminated more than males in public 

organizations than in private organizations. However females in age group 

31-40 years are discriminated more and in age group 41-50 less. Effect of 
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marital status on gender discrimination in workforce is not different for 

females and males in public organizations than private organizations. The 

effect of children on gender discrimination in workforce is not different for 

females and males in public organizations than private organizations. The 

effect of domicile on gender discrimination in workforce is not different for 

females and males in public organizations than private organizations. 

Females are discriminated more than males in majority of the post groups 

(designation they hold) in both organizations. ‘paramedical’ females in public 

health department and ‘nurse’ in private health department and ‘HST’  in 

public and private education department face more discrimination; whereas 

‘professors’ in public and private health department and ‘university professors’ 

in public and private education department face less discrimination. The effect 

of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is not different for 

females and males in public organizations than private organizations. The 

effect of district on gender discrimination in workforce is different for females 

and males in public organizations than private organizations. The effect of 

organization on gender discrimination in workforce is not different for females 

and males in public organizations than private organizations. Females are 

discriminated more than males in majority of the current salary groups in both 

organizations. In both sectors, females of salary group ‘5,100 to 8,000’ face 

more discrimination and ‘more than 50,000’ face less discrimination. The 

influence of education on gender discrimination is not different for males and 

females in private organizations than in public organizations. However, 

females of education group ‘intermediate’ face more discrimination and ‘PhD’ 

face less discrimination in public sector and females of education group 
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‘matriculation’ face more discrimination and ‘MPhil’ face less discrimination in 

private sector. Females are paid less than males and that wage gap is more 

in private sector than public sector, though they have equal educational 

attainment level in both sectors. The findings have also shown that gender 

discrimination is inversely proportional with job satisfaction and motivation 

and commitment and enthusiasm, and directly proportional with the stress 

level.  
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CHAPTER NO I 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.  Human Resource Management (HRM) 

It is found that the human is a distinctive resource which turns 

inanimate factors of production into wealth, so the management of human 

resource calls for an approach which is distinct from the way we manage 

other organizational resources. This approach is called Human Resource 

Management (HRM) (John, 2004). David et al, (1998) have described that 

HRM is the part of an organization that is concerned with the “people” 

dimension. It is concerned with: acquiring the services of the people, 

developing their skills, motivating them to high level of performance, and 

ensure that they continue to maintain their commitment to the organization. 

These elements are essential to achieving organizational objectives. HRM in 

any organization is concerned with the Staffing, Training, Developing, 

Motivating and Maintaining the employees. Staffing is concerned with 

strategic human resource planning, recruiting and selection. Fifty years ago, 

HRM was considerably simpler because work force was strikingly 

homogenous. Now-a-days work force has changed from homogeneous to 

heterogeneous type. Much of this change has been attributed to the passage 

of federal legislation in USA prohibiting employment discrimination. Based on 

such laws, avenues began to open up especially for women and minorities. It 

is recognized that discrimination is at the heart of HRM. 

     Discrimination 

 

           Fair                               Unfair



  

 

Fair discrimination is based on the individual differences in the capabilities and 

credential of the employees regardless of their race, sex, color, originality etc. 

unfair discrimination is based on intentional discrimination against employees 

because of their sex, race, color etc. Managing diversity is required to close 

the unfair discrimination and thus enable employees to compete on equal 

basis. 

 

2.  Managing Diversity 

 According to David et al (1998), up to the 1950s workforce was 

strikingly homogenous i.e. workers were alike (belonging to one race, sex etc), 

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. Once the ‘number mistake’ 

has been corrected (Affirmative Action is implemented), the work of managing 

diversity starts. Managing diversity is not only a hot topic in HRM but also in 

Organizational Behavior (OB). 

 

 



  

 

3.  Equal Employment Opportunities (EEO) 

 Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) was the consequence of 

amendment in the United States’ Civil Rights Act of 1962. This amendment 

was passed by the Congress in 1972. It prohibits all forms of employment 

discrimination based on race, religion, color, sex or national origins. 

John (2004) has enumerated three main factors that led to the development of 

EEO: 

i:- Changes in societal values 

ii:- The economic status of the women and minorities, and 

iii:- The emerging role of the government regulations. 

One of the tools of managing diversity is an Equal Employment 

Opportunity (EEO). EEO is the condition in which all individuals have an equal 

chance for employment, regardless of their race, color, sex and religion      

(Raymond et al., 2004). EEO prohibits all forms of employment discrimination. 

Every major activity of HRM is affected by EEO laws. The process by which 

employers recruit, hire, evaluate, promote, monitor, lay off and terminate 

employees can fall under EEOs legislation (www.wikepedia.com).  

According to Wayne (1995), EEO implies two things: 

A: -  Evaluation of candidates for jobs in terms of characteristics that really 

do make a difference between success and failure (e.g., in selection, 

promotion, performance appraisal and lay off). 

B: -  Fair and equal treatment of employees on the job (e.g., equal pay for 

equal work, equal benefits, freedom from sexual harassment). 

John et al., (1998) have clarified the meaning of EEO. According to 

them EEO simply means that individuals should be given an equal opportunity 

in employment decisions, it does not mean preferential treatment for one 



  

 

individual over other because of race, sex, color, religion, national origin, age 

or disability. 

3.1 Societal Values and EEO 

 Islam emphasizes on merit rather than privilege. History depicts that 

Mosses chose able men out of all Israel, and made them heads over the 

people, rulers of thousands, rulers of hundreds, rulers of fifties, and rulers of 

tens(Ziaullah, 2008). Same system is prevailing in the western societies. 

Confirming this, 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. Raymond (2004) has written that in this regard all the 

three branches of United States – Legislative, Executive and Judicial – play an 

important role in creating legal environment for HRM. EEO is the consequence 

of that legal environment for HRM, which was created by the law. Elaborating 

the societal values, John (2004) says EEO increases the economic welfare of 

individuals, society and country. If EEO is not properly acted upon, it adds to 

such social problems as poverty, crime, high taxes, and civic disorder; which 

also hurt the business community, society and country. 

 Exploring the role of EEO on society, 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.  



  

 

 

4.  Affirmative Action (AA) 

 Defining Affirmative Action (AA), Wayne (1995) writes that it refers to 

actions taken to overcome the effects of past or present practices, policies or 

other barriers to EEO. It is the first step that gives managers the opportunity to 

correct imbalances, injustices and past mistakes. It ensures that the 

representation of each protected group in the workforce is proportional to its 

representation in the relevant labor market. Raymond et al (2004) write that 

organizations use AA programs to avoid discrimination by increasing the 

representation of the minorities. In its original form, affirmative action meant as 

taking extra effort to attract and retain minority employees. According to John 

(2004) the most controversial interpretation of affirmative action is that it grants 

special treatment to some individuals to the detriment of others. The legality of 

the special treatment depends in part on whether AA is involuntary (mandated 

by law or court orders) or voluntary. 

 

5.  Definition of “Gender” 

  Every society establishes a set of accepted behaviors to which male 

and female are expected to confer i.e., men and women are expected to act in 

their respective capacities. There are standards of feminity and masculinity 

and, learned patterns of behavior, which vary from society to society. These 

socially and culturally determined differences are what constitute “Gender” 

(Siddiqui, 2004). Gender refers to the social differences and relations between 

men and women, which are learned, changeable over time, and have wide 

variation between both within and, between cultures. These differences and 

relationships are socially constructed and are learned through socialization 



  

 

process. They are context-specific and can be modified. The term “gender” is 

different from “sex”, but these are used commonly often without any 

difference. The biological differences of body are what define sex (Marger, 

1999). Gender refers to the socially constructed categories of masculine and 

feminine that is differently defined in various cultures. Gender does not refer to 

the physical attributes in terms of which men and women differ, but to socially 

formed roles and relations of men and women. Gender is one of the 

organizing principles of Pakistan society, and patriarchical values 

predetermine the social value of gender. The sexual division of labor places 

women in reproductive roles in the private sphere and men in the productive 

role as breadwinners in the public sphere (Salwa, 1998). 

 Extending benefits of development to men and women is fundamental 

to the fulfillment of social equity objectives of the development. Unequal 

treatment of women and men and their differential social and economic roles 

has led to increased poverty of women in many countries (Muqadissa, 2004). 

 
6.  Gender Discrimination 

 Wayne (1995) says that no law has ever attempted to define precisely 

the term’ discrimination’, in the context of employment, it can be defined as the 

giving of an unfair advantage (or disadvantage) to the members of the 

particular group in comparison to the members of other group. The 

disadvantage usually results in the denial or restriction of employment 

opportunities, or in an inequality in the terms of benefits of employment. 

Discrimination is a subtle and complex phenomenon that may assume two 

broad forms: 



  

 

1. Unequal (Disparate) Treatment: This is an intentional discrimination 

treatment. For example, it would include hiring or promoting one person over 

an equally qualified person because of the individual’s race, sex etc; or paying 

a male more than a female to perform the same job. 

2. Adverse Impact: David et al (1998) write that it is a consequence of an 

employment practice (application of identical standards for every one) that 

results in a greater rejection rate for a minority group than it does for the 

majority group in the occupation. This concept results from a seemingly 

neutral, even unintentional employment practice consequence. For example, 

police department’s same requirement of height and weight for both males and 

females.  

 Narrating the decisions of the courts, John (2004)  writes that in 

interpreting title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and other laws, the United 

States’ courts have held that both intentional (disparate treatment) and 

unintentional (disparate impact) acts of covered entities may constitute illegal 

employment discrimination. 

 If EEO is not operating properly, it results in adverse impacts and 

adverse (Disparate) treatment such as Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling effects. 

Both of these effects are originally specifically applied to discrimination against 

women (Hiau, 2008). 

6.1  Sticky Floor 

 Sticky Floor is defined as “The situation where identical men and 

women might be appointed to the same scale or ranks, but the women are 

appointed at the bottom and men further up the scale”. The gaps widen at the 

bottom of the wage distribution (Erk et al., 2006). Sticky Floor also refers to the 



  

 

horizontal discrimination against women, which means that females are 

discriminated in appointment, trainings and assignments. 

6.2  Glass Ceiling  

 Glass Ceiling is an often used metaphor for relative disadvantages 

regarding women’s career opportunities, alluding to the growing difficulties for 

women when moving up the career ladder (Cotter et al., 2001). This situation 

is referred to as a “Ceiling” as there is a limitation blocking upward 

advancement and “Glass” (Transparency) because the limitation is not 

immediately apparent and is normally an unwritten and unofficial policy (Hiau , 

2008). Such disadvantages for the women are not solely due to differences in 

human capital (Maume, 1999). There are several reasons behind the glass 

ceiling. First, homosociality, which implies that men have a tendency to prefer 

men for self reflection, relaxation and social support (Reskin et al., 1986). 

Second, prevailing of the sexist attitudes for example men are better suited to 

leadership position than women (Ackler, 1990). Such attitudes can be used by 

the men in strategies to secure power, authority and other privileges (Rosefed 

et al.,, 1990). Third, statistical discrimination, where employers avoid 

promoting women because women as a group are absent from work more 

often than men, due to child bearing and child care responsibilities (De Larica 

et all., 2005). 

 Highly educated women encounter a glass ceiling but the groups with 

primary and secondary education encounter a sticky floor. Sticky floor widens 

the wage gap at the bottom, whereas Glass ceiling increases gender pay gap 

at the top (Lateef, 1992). 

 



  

 

7.  World Background  

 Of the approximately 1.3 billion people living in the world, live on less 

than one dollar per day, 70 percent are women. Of the world’s 900 million 

illiterate people, women outnumber men two to one (UNDP, 2001). 

 Universal Declaration of Human Rights Article-2 states” Every one is 

entitled to all rights and freedom set forth in this connection without distinction 

of any kind, such as race, color, sex, language, religious, political or other 

opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status” (UN, 1948). 

 The UNSCR 1325 was passed unanimously on 31st October in which it 

was acknowledged not only that ‘peace is inextricably linked with equality 

between men and women’, but that ‘the equal access and full participation of 

women in power structures and their full involvement in all efforts for the 

prevention and resolution of conflicts are essential for the maintenance and 

promotion of peace and security. The first of four interrelated areas, on which 

resolution calls the member states and other parties(militaries, humanitarian 

agencies, civil society) to take action, is ‘participation of women in decision-

making and peace process (www.peacewomenorg/ unisc/1325). 

 In Norway, Finland and Sweden, Gender Equality ombudsmen have 

been set up to hear and investigate complaints and to conduct research and 

education campaigns under the auspices of gender equality legislation. In 

Denmark and Iceland, a Gender Equality Council is responsible both for 

drafting and implementing legislation. 

 International Standards, for providing equality to women, include the 

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women, 



  

 

the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action and CSCE/OSCE 

commitments. 

 Discrimination on the grounds of gender is not only  a problem of 

legislation, policy and projects; but also of attitude – the belief that women are 

not as capable, or intelligent, or as economically able as men, which leads to 

female being socialized into certain roles. Most females have multiple roles – 

in family, in community and in their work outside home, which lead them to 

work for longer hours than men for less economic reward. Their contribution is 

largely ignored or under valued in national statistics on productivity and by 

society as a whole. The purpose of the gender mainstreaming is not to 

discriminate against men, but to ensure that the outcome of all the activities is 

the achievement of genuine equality for women and men – that is equality in 

fact as well as in law (Chris, 2004).  

 

8.  Pakistan Background 

 Pakistan is a semi-arid country with a total population of 163.67 million, 

of this population two thirds live in rural areas (Pak: Econ: Survey, 2008-09). 

Poverty is high in Pakistan with over a third of population living below the 

poverty line. Women form 48 percent of the total population and men form 

remaining 52 percent. The population of women has increased slightly more 

than the population of the men. The growth rate for women is 2.6 percent and 

for men is 2.5 percent per annum (Human Development Report, 2008). The 

absolute number of poor has increased from 19 million in 1960 to 42 million in 

1995(UNDP, 1999). Pakistan is among those countries of the world where sex 



  

 

ratio is in favor of males and there are 108 males to every 100 females 

(Human Development Report, 2003). 

 Asia provides some of the earliest examples of the reservations in the 

world, with Pakistan implementing ’reservations’ in 1956, and Bangladesh 

implementing reserved seats for women in the 1970s. In their Women in 

National Parliaments World Classification as of 30th October 2004 the Inter-

Parliament Union noted Pakistan as 32 out of 125 with 74 out of 342 seats in 

the lower house taken by women and 18 out of 100 in the upper house. India 

is ranked 93 with 44 out of 541 women seats in the lower house and there was 

no any woman since the June 2004 in the upper house (Chris, 2004). 

 The 30 percent quota reserved for women in politics by the 

governments in India and Pakistan, has proved effective both in generating 

debates on women’s election to decision-making roles at lower levels and to 

generating conditions to support women political representatives through 

training and ongoing monitoring and inclusion(Chris, 2004). 

 The economic strength is a basis of social, political and psychological 

power in society. It depends on dependence or interdependence among the 

social strata of the society. The division of work reflects the relative autonomy 

of the classes. The nature of the division of the labor also defines the share of 

the decision-making power. The economic structure of the society, particularly 

the nature of the means of the production, determines the social status of the 

classes. The current economic society of Pakistan is devised in such a way 

that if we take gender as a class, women are denied of their due share in the 

ownership of the means of production. They are unable to assert themselves 

or demand economic justice in either household or at community level. Each 



  

 

and every woman is alienated from her production – whether it is material, 

intellectual or biological – she needs to achieve completeness as a person. 

Such scenario enables one gender to exploit, oppress, use, manipulate and 

control the other gender for achieving its own goals. This gender based 

division of labor has allotted men to production and women to reproduction 

and consumption (Muhammad, 2004). 

 

9.  Status of Women in Pakistan 

 After the creation of Pakistan, although women are enjoying more 

freedom and equality than what they had during the colonial period; however 

prejudice, social taboos, and traditional gendered biased attitude of state and 

society have not changed yet (Azra, 2004). 

 There is a considerable diversity in the status of women across classes, 

regions, and the rural/urban divide due to uneven socioeconomic development 

in Pakistan (ADB, 2001). The labor force participation rates for females are 

mostly under-reported by the official sources of data. The refined activity rate 

was 13.6 percent and 70 percent for men, while the crude activity rate was 9 

percent and 47 percent respectively (Labor Force Survey, 1997). 

 ADB (2002), in the country report on Poverty in Pakistan, reported that 

in the formal sector of the economy, majority of women are concentrated in 

low-paid jobs with limited opportunity for upward mobility (Shah et al., 2004). 

 In 1985, The Pakistan Commission on the Status of the Women 

reported that Pakistani women were treated as possession rather than self-

reliant, self-regulating humans. They are bought, sold, and beaten even killed 

with impunity and social approval. They are dispossessed and disinherited in 



  

 

spite of legal safeguards. Vast majority is made to work for as long as sixteen 

to eighteen hours a day without any payment (Muqadissa, 2004). 

 According to the United Nations Human Development Programs gender 

related index, “Pakistan side back in 2003 to 144th out of 174 countries places 

in the index (it was 107 out of 137 in 1996) and occupied 92 out of 94 places 

with regard to women’s empowerment” (Khalid, 2003). 

9.1  Access to Education 

 The culture, prevailing in Pakistan, values women’s reproductive 

capacities more than their productive ones, hence it inhibits in investments in 

female education. Practices such as early marriage, low chances of 

employment, and women’s migration to husbands’ homes prevent parents 

from receiving a return on their investments in daughters’ education (Shah et 

al., 2004). 

 In its report on Women in Pakistan, The World Bank (1998) mentioned 

that the indicators of women’s welfare and productivity fall into four main 

groups. The first relates to life and death (the sex/gender ratio). Second 

relates to human resource development- in education and health. Third relates 

to their role in bringing down the population growth rate. And the last relates to 

women’s participation in the economy and their contribution to household 

income. Major thrust of any strategy should be to improve the level of 

investment in women’s human resource, since it has a major impact on their 

welfare and on the economy of the country (WB, 1998). 

 In the report of UNESCO (1996), it was observed that 32.25 million 

women in Pakistan have not acquired any kind of literacy, while only 40 

percent of the girls acquired primary education. Only 13 percent of the girls 



  

 

obtained secondary education. 83 percent of the females were illiterate, with 

no change in the period 1981-91, while 60 percent of the males were illiterate 

with a decline of 5 percent in the same period. Enrolment ratios are much 

lower for girls than for boys at all levels. Following table depict this ratio: 

Table I-1: Ratio of girls to boys 

In Primary Education In Secondary education In Tertiary Education

1990-91 2000-01 2000-01 2000-01 

0.48 0.55 `0.63 0.38 

Source: Human Development Report 2003 

 The combined gross ratio for 2000-01 was 27:45 female: male. Female 

literacy is only 29 percent as compared to the 55 percent for males (Human 

Development Report, 2003). 

Table I-2: Literacy in percentage 2001(10+Age) 

Gender All Areas Urban Rural 

Both Sexes 49.51 68.43 38.85 

Male 61.45 76.17 52.62 

Female 36.96 15.66 25.02 

Source:  Mehboob-ul-Haque Human Development Centre, Human 

Development in South Asia, 2001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table I-3: Literacy rates (10 years & above) by sex and urban & rural areas of 
Pakistan, 1972-2008 literacy rates in percentage 



  

 

Year All Areas Urban Rural 

Both 

Sexes 

Male Female Both Sexes Male  Female Both Sexes Male Female 

1972 21.70 30.20 11.60 41.50 49.90 30.90 14.30 22.60 4.70 

1981 26.20 35.10 16.00 74.10 53.30 37.30 17.30 26.20 7.30 

1998 43.92 54.81 32.02 63.08 70.00 55.16 33.64 46.38 20.09 

2001 

Estimated 

48.11 59.29 36.19 66.42 72.97 59.10 37.83 51.30 24.02 

2003 

Estimated 

51.13 62.49 39.27 68.74 75.03 61.89 40.91 54.86 27.06 

2005 

Estimated 

54.33 65.85 42.61 71.14 77.14 64.80 44.24 58.68 30.48 

2008 

Estimated 

59.52 71.24 48.16 74.91 80.41 69.43 49.74 64.90 36.44 

Source: Pakistan Economic Survey 2008-09. 

9.2  Women in Work Force in Pakistan 

 The consistent identification of women with certain policy areas is 

indicative of the type of gender stereotyping that sideline women into so called 

‘soft’ roles such as culture and social affairs, and keeps them out of the other 

key policy areas, such as trade, industry, transport and economic affairs 

(Chriss, 2004). According to official data, female official labor force was only 

13 percent by 1990. The contributing family workers from 1995-2000 among 

females is 33 percent, while the contributing male workers in the same time 

span is 67 percent. Pakistan ranks on 144 on the Human Development Index 

out of total 175 countries under the category of low human development 

countries. The estimated earned income (US$) in 2001 was 909:2824 Female: 



  

 

Male ratio. According to the gender related development index Pakistan is 

ranked on 120 (Human Development Report, 2003). 

 The rural women form 37.5 percent of total labor force in rural areas. 

Female labor force participation rates dropped from 9.3 percent in 1961 

Census to 3.2 percent in 1981 Census. A negative trend also witnessed for the 

period 1987-88 to 1997-98, female representation in the category of 

agricultural workers decreased from 16.6 percent to 7.9 percent (Labor Force 

Survey, 1997-98). A study showed that male-female earnings differential in 

rural area was 38.3 percent in 1985-86 (Javed et al., 1993). Only 28 percent of 

the country‘s labor force is women, while their contribution to agriculture and 

the informal sector is not even recognized (Khalid, 2003). 

 The research of Shah et al (2004) had shown that the annual income of 

the rural women in Sindh was Rs 4,435, which was about one-tenth of their 

family income. The average wages for females was Rs 47.21 (with the ranges 

45.00 to 50.66), whereas the average wages for males was Rs 72.26 (with the 

ranges 65.00 to 93.00). This data showed that males earned more than 50 

percent as compared to females.  

Table I-4: Wages per day of males and females  

Main Agro-Eco Zones Mean Wages per Day (Rupees) 
Male Female 

Badin ( Sugar Cane) 76.36 47.95 
Sanghar (Wheat / Cotton) 93.33 50.66 
Larkana (Rice) 47.84 44.44 
Tharparkar (Arid Zone / 
Desert) 

78.79 45.00 

Dadu ( Arid Zone / 
Mountain) 

65.00 48.00 

All Main Agr-Eco Zones 72.26 47.21 
   Source: Research work of shah perveen et al (2004) 

 



  

 

 The study of Shah et al., (2004) also showed that the illiterate women in 

the studied villages were about 92 percent, while only 3 percent women were 

educated up to primary and middle school level. Women at matriculation level 

were only 0.9 percent. 

 Participatory development and gender participation in decision making 

are the burning topics among academia, researchers, and development 

professionals. Their research showed that only 15.1 percent of women were 

independent in household management decision making. The women 

participation is 16.6 percent in family matters, 15.9 percent in health related 

problems and 41.1 percent in matrimonial decisions. Their participation in 

property related matters was just 1.5 percent, in land management 2.9 percent 

(Shah et al., 2004). 

 

10.  Legal Status 

 According to the constitution of Pakistan, Articles 25,27,35,37 

 State parties shall accord to women equality with men before the law. 

(Convention on the elimination of all form of violence against women, article 

15) 

 All are equal before the law and entitled without any discrimination to 

equal protection of law. All are entitled to equal protection against any 

discrimination in violation of this declaration and against any incitement of 

such discrimination. 

 Some of the laws which violate the women rights, as identified in the 

1997 Report of the Commission of Inquiry for Women (14), are the Zina 

Ordinance (which relates to fornication and rape), the Evidence Act and the 



  

 

Qisas and Diyat law (which relates to physical injury and murder). Another 

major hazard for the women of Pakistan has been the Shariat Bill (which has 

the potential to negate many of the rights of women) (Muqadissa, 2004). 

 

11.  Social and Psychological Impact of Gender 

Discrimination. 

 In Emile Durkheim’s view social disorganization leads to personal 

disorganization and ultimately to increased self destruction. 

 Gender Discrimination creates insecurity in the depths of the working 

women. It is seething cauldron lying and festering to erupt volcanically 

destroying everything in its path, none is sanctimonious. 

 Security is a stage of psychology domain, once the state of security is 

shattered, we see individuals responding paranoically. Simple peace loving 

employees transform into paranoid and suspicious, fearful and angry 

individuals. In short employees are turned emotionally brittle.  

 Insecurity leads to self destruction and is a two-way interaction. When 

social disorganization disorganizes individuals then the individuals’ 

disorganization would also lead to a sum total of disorganization. 

Social Disorganization                                               Personal Disorganization  

 Hopelessness occurs when there is helplessness expectancy. It is 

intensified with the belief that the negative happening will persist and recur. 

Loosing hope is the single most important predictor of suicide (www.media. 

Pfeiffer.edu). 

 

 

 



  

 

12.  Women in Islam 

 Islam is a complete doctrine: life, family, society and ultimately the 

whole of mankind is treated by Islam on an ethical basis. Differential in sex is 

neither credit nor a drawback for the sexes. The Holy Quran provides clear cut 

evidence that women are completely equated with men in the sight of God in 

terms of her rights and responsibilities (Siddiqui, 2004). The Holy Quran 

states: 

 “Every soul will be (held) in pledge for its deeds” (Quran 74:38).  It also 

states: 

 “So their lord accepted their prayers, (Saying) I will not suffer to be the 

work of any of you whether male or female. You proceed for another” (Quran 

31:195). 

 

 “Whoever works righteousness, man and woman, and has faith, verily 

to him will We give a new life that is good and pure and We will bestow on 

such their reward according to their actions” (Quran 16:97). 

According to Sura Nissa, Allah says: 

 “Men shall have the benefit of what they can and women shall have the 

benefit of what they can; and ask Allah of His grace, surely Allah knows all 

things”(04:04). 

 The Holy Prophet (PBUH) says:” Whosoever has daughter and he does 

not bury her alive, does not insult her, and does not favor his son over her, 

God will enter him into paradise.”(Imam Ibn-Hambal, No 1957). 

The Prophet (PBUH) further says: 



  

 

 “Whosoever supports two daughters till they mature, he and I will come 

in the Day of Judgment as this (and he pointed with his two fingers held 

together).”(Imam Ibn Hambal). 

 

13.  Statement of the Problem 

 Gender Discrimination is the burning issue of world. Women in Pakistan 

also face discrimination in the work force, which is either in the shape of Sticky 

Floor or Glass Ceiling Effects. Discrimination on one side negates the EEO 

laws, which will adversely affect the HRM practices; on the other side denies 

the equity, social justice and the exercise of basic human rights, which will 

result in the less development. Gender discrimination turns the employees 

emotionally brittle, simple peace loving employees transform into paranoid and 

suspicious, fearful and angry individuals. Elimination of Gender Discrimination 

is crucial for the satisfaction and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm and 

less stress and minimizing wage gaps of the employees on one side, on the 

other side for reducing poverty, illiteracy, crime, high taxes, civic disorder and 

disease among people. Thus, gender equality is an essential aspect of not 

only for human development but also for economic development. 

 
14.  Motivation 

 To Provide Equal Employment Opportunities to women. 

 To minimize the discrimination against the women in jobs. 

 To decrease the wage gap between males and females. 

 To increase the earnings of the women. 

 

15.  Aim 



  

 

 The aim of this study is to analyze possible discrimination against 

women in the work force through Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling effects and to 

evaluate the impact of gender discrimination on women employees. 

16.  Objectives of the Study 

1. To study discrimination in employment, assignments, trainings and 

promotions through gender based comparison of employee credentials and 

rewards 

2. To assess the gender discrimination behavior at work place. 

3. To measure the extent of gender wage gap. 

4. To study the impact of gender discrimination on employees. 

5. To propose practices to help reduce the sticky floor and glass ceiling 

effects. 

 

17.  Research Questions 

17.1 Focal Questions 

 Are women workers discriminated against on the basis of gender? 

 What are the impacts of gender discrimination? 

 How gender discrimination affect the earnings of the women? 

17.2 Subsidiary Questions 

 What is the Gender Discrimination level in different organizations? 

 What are the factors that contribute towards the Gender Discrimination? 

 What are the common problems among employees who face Gender 

Discrimination? 

 How organizations can reduce the Gender Discrimination? 

18.  Hypotheses 



  

 

 Gender Discrimination in Employment prevails more in public sector 

than in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Natalia et al., 2004) 

 
 Gender Discrimination in Trainings prevails more in public sector than 

in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Lane, 2000) 

 
 Gender Discrimination in Assignments prevails more in public sector 

than in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Eatzaz et al., 2007) 

 
 Gender Discrimination in Promotions prevails more in public sector than 

in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Nick, 1999) 

 
 Gender Discrimination at work place prevails more in public sector than 

in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Susan et al., 1998; 

Zeenat et al, 2006, & Siddiqui, 2004) 

 
 Gender Discrimination increases the wage gap more in public sector 

than in private sector. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Hiau, 2006; Sabir et 

al., 2006; & Shah et al., 2004) 

 
 The effect of Age on Gender discrimination in work force is different for 

males and females in public and private organizations. 



  

 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Erik et al., 2004; & 

Eatza et al, 2007) 

 
 The effect of Education on Gender discrimination in work force is 

different for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Zeenat et al., 2006; 

Nazimunnesa, 2004; Maryam, 2004; & Anwar, 2005) 

 

 The effect of Children on Gender discrimination in work force is different 

for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Erik et al., 2006; & 

Mehak, 2007) 

 
 The effect of Domicile on Gender discrimination in work force is 

different for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Eatza et al, 2007) 

 
 The effect of Marital Status on Gender discrimination in work force is 

different for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Mehak, 2007) 

 
 The effect of Post on Gender discrimination in work force is different for 

males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Uzma, 2004; Nikala, 

2000; & Habib, 2000) 

 
 The effect of Organization on Gender discrimination in work force is 

different for males and females in public and private organizations. 



  

 

(This hypothesis is formulated by the researcher himself) 

 
 The effect of District on Gender discrimination in work force is different 

for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Eatza et al, 2007) 

 
 The effect of Current Salary on Gender discrimination in work force is 

different for males and females in public and private organizations. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Habib, 2000; & Uzma, 

2004) 

 
 Gender Discrimination decreases job satisfaction in women workers. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Nick, 1999) 

 

 Gender Discrimination reduces commitment and enthusiasm in women 

workers. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Habib, 2000) 

 
 Gender Discrimination increases stress level in women workers. 

(This hypothesis is formulated on the research of Nick, 1999) 

 
 Job Satisfaction and motivation influences the GD. 

 Commitment and enthusiasm influences the GD. 

 Stress Level influences the GD. 

(The last three hypotheses are formulated to confirm the effect of 

satisfaction & motivation, commitment and enthusiasm, and stress level 

on employees) 

 

19. Justification of Research 



  

 

 Development, apart from economic growth, connotes equity, social 

justice and the effective exercise of basic human rights (Lateef, 1992), thus for 

equitable development the structure of  authority, decision making and 

implementation be modified to provide access to and equity to all segments of 

society, especially women (Habib, 2000). The International Labor Organization 

(ILO) clarified “The promotion of women’s participation in economic activity, 

including the management and decision making levels, is not simply a 

question of equity, but also one of the necessity for viable and sustainable 

national development” (UN, 1989). Providing equal rights and equal access to 

resources and opportunities to women and girls……..are crucial to the goal of 

reducing poverty, illiteracy and disease among people. Gender equality is an 

essential aspect of human development (UNDP, 1995). 

 

20.  Scope of the Study 

 This research was conducted to assess gender discrimination through 

Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling effects in the Public and Private organizations 

of Hyderabad and Jamshoro districts. Health and Education departments 

were taken from each of the above sectors (Because there was almost a 

same proportion of male and female employees in these both organizations, 

from lower level to higher level). The parameters of this study were 

Employment, Wages, Training, and Promotion. This study assessed the 

prevalence of Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling effects in the workforce by 

comparing the credentials and rewards of both sexes i.e. to see whether both 

sexes having the same qualifications, training and experience are employed 

in the same grade and on the same pay; and also to ascertain whether the 



  

 

women are given equal opportunities for the highest posts. As Sticky Floor 

effect is a horizontal discrimination against women therefore it has been 

assessed in the organizations from the employment, wages and assignment 

points of view; whereas, Glass Ceiling effect – vertical discrimination against 

women - has been assessed from training, wages and promotion point of 

view. This study has measured the effect of the gender discrimination on the 

job satisfaction and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm and stress level 

of the women workers. The influence of Job satisfaction and motivation, 

commitment and enthusiasm and stress level is also assessed on the gender 

discrimination. Each department of private and public organization was 

compared vis-à-vis credentials and rewards of the employees and it was 

ascertained where the discrimination is prevailing more and what the effect of 

that discrimination is on the female employees. 

 
21.  Limitations of the Study 

 
 The present research was limited to health and education departments 

of public and private sectors of districts Hyderabad and jamshoro. Researcher 

had to probe into personal and sensitive matters (like salary, behavior of 

authorities, boss and colleagues, stress level etc) of the employees. 

Researcher in the presence of such hurdles and hindrances left no stone 

unturned to encourage and motivate them to provide correct and accurate 

information; to disperse their doubts he solemnly declared that data provided 

by them will only be used for research purpose. The present study does not 

consider the socio-cultural aspect of the females, the research considers 



  

 

biological, social, religious, cultural and political environment same for both 

sexes. 

 

 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

1.  Gender Discrimination in Socio-Economic 

Conditions 

 Shah et al (2004) have mentioned that supply and demand, both 

factors, inhibit female education. Supply sector i.e. lack of facilities and 

resources seem to be more pressing constraint. On the demand side there is a 

lack of demand of females in especially formal sector of the economy. 

Practices of early marriage, lesser chances of employment and women’s 

migration to husband’s homes prevent parents from receiving a return on their 

investment in daughter’s education. Segregation of women is also a factor 

which hinders them from education. 

 The study has shown that age of women in rural Sindh at the time of 

marriage was computed as 17.7 years, less than the legal condition of 18 

years. The average annual income of the rural women in Sindh was Rs 4,435 

only, about one tenth of their family income. This reflected dominance of 

males on income generating resources and opportunities. Average wages for 

female was Rs 47.21 and the ranges were Rs 45.00 to Rs 50.66. The average 

wages of the male laborers was Rs 72.26 and the ranges were Rs 65.00 to Rs 

93.33. In their sample, 93 percent women were illiterate, 3 percent women 

were educated up to primary and middle school level, 0.9 percent had 

matriculated. Their analyses on women in decision making showed that 15.1 

percent women were independent in household management decision 

making, 16.6 percent women participated in family matters, 15.9 percent in 
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health related problems and 41.8 percent on matrimonial decisions. Women 

participation in property related issues was 1.5 percent, in land management 

2.9 percent and in live stock management 8.5 percent. Property and land 

decisions were reportedly made essentially by male members. 

 
  Muhammad 

 (2004) has surveyed that the introduction of the machines in production has 

reduced the contribution of women in economic production and has strengthen 

the male dominance. Economic strength is the basis of social, political, 

psychological power in society. The economic structure of the society, 

particularly the nature of the means of production, determines the social status 

of classes and this class of gender i.e. women is deprived of the ownership of 

the means of the production. Role of state has also become as a promoter 

instead of eliminator of gender discrimination. Introduction of private 

sector(Capitalism) has led to de-structuring and re-structuring of social 

inequalities and particularly gender inequalities. Means of production are 

concentrated in few persons, who are also males; thus the status of women is 

further deteriorated. The present division of labor has allowed males to 

production and females to reproduction and consumption. The advent of 

machines in production has dropped the labor force participation rates of 

women in agriculture. Their role now is restricted only to live stock. He 

concluded from his research that mechanization of production intensified by 

the commercialism has developed a gender biased division of labor, which has 

adversely affected the status and earning capability of women. 
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 Siddiqui (2004) has shown that the gender social structure varies 

depending on socio-cultural factors, geographical areas, and social class. The 

prevailing tribal, feudal and patriarchical structures are the basic factors 

behind the biased behaviors against women. Gender is a man made identity 

created through historical, social, environmental circumstances, contrary to the 

sex, which is the biological differences of body and is natural. Our religion has 

given equal rights to both sexes and does not discriminate on the basis of 

gender. Instead, females because of some biological differences are given 

certain privileges over males. Being an Islamic republic, we negate the Islamic 

teachings and laws and discriminate the women on every step. Depriving them 

of education is the basic ingredient in the recipe of the gender discrimination. 

Media, besides government, should also play role in creating awareness and 

educating masses to curb this nuisance of gender discrimination. 

 

 Zeenat et al., (2006) have shown that as the females enter the 

workforce, the ego of their spouses is hurt and, as a result it brings multiple 

tensions on their marital relationship. With education occupation in their 

hands, these women do not need to rely on men for economic support, thus 

marriage is not immediate concern for them; such women expect greater level 

of intimacy, emotional support, companionship and sexual gratification, which 

eventually lead to discord and disappointment. Women belonging to high 

socio-economic status believe that men think that they are taking overall 

professional roles. This threatens men’s sense of patriarchical power, and 

leads to marital disharmony. This research has also shown that working wives, 

who are superior to their husbands in education and income levels, are likely 

to suffer more tension and dissatisfaction in their married life. This means the 
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more a working wife is successful in her job, the more she looses her success 

as a wife. 

 

2.  Gender Discrimination in Education 

 Nazimunnessa (2004) has found that studies in the University of 

Dhakka, Bangladesh began in 1986; whereas, women’s studies had got the 

shape of formal teaching and research started in 1987. The National Policy for 

the Advancement of Women (1997) and the Fifth Five Year Plan (1997-2002) 

have emphasized the need to mainstream women’s development to alleviate 

the poverty and achieve gender equality and equity. Though government and 

donor agencies are substantially supporting the women but they still face a 

broad range of stumbling blocks. Academic recognition for women’s studies as 

a discipline remained pending, instead of holding so many seminars, 

workshops, conferences, discussion sessions and dialogues on different 

issues of women. Her research has revealed that the status of the women is 

marginalized in the approach to women’s studies. As the prime aim of 

women’s studies is to advocate gender equality, therefore it is facing hidden 

as well as clear hindrances. Women’s studies give women awareness and 

provide them chances to access the resources; which are very essential for 

the skills and structures. Development issues, such as, poverty reduction, 

allocation of resources, education, health and employment are basic to the 

very existence of women. As development is directly proportional with the 

quality of life, therefore women are also deprived of the quality of life. She 

concluded through her research that there existed two main hurdles in the 

development of women’s studies. One, created by different institutions, 
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because they consider women’s studies as peripheral. Second, such studies 

do not have market orientation; therefore enrolment in such studies is very 

low. 

 

 Uzma (2004) found out that identity is created through the society, 

environment and parents. It is a two-way process - how people view you and 

how you view yourself. Attitude of parents towards their children formulate 

their identity. Parents usually consider their daughters as weak, timid, and too 

vulnerable; they need to be protected by the male members of the society. 

Because of this reason females can not suggest or protest. This is the first 

step of subjugation and suppression. According to her; even the educated 

females have the double identity – professional and private. Education makes 

them dominant in professional life but they are almost voiceless. Education to 

some extent enables women to enhance their self-image, by their male 

relatives suppress them considering them against their ego. Another finding of 

her research was that the income of the women is not considered as the main 

financial source for the family, but as supplementary to the income of their 

males. She also found that those results were not valid for the upper and 

advanced families, where complete freedom is given to their females. 

 

 Qaiser et al (2004) have examined both sexes on five dimensions of 

emotional intelligence – self awareness, managing emotions, self-motivation, 

empathy and social skills. Emotional intelligence enables the managers to 

handle problematic employees, to manage change, and to survive in crises. It 

is considered as a soft skill and is closely related to women, who have better 

social skills and can be described as “interested in other people”. This study 
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has proved that females have scored high on all five dimensions except the 

one which is managing emotions. 25 managers were taken from each sex for 

the study. In self awareness dimension, females scored 20 whereas males 

scored 18. 

 
 Anwar (2004) found out that males were given preference in acquiring 

higher education as compared to females. Females were mostly preferred for 

religious education. Boys were preferred to join any field specially the 

technical fields such as engineering, medical, computer, IT, business, banking 

and commerce, whereas girls were restricted only to teaching and medical 

careers. It was also revealed that there was discrimination in providing food to 

both males and females; females were provided with lesser food as compared 

to males. This is because women are not considered as much human as men 

are and for this reason necessities of life are thought to be lesser for women 

than men, hence less means are allowed to them to fulfill these needs. 

Women are considered suitable only for the domestic work, whereas men 

have decisive control in all matters. His findings have shown that highest 

degree of discrimination is found in women’s rights to participate in politics and 

lowest in the provision of medical treatment. 

 
 Maryam (2004) has found that there was a change in the attitude of 

family and society because of the educational attainment of the females. 

Females became more confident as they got the higher education. Higher 

education initiated a positive change in familial and social status of females 

and that was further augmented by their economic independence. All this was 

direct consequence of paid employment. Her study has also shown that the 
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parents force their daughters to take up work and they also impose their will 

on their daughters in choosing the type of the employment. 

 
 The study of Mehak (2007) has identified that for women, higher 

education attainment leads to greater participation in the labor force. There is 

a greater probability that if a woman is educated and unmarried, she will enter  

a workforce sooner. Women having their own vehicles have a more chance of 

getting a job. Fewer numbers of children or infants per female is directly 

proportional with the participation in work force. As the number of working 

people increase in the household, women are encouraged to opt for the job. 

As the members in family increases, the probability for the women to enter the 

work force decreases. The existence of the patriarchal relation also hinders 

the economic activity of the women. 

 
3.  Gender Discrimination through Sticky Floor and 

Glass Ceiling Effects 
 
 Ziaullah (2008) has attempted to review contemporary researches 

targeting managing diversity and employee empowerment and their relevance 

with classical approaches as well as with other organizational studies. He has 

studied that organizations change their structure and process with the change 

in the market. Now their emphasis is on hiring best combination of people. 

Trend of the organization has changed from vertical structures, which create 

distance between workers and managers, towards horizontal structures, 

where workers feel free to utilize their competencies. Globalization has 

resulted in competition, which has compelled HRM and Organizational 

Behavior (OB) to focus on change management i.e. the organization and their 
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employees will adapt change. This change, change and more change has 

become the significant challenge for the management. 

 
 According to Nikala (2000), part time female nurses are given lower 

grades irrespective of their qualification and experience, which means that 

other factors besides individual inputs into career were important in 

determining the distribution of clinical grades between males and females. The 

reasons behind this stereotype behavior were the lack of family-friendly 

policies and management attitude. These constraints, namely, inadequate 

childcare provision, inflexible working practices and insufficient training 

provision, hinder women’s career progression. These barriers not only restrict 

the type of the employment but covertly and persuasively they also affect 

negatively women’s acquisition of the skills and education, which would enable 

them to progress up the career hierarchy. It was also found that there existed 

negative attitudes of the employer towards part-time nurses, which resulted in 

their slower career advancement. 

 
 Study of Eatzaz et al., (2007) has revealed that women’s education 

level appears to be the most important factor in influencing their LFP (Labor 

Female Participation) decision as well as their earning potential. One of the 

main factors that bring women to the labor force is economic pressure and 

hardship. Besides the level of education other factors that affect the women’s 

earning rate are the other human capital variables like experience and training, 

the nature of occupation and the distance from the central city. The hourly 

wage rate for teacher is more or less the same as for lower medical staff. 

Women who live in the far flung areas have to be content with relatively lower 
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wage rates. The women employed as lower medical staff, work much longer 

hours than the teacher and the doctors work even more. The older women are 

on average found to work longer hours than the younger ones. 

 
 According to the results of Chaudhry  (2007) ‘s research, as the ratio of 

female to male enrolments rises, gender inequality in education will fall and 

consequently will better the socio-economic condition in Pakistan. It will also 

generate more personal, family and national income. As majority of the 

population in Pakistan live in rural areas, gender equality will also contribute to 

agricultural production and growth. Study indicated that the returns from the 

educating girls are greater than from educating boys. It was also proved that 

the ratio of female-male participation in work force has a positive and 

significant impact on economic growth, female employment increases a 

nation’s output and is an important contributor to household income. 

 
 Erik et al., (2006) have conducted the research on whether women are 

discriminated through sticky floor or glass ceiling effects in Sweden. They 

have found through their research that women in Sweden suffer more from 

sticky floor effects than glass ceilings. Female disadvantages appear to 

attenuate with hierarchical level, glass ceiling results from a pattern of accrual. 

This is because the social policies in Sweden focus on top of the occupational 

hierarchy and not on the lower hierarchical levels. Though ‘family friendly’ 

social policies and large public sector are the specific traits of the Sweden, but 

still women are discriminated there. Researchers, using regression, have 

proved that glass ceiling also prevails more in terms of gender gap in incomes 

at the top of the income distribution. Their study also showed that women with 
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small children face a largest gender penalty in careers. Gender penalty is 

larger for younger and older women and less for middle aged women. There 

was no any empirical support in their study that women have lesser career 

opportunities in the private sector than in public sector, relative to men. 

 
 Nick (1999) had conducted longitudinal study on the women who were 

embracing international careers. Findings of his research showed that there 

was a clear evidence that women were still in more junior management 

positions when compared to men, it meant that there was a solid glass ceiling 

in an international content. Women were less entrusted with major projects in 

new markets. However more and more well educated and highly motivated 

younger females opted for international assignments, considering it as fast 

track promotions and senior positions in organizations; but they were 

concentrated in junior and middle management positions. He used warr’s 1987 

vitamin model (alpha = .78) to analyze effective well being and performance. A 

new 27-item job motivation and satisfaction scale was used to measure the 

satisfaction and motivation of the employees and the stress level of the 

respondents were measured through the General Health Questionnaire-12 

(GHQ-12). 

 
 Natalia et al (2004) have conducted research on how employment 

status reduces the gender gap in help given to parents. The findings of their 

research showed that women provided 3.8 hours of help to parents and 

parents in laws, whereas men provided about 3.0 hours. Men were preferred 

in employment (85 percent) than women (69 percent). They have also 

statistically proved that employment status was associated with a reduction in 
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gender gap in help to parents. Men were significantly more likely than women 

to refrain consistently from providing any help to parents. 

 
 Susan et al (1998) have focused on the work place gender 

discrimination rational bias theory. According to this theory, decision makers 

may choose to discriminate if they believe that their superiors or others having 

power over their careers expect or prefer it. The findings of their research 

showed that businessmen discriminated women and people at the top of the 

organization are most biased against women than people at the bottom. 

Respondents believed that business people sub ordinate their own 

preferences to those of the customers. Their study has also confirmed that 

management support discrimination, though those discriminations were less 

than the findings of earlier research, reflecting increasing equal opportunity. It 

was also confirmed through their research that the discrimination is more 

because of external pressures than from internal. 

 
 The prime aim of the research of Hiau (2006) was to analyze the 

gender pay gaps across the distributions of wages. This analysis of the gender 

pay gap was done through the quintile regression and a counterfactual 

decomposition method. Study has revealed that glass ceiling prevailed in 

private sector of Australia, not in the public sector. This is because of family 

friendly environment provided in the Australian public sector. The gender pay 

gap is a result of differences in returns to gender characteristics.  

  Sabir et al (2007) conducted the research to examine the evolution of 

the gender pay gap for the wage employed in Pakistan from 1996-97 to 2005-

06. Primary objective of their paper was to provide some insights on the 
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impact of recent economic development on the gender pay gap. Study has 

shown that though the recent economic performance has opened gates for 

females in the work force, but this trend has widened the gender pay gap. 

They have measured the gender pay gap through quantile regression and 

mean regression. Through decomposition analysis they have found that wage 

increases over the wage scale. Their results of mean regression and quintile 

regression coincide. Quintile regression proved that there was a contraction in 

the gender pay gap at the top end of the wage distribution. They have also 

found that the gender wage gap is minimum in the lower-middle part of the 

conditional wage distribution. 

 
 Habib (2000) has studied the effects of Brick Wall and Glass ceiling in 

public administration of Bangladesh. He used a set of questionnaires taken 

from United States Merit System Protested Board (USMSPB), which were 

reported in Naff (1994, p. 512), for surveying commitment to work. Naff 

analysis was used to explore discrimination against women civil servants at 

work place. His analysis has shown that women are discriminated in civil 

services of Bangladesh from entry to the higher posts (Glass Ceiling). Social 

cultural factors are the principal stumbling blocks and build a wall for entry of 

woman into civil services. Their career path was hindered by the impediments 

of the systematic and attitudinal reasons. Government laws and regulations in 

this regard are proving ineffective. However, that discrimination was not for the 

women who came from upper class. This disparate treatment against women 

had implications for their morale, motivation and performance. 

 

 



CHAPTER III 

 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 Research Methodology refers to the methods that determine how data 

is collected and analyzed (Marshal, 1998). It encompasses the research type, 

sampling, sample size, methods of data collection, instruments of data 

collection, coding and recording of data, forms of tables, pre-testing, data 

analyses and interpretation of data collected (Khan, 2005). 

 
1.  Research Design 

 Research design is a complex concept which can not be described in a 

simple manner. Emory (1980) has mentioned seven perspectives for viewing 

any given study. They are: 

       Exploratory (Pure)  
Degree of Problem Crystallization 
       Formalized (Applied) 

 

       Case Study (In Depth) 
The Topical Scope 
       Statistical Study (In Breadth) 
 

       Field Study    
Research Environment 
  Laboratory Study  
        

       Cross sectional Study 
The Time Dimension 
       Longitudinal Study 
 

       Monitoring  
The Communication Mode of  
Data Collection     Interrogation  
  

       Experimental Design 
Researcher’s Control of Variables 
       Expost facto Design 
 

       Descriptive 
The Nature of the Relationship  
Among Variables     Causal 
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 This research on degree of crystallization is a ‘Formalized study’, as it 

has a much more structure and begins with hypotheses. On topical scope, 

this study is “statistical study”, as it measures gender discrimination at one 

point and the ongoing processes and interrelations are inferred through 

statistical findings. From the perspective of Research Environment, this is a 

field study. This study is called as field study because it is carried on in actual 

environment. On time dimension factor, this is a Cross Sectional study. Cross 

Sectional study refers to a data collected by observing many subjects at the 

same point of time or without regard to differences in time.  This study is 

distinguished as Interrogation study on communication mode basis. This 

study is called as interrogation study because responses were elicited from 

the respondents. Personal survey type of interrogation study was used, in 

which questionnaires were the means of eliciting the responses. Research is 

also classified on Researcher’s Control of Variables Perspective and on this 

basis; this study is, like all other social and business researches, Ex Post 

Facto research. Through Ex Post Facto method the prevailing scenario of 

gender discrimination is reported in this research. For measuring gender 

discrimination, proper sampling procedures were applied and data was also 

manipulated according to the proper procedures. The last classification of the 

researches is on the basis of Nature of Relationship among Variables. On this 

basis the major part of this research is a descriptive research, because this 

research is mostly concerning with finding out who, what, where, when and 

how much of gender discrimination; the study has also found out the factors 

that contribute towards gender discrimination, Therefore research is  also a 

causal. 
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2.  Universe 

 A universe is the “aggregate of all cases that conform to some 

designated set of descriptions” (Isidor, 1981). Population may be finite or 

infinite. Finite population contains a countable number of sampling units. An 

infinite population contains uncountable number of sampling units, such as 

unlimited number of coin tosses. The population is also defined in terms of 

Content, Extent, and Time (Chava et al., 1980).  

 The universe of this study is a finite one. The “content” of population in 

this research is “All employees, both public and private, of education and 

health departments. The “Extent” of population for this research is “Hyderabad 

and Jamshoro Districts” and “Time” is “December 2008”. 

 The universe of this research is the male and female employees of 

health and education departments of the Districts Hyderabad and Jamshoro. 

Both public and private sectors of both organizations are included. Each 

department is further divided into four groups: Education department was 

further categorized in primary schools, high schools, colleges and universities. 

Health department was also further categorized into paramedical, nurses, 

doctors and professors/senior doctors (BPS 18 and above). Questionnaires 

were executed from each section of each department. Each section of each 

department has been chosen to provide a proper area balance in terms of 

geographical coverage in the two districts. 

 

3.  Sampling 

 There are two types of sampling techniques: probability or 

representative sampling and non probability or judgmental sampling. 
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Probability sampling is based on the concept of random sampling – a 

controlled procedure that assumes that each population element is given a 

non zero chance of selection. Non probability is “a non random”, that is each 

member is not given a non zero chance of being included (Emory, 1980). 

Probability samples contain simple random, systematic, cluster and stratified 

methods, whereas non probability samples can be collected by any of quota, 

purposive, snowball, self selection and convenience techniques (Mark et al., 

2007). 

 In this research both techniques of sampling-probability or 

representative sampling and non probability or judgmental sampling- are used 

for collection of data. Stratified method of probability sampling is used for 

collecting data. In stratified sampling, which is a modification of random 

sampling, population is divided into two or more strata and then a random 

sample is drawn from each stratum. In this research each one of the education 

and health departments, both public and private, was divided into four strata 

i.e. education into primary schools, high schools, colleges and universities and 

health into paramedical, nurses, doctors(BPS 17) and Professors/Senior 

Doctors; and then random sample was drawn from each strata.  In the non 

probability sampling, snowball technique was used to collect the data. 

Snowball is commonly used when it is difficult to identify members of the 

desired population. Here one sample tells about the other. This technique was 

very useful for this research specially for locating the samples of private 

organizations.  
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Table III-1: Sample distribution for education department 

 Public Private 
Hyderabad Jamshoro Hyderabad Jamshoro 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

University 
Professors 

  15 15 14 15   

Colleges 
Lecturers 

10 10 09 10 07 15 06 14 

HSTs 09 10 09 10 04 10 05 09 

PSTs 11 13 10 12 05 09 03 06 

Total 30 33 43 47 30 49 14 29 

 

Table III-2: Total samples from education department 

 Public Private  

Male Female Male Female 

Hyderabad 30 33 30 49 

Jamshoro 43 47 14 29 

Total 73 80 44 78 

 

Table III-3: Sample distribution for health department 

 Public Private 

Hyderabad Jamshoro Hyderabad Jamshoro 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Professors 08 10 09 09 02 02 01 01 

Doctors 08 10 06 06 02 04 02 02 

Nurses 16 15 15 15 12 07 09 08 

Paramedical 09 11 09 09 12 07 06 09 

Total 41 46 39 39 28 20 18 20 

 

Table III-4: Total samples from health department 

 Public Private 

Male Female Male Female 

Hyderabad 41 46 28 20 

Jamshoro 39 39 18 20 

Total 80 85 46 40 
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3.1  Sample 

 The essential requirement of the sample is that it must be as 

representative of the population as possible. A sample is said to be the 

representative of the population if the analysis made on it yields results similar 

to those that would be obtained had the entire population been analyzed 

(Chava et al., 1992). According to W.E Deming (1960) quality of study is often 

better with sampling than with a census. He suggests that “sampling 

possesses the possibility of better interviewing (testing), more thorough 

investigation of missing, wrong or suspicious information, better supervision 

and better processing than is possible with complete coverage”. 

 Total sample size for this study is 526.  A sample size of male and 

female employees for public education department for both districts is 73 and 

80 and for private education department of both districts is 44 and 78, 

respectively; whereas, sample size of 80 male and 85 females was collected 

from public health department of both districts and 46 males and 40 females 

from private health departments of both districts.   

 

4.  Measurement 

 Measurement is a procedure in which numericals are assigned to 

empirical properties (variables) according to rules (Chava et al., 1992). 

4.1  Instruments of Measurement 

 “Measurement instrument is a source by help of which the researcher is 

able to collect, record and make quantitative the requisite data for his 

research”. In natural sciences measuring variable is quite easy, in contrast, in 

social sciences; the work of measuring variables and subjects is not so easy. 
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Instruments for measuring variables in social sciences are Questionnaires, 

Interview Cards, Observation Cards, Index Cards, and Forms etc) 

(Muhammad, 1985). Questionnaires are most appropriate measuring tools for 

descriptive studies (Mark et al., 2007). 

4.2  Classification of Measurement Tools  

 Instruments are divided into two general groups: standard or adjusted 

and made by the researchers. Former are used in abundance and have been 

amended during the course of research experiments. Thus they have gained 

quality of super reliability. The latter ones are designed by the researchers 

themselves. No trained and experienced researcher will use these instruments 

in the presence of standard instruments (Muhammad, 1985).  

 For this research, standard or adjusted instrument is used for 

measuring the variables. As this is a descriptive research, questionnaire is 

used to measure the variables. Four different aspects are measured through 

the questionnaire, and all those aspects are measured by the standard 

instruments. The aspects measured are: Gender Discrimination, Satisfaction 

and Motivation, Commitment and Enthusiasm, and Stress Level. Gender 

Discrimination in workforce is surveyed through the questions, based on the 

perceptions regarding gender discrimination in work force identified by the 

UNDP (1993, p.91). Satisfaction and motivation is surveyed by the Motivation 

and Satisfaction scale (alpha=0.81) developed by Nick Foster (1999). 

Commitment and Enthusiasm at work is surveyed by using a similar set of 

questions as the ones used by the United States Merit Systems Protection 

Board (USMSPB) and reported in Naff (1994, p.512), latter on used by Habib 
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Self-
Administered 

Interview-
Administered 

Delivery and Collection 
Questionnaire 

On-Line 
Questionnaire 

Postal 
Questionnaire 

Telephone 
Questionnaire 

Zafarullah (2000). Stress level of respondents is surveyed using GHQ-12 

(General Health Questionnaire- 12). 

5.  Questionnaires 

 Questionnaire is one of the most widely used survey data collection 

technique (Dilleman 2000, cited in Mark et al (2007)). It is widely used in 

descriptive as well as explanatory researches, but is not used in exploratory or 

other researches that require large number of open-ended questions (Mark et 

al., 2007). As this data is descriptive as well as explanatory, descriptive in a 

sense that it enables  to identify and describe the variability in different 

phenomena, and explanatory in a sense that it enables to examine and 

explain the relationship between the variables, therefore questionnaires were 

used to collect the primary data. 

5.1 Types of the Questionnaires 

 Mark et al (2007) has classified questionnaire as: 

                                           Questionnaire 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure III-1: Diagram of types of questionnaire. 

 

Structured 
Interview 
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 Questionnaire used for this research was “Delivery and Collection 

Questionnaire” i.e. questionnaires were delivered by hand to each respondent 

and then collected later. 

 Questionnaires are classified on whether they are open-ended or close-

ended. Open-ended questions allow respondents to give answers in their own 

way; whereas, close ended questions provide a number of alternative 

answers. Majority of the questions in this research are close ended questions. 

[Youngman (1986) cited in Bell (1999), cited in Mark et al (2007)] identifies six 

types of close questions, which are: 

 List:  Here the respondent is offered a list of items, any of which may be 

selected. 

 Category:  Here only one response can be selected from a given set of 

categories. 

 Ranking:  Here the respondent is asked to place some thing in order. 

 Scale or Rating: - Here rating device is used to record responses. 

 Quantity:  Here response is a number giving the amount. 

 Grid:  Here responses to two or more questions can be recorded using 

the same matrix. 

 For this research, the types of the close ended questions used were 

Category, Scale or Rating and Quantity. Five point Likert scale was used to 

ask the respondents how strongly they agree or disagree with a statement. 

Category questions were used to allow respondents to choose only one 

category. These questions are useful for collecting data about behaviors or 

attributes. Category questions used in this research are gender, domicile etc. 

Rating or Scale questions were used to collect opinion data from the 
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respondents regarding the gender discrimination, satisfaction and motivation, 

commitment and enthusiasm and stress level. Quantity questions were used 

to give the amount of the characteristic. These questions collect behavior or 

attribute data. They are also called self – coded questions, because data 

collected through these questions do not need to be coded while entering in 

computers. Quantity questions used in this research are age, number of 

children, salary etc. 

5.2 Designing Individual Questions 

When designing individual questions, researchers do one of the three 

things (Boinque & Clark, 1994, cited by Mark et al (2007)). 

 Adopt questions used in other questionnaires 

 Adapt questions used in other questionnaires 

 Develop own questions 

           Individual questions for this research were designed adopting and 

adapting questions used in other questionnaires. Four scales have been used 

in this questionnaire i.e. Gender Discrimination, Satisfaction and Motivation, 

Commitment and Enthusiasm and Stress Level. There were nine questions 

used to measure the gender discrimination in workforce. Out of these nine 

questions six were adopted, as they were used by the UNDP (1993, p.91) and 

remaining three questions were adapted. Those questions which were 

adopted verbatim were: 

 How do you see the attitude towards women by male colleagues? 

 How much are the doubts of superior officers about the capabilities (for 

work) of women officers? 

 How much is the superiority complex of the male colleagues? 
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 How much is the tendency of men to treat women in a gender biased 

fashion? 

 How much is the non cooperation of the male colleagues? 

 How much, do you think, are the men more efficient than women? 

 The three questions adapted to measure gender discrimination in 

workforce were: 

 How is your working relationship with your colleagues? 

 How does your immediate boss help and support you? 

 How do the higher authorities help and support you? 

 For measuring Satisfaction and Motivation, eight questions were used. 

All of these eight questions were adopted from the scale (alpha=0.81) 

developed by Nick Foster (1999).  Those questions were: 

 How much are you satisfied with your appointment, according to your 

qualification? 

 How much are you satisfied from your salary, as compared to your 

qualification, experience, potential etc? 

 How much are you satisfied from placement after your appointment? 

 How much are you satisfied from working environment? 

 How much are you satisfied from the chances of training given to you? 

 How much are you satisfied from the chances of other assignments? 

 How much are you satisfied from this job? 

 How much are you satisfied from this organization? 

 Commitment and Enthusiasm about the job was measured by six 

questions, which were adopted verbatim from a similar set of questions as the 

one used by the United States Merit Systems Protection Board (USMSPB) 
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and reported in Naff (1994, p.512), later on used by Habib (2000).  The 

questions were: 

 How do you see the prospects for your career advancement, in this 

organization? 

 How much opportunities were provided to you to make full use of your 

skills and experience, in this organization? 

 How much are you satisfied from your work performance and 

productivity, in this organization? 

 How much are you committed (serious and sincere) to this job? 

 How much are you enthusiastic about your job? 

 How much are you interested to advance your career in this 

organization? 

 Twelve questions are used to measure the Stress Level. All these 

questions are adopted verbatim as given in GHQ-12 (General Health 

Questionnaire- 12). The questions were: 

 How much are you able to concentrate on whatever you are doing? 

 How much sleep have you lost because of worry? 

 How much a useful part in things, are you playing? 

 How much do you feel that you are capable of making decisions about 

things? 

 How much do you feel you are constantly under strain? 

 How much do you feel you could not overcome your difficulties? 

 How much are you able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 

 How much are you able to face up to your problems? 

 How much are you feeling unhappy and depressed? 
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 How much self confidence are you loosing? 

 How much are you thinking of yourself as a worthless person? 

 How much are you feeling reasonably happy, all things considered? 

 

 

5.2.1 Justification for the selection of these questionnaires. 
 

The aim of this research was also to assess the impact of gender 

discrimination on the employees. Therefore the impact of gender 

discrimination was measured on the satisfaction and motivation, commitment 

and enthusiasm, and stress level of the employees. Questionnaires regarding 

these continuous variables were needed. While shaking the research 

material, these standard instruments were found. After making some 

adjustments these instruments were used for this research.  

 

5.3  Variables of the Questionnaire  

          Variables that were used in this research and were collected through 

questionnaire are given in following table: 

 

Table III-5: Variables and their types 

Category of Variable Type of the variable 

Basic  Name, Age, Gender, Marital Status, Kids 

Educaional  Matriculation, Intermediate/diploma, Graduate, 

Masters, M.Phil and Ph.D. 

Geographical  Sindh (Urban, Rural), Punjab, NWFP, Balochistan

Job Public, Private 
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 All of the above can also be categorized as the independent variables 

for this research. Besides this, dependent variables like Gender 

Discrimination, Satisfaction and Motivation, Commitment and Enthusiasm and 

Stress Level are also collected. For this study discrete and continuous 

variables were also used. Discrete variables are: kids etc, continuous 

variables are: age, Gender Discrimination, Satisfaction and Motivation, 

Commitment and Enthusiasm and Stress Level. Categorical variables used in 

this research are Gender, Marital Status, Education, Domicile etc. 

 

6. Levels of Measurements 

 The term “levels of measurements” and “scales of measurements” are 

used interchangeably. The scales of measurements are, thus, tools which are 

used for measuring qualities in the instruments used in research. Scales of 

measurement are: Nominal, Ordinal, interval and Ratio. 

 For this research Nominal, Ordinal and at some places Interval scales 

of measurements are used. However, ordinal scale of measurement is used 

mostly. Nominal scale simply measures the existence or non existence of a 

quality. The ranking of this scale is given below: 

Table III-6: Nominal scale ranking 

Nominal Scale Ranking 

Rank Value 

1 Yes/True/ Male 

2 No/ False/ Female 

 

 Ordinal scales, besides specifying existence or non-existence of  a 

quality, can also measure the intensity or weakness of a quality. In this 

research attitudes/tendencies of respondents regarding Gender 
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Discrimination, Satisfaction and Motivation, Commitment and Enthusiasm and 

Stress Level were measured by means of questions, with alternative answers 

ranked in ascending or descending order. The correspondence between the 

numbers and the answers is made in following table: 

Table III-7: Ordinal scale ranking 

Ordinal Ranking Scale 

Rank Value 

5 Highly Satisfied 

4 Satisfied 

3 Neutral 

2 Dissatisfied 

1 Highly Dissatisfied 

 

 Each question is assigned a score of 5 (as five alternative answers are 

produced). Thus for a question the highest value is 5 and the lowest value is 1. 

For measuring gender discrimination there were total nine questions, thus the 

highest score for the gender discrimination is 45 and the lowest is 9. Any 

respondent whose score is near 45 can be said to be discriminated most and 

score near 9 shows minimum discrimination. For measuring Satisfaction and 

Motivation there were total eight questions, thus the highest score for 

Satisfaction and Motivation is 40 and the lowest is 8. Any respondent whose 

score is near 40 can be said to have highest satisfaction and motivation and 

score near 8 shows minimum satisfaction and motivation. For measuring 

Commitment and Enthusiasm there were total six questions, thus the highest 

score for the Commitment and Enthusiasm is 30 and the lowest is 6. Any 

respondent whose score is near 30 can be said to have very much 

commitment and enthusiasm towards job and score near 6 shows a very less 
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commitment and enthusiasm for the job. For measuring Stress level there 

were total twelve questions, thus the highest score for the Stress level is 60 

and the lowest is 12. Any respondent whose score is near 60 is under a great 

stress; however respondents having score near 12 are under minimal stress. 

 Interval scales, besides possessing the qualities of nominal and ordinal 

scales, also distinguish distance between numbers. In this research data of 

age, education and salary was measured through this scale.  

 

Table III-8: Interval scale ranking 

Interval Scale Ranking 

Rank Value 

1 Below 20 years 

2 21-30 years 

3 31-40 years 

4 41-50 years 

5 Above 50 years 

 

 

  7.  Scales  

 The researchers of social and human sciences have invented 

instruments for the measurement of attitudes, inclinations, tendencies and 

desires and these are known as scales (Muhammad, 1985). There are four 

types of these scales: Bogardus, Thurstone, Likert and Gutman.  

 For this research likert scale, which is mostly used in the social 

sciences researches, is used to measure the tendencies of the respondents 

regarding Gender Discrimination, Satisfaction and Motivation, Commitment 

and Enthusiasm and Stress Level. This tendency scale is drawn up from 

complete approval to complete disapproval, like: 
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     ----------------      ---------------      ----------------     ----------------- 

Strongly             Agree               Neutral                Disagree                Strongly         

Agree                              Disagree 

 Figure III-2: Diagram of Likert Scale. 

 

 Each item of the scale is assigned a number from 1 to 5. 1 is assigned 

to “Strongly Disagree”, 2 is assigned to “ Disagree”, 3 is assigned to “ Neutral”, 

4 is assigned to “ Agree”, and 5 is assigned to “ Strongly Agree”. 

8. Validity of the Questionnaire 

 Validity is concerned with the question “Is one measuring what one 

intends to measure?” (Chava et al, 1992). There are three kinds of validity 

measurement: Content Validity, Empirical (Criterion) Validity, and Construct 

Validity. Content validity refers to the adequacy with which a measure or scale 

has sampled from the intended universe or domain of content (Julie, 2007). 

Thus there are two varieties of the Content Validity: Face Validity and 

Sampling Validity. Face Validity is not concerned with the question of whether 

an instrument measures what the researcher wishes to measure: rather, it 

concerns the extent to which it measures what it appears to measure 

according to the researcher’s subjective assessment (Chava et al., 1992). 

Criterion Validity concerns the relationship between scale scores and some 

specified, measurable criterion. Construct Validity involves testing a scale not 

against a single criterion but in terms of theoretically derived hypothesis 

concerning the nature of the underlying variable or construct (Julie, 2007). 

 Validity for the questionnaire used in this research is assessed by the 

“Content Validity”. For this research Content Validity is examined by the 
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variety of Face Validity. After constructing the questionnaire for measuring four 

variables i.e. “Gender Discrimination in Workforce”, “Satisfaction and 

Motivation”, “ Commitment and Enthusiasm”, and “ Stress level”, a group of 

experts was consulted. The group comprised  Prof. Dr (Late)Mohammad 

Ayoob Sheikh (Supervisor), Prof. Dr Asadullah Shah (Co-Supervisor), Prof. Dr 

Parveen Shah (Co-Supervisor), Prof. Dr Zareen Abbasi, Prof. Dr Deedar 

Shah, Prof. Hammadullah Qazi, Prof. Najeeb Hassan Brohi. All of them, with 

some minor changes, agreed on the Face Validity of the questionnaire. The 

questionnaire was also presented for assessing face validity before the 

committee in the 2nd month end meeting, which was held on the 17th of 

October 2008. That committee comprised Prof. Dr Ghulam Hussain Siddiqui, 

Director Research, Extension & Advisory Services; Prof. Dr Asadullah Shah, 

Dean, Faculty of Computer & Management Sciences; and Prof. Dr (Late) 

Mohammad Ayoob Shaikh, Chairperson Department of Management 

Sciences. The committee also agreed with the face validity of the questions 

and suggested that the questions must be in interrogative form. 

 My supervisor and co-supervisors suggested me to also give a trial run 

to the questionnaire. Following their instructions, the questionnaire was piloted 

in 20 respondents (10 males and 10 females) [as minimum number of a trial is 

10 (Fink, 1995b, cited Saunders (2007))]. The Pilot Testing was conducted on 

Prof. Dr Zareen Abbasi (University of Sindh, Jamshoro), Prof Dr Mukhtiar 

Mahar (University of Sindh, Jamshoro), Prof. Saadullah Rahoojo (lecturer, 

University of Sindh, Jamshoro), Shazia Jatoi (Lecturer, Isra University, 

Hyderabad), Roozina Rajar (STA, Isra university), Nayab Hamerani (Lecturer, 

MUET, Jamshoro), Dr. Fakhurnissa Memon, Fakhurnissa Pathan (Professor, 
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Govt. Girls College, Hyderabad), Noor Jahan Pathan (PST), Saen Langah ( 

Private HST), Prof. Najeeb Hassan Brohi (Assistant Professor, Isra 

University), Prof. Qamaruddin Mahar (Assistant Professor, Isra University), Dr. 

Ghullam Sarwar Channar, Dr Aijaz Shah, Pathan khan (Male Nurse), Abbass 

Zaunr (Lecturer, GSSCC, Hyderabad), Saifullah Samejo ( PST) , Sanaullah 

Chanar ( private HST), Marvi Shaikh (STA, Isra University), Safia Qureshi 

(HST); From Pilot Testing it was observed that the respondents had not any 

difficulty and had no problems in answering the questions. They also followed 

all the questions correctly. However some suggestions came from the 

respondents, which were: 

1. Name should be optional. 

2. Questionnaire must also be in native languages i.e. Sindhi and Urdu. 

3. Instead of asking” date of birth”, simply ‘age’ should be asked. 

4. The word “sibling” should be replaced with” children”. 

        These changes were incorporated in the questionnaire before 

administering them. 

 

9. Reliability of the Questionnaire 

 The reliability of the scale indicates how consistent it is. Two frequently 

used indicators of scale’s reliability are test-retest reliability and internal 

consistency. Former is assessed by the same persons on two different 

occasions, and calculating the correlation between the two scores obtained. 

High test-retest correlations indicate a more reliable scale. Latter is the degree 

to which the items that make up the scale are all measuring the same 

underlying attribute (i.e. the extent to which items “hang together”). There are 
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several methods of measuring internal consistency, but the most commonly 

used statistic is Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha.  It provides average correlation 

among the items of the scale. Values range from 0 to 1, with higher values 

indicating greater reliability. [Nunnally (1978), Devellis (2003), cited in Julie 

(2007)] recommends minimum level of Reliability as 0.70; with short scales   

(fewer than 10 items) it is common to find low Cronbach values (e.g. 0.5). In 

such situation, it is appropriate to report the mean inter-item correlation for the 

items (Julie, 2007). [Briggs and Cheek (1986), cited in Julie (2007)] 

recommends an optimal range for the inter item correlation of 0.2 to 0.4. 

 The reliability of the four scales, in this research was measured by 

using SPSS i.e. through Cronbach alpha. The reliability of each of the scale is 

given below: 

9.1 Reliability of Gender Discrimination Scale 

Table III-9: Case processing summary (9 Items) 
 

 

Table III-10: Reliability statistics (9 Items) 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 

Standardized 
Items N of Items 

.672 .674 9 

 

 Reliability of GD scale, having nine questions, is 0.674, which is also 

acceptable because the scale has fewer than 10 items but to make it more 

  N % 

Cases Valid 524 99.6 

Excludeda 2 .4 

Total 526 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in 
the procedure. 
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reliable, one item i.e., ‘men are more efficient than women?’ is excluded. After 

excluding that item the reliability became 0.704 (table III-12), which is more 

than the required one i.e., 0.70. Hence this scale is reliable. 

 
Table III-11: Case processing summary (8 Items) 

  N % 

Cases Valid 524 99.6 

Excludeda 2 .4 

Total 526 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in 
the procedure. 

 

Table III-12: Reliability statistics (8 Items) 
 

 

9.2 Reliability of the Job Satisfaction & Motivation          

Scale 

Table III-13: Case processing summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 525 99.8 

Excludeda 1 .2 

Total 526 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in 
the procedure. 

 

Table III-14: Reliability statistics  

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on
Standardized 
Items N of Items 

.800 .805 8 

 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on
Standardized 
Items N of Items 

.704 .702 8 
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Reliability of S&M is 0.800, which is much more than the required level of 

reliability i.e., 0.70, hence this scale is also reliable. 

 

9.3 Reliability of the Commitment and Enthusiasm 

Scale 

Table III-15: Case processing summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 523 99.4 

Excludeda 3 .6 

Total 526 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 

 

Table III-16: Reliability statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 

Standardized 
Items N of Items 

.709 .728 6 

 

Reliability of C&E is 0.709, which is more than the required level of reliability 

i.e., 0.70, hence this scale is also reliable. 

 

9.4 Reliability of Stress Level Scale 

Table III-17: Case processing summary 

 

 

 

 

  N % 

Cases Valid 503 95.6 

Excludeda 23 4.4 

Total 526 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
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Table III-18: Reliability statistics 

 

 

Reliability of Stress Level Scale is 0.728, which is more than the required level 

of reliability i.e., 0.70, hence this scale is also reliable. 

 

10.  Assessing Normality 

 Many of the statistical techniques assume that the distribution of the 

scores on the dependent variable is ‘normal’. Normal is used to describe a 

symmetrical, bell-shaped curve, which has the greatest frequency of scores in 

the middle, with smaller frequencies towards the extremes. Normality can be 

assessed to some extent by obtaining skewness and kurtosis values. We have 

assessed the normality of the dependent variables of this research as under: 

10.1 Tests of Normality for Gender Discrimination. 

Table III-19: Tests of normality for GD 

 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TDscrWF .070 523 .000 .994 523 .030 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    

Cronbach's Alpha

Cronbach's 

Alpha Based on

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

.728 .729 12 
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Figure III-3: Histogram of gender discrimination 

 

 
Figure III-4: Normal Q-Q plot of gender discrimination 
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Figure III-5: Boxplot of gender discrimination 

 

Interpretation: The actual shape of the distribution for each group can be 

seen in the histogram, figures III-3. In the histogram of gender discrimination, 

scores appear to be reasonably normally distributed. 

 This is also supported by an inspection of the normal probability plots 

(labeled Normal Q-Q plots), figure III-4. In this plot the observed value for each 

score is plotted against the expected value from the normal distribution. In the 

figure III-4 reasonably straight line suggests a normal distribution. 

 The third plot is a ‘boxplot’ of the distribution of the scores for the group, 

figure III-5. Circles outside the rectangle are classified by the SPSS as 

outliers. In the above boxplot the outliers are 163 and 194 (these are the id 

numbers of the cases). These are called as the ill samples and mostly 

discarded from the data. 
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10.2 Tests of Normality for Satisfaction & Motivation. 

Table III-20: Tests of normality for S&M 

 

 

 

 

 
 Figure III-6: Histogram of job satisfaction & motivation 

 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TSatMot .069 525 .000 .989 525 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    
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Figure III-7: Normal Q-Q plot of job satisfaction & motivation  

 

 
Figure III-8: Boxplot of job satisfaction & motivation  
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Interpretation: In the histogram of satisfaction & motivation, figure III-6; 

scores appear to be reasonably normally distributed. 

 This is also supported by an inspection of the normal probability plots 

(labeled Normal Q-Q plots). In the figure III-7 a reasonably straight line 

suggests a normal distribution. 

 The third plot is a ‘boxplot’ of the distribution of the scores for the group, 

figure III-8. Circles outside the rectangle are classified by the SPSS as 

outliers. In the above boxplot the outlier is 155 (this is the id number of the 

case). This is called as the ill sample and mostly discarded from the data. 

10.3 Tests of Normality for Commitment & Enthusiasm 

Table III-21: Tests of normality for commitment & enthusiasm 

 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TComEnth .078 523 .000 .986 523 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    

 
Figure III-9: Histogram of commitment & enthusiasm 

 



 68

 

 
 Figure III-10: Normal Q-Q plot of commitment & enthusiasm 

 

 

 
Figure III-11: Boxplot of commitment & enthusiasm 

 

Interpretation: - In the histogram of commitment and enthusiasm, figure III-9; 

scores appear to be reasonably normally distributed. 
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 This is also supported by an inspection of the normal probability plots 

(labeled Normal Q-Q plots). In the figure III-10 a reasonably straight line 

suggests a normal distribution. 

 The third plot is a ‘boxplot’ of the distribution of the scores for the group, 

figure III-11. Circles outside the rectangle are classified by the SPSS as 

outliers. In the above boxplot the outliers are 1 and 40 (these are the id 

number of the cases). These are called as the ill samples and mostly 

discarded from the data. 

10.4 Tests of Normality for Stress Level 

 Table III-22: Tests of normality for stress level 

 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TStrsLvl .055 503 .001 .989 503 .001 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    

 
Figure III-12: Histogram of stress level 
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Figure III-13: Normal Q-Q plot of stress level 

 

 

 

 

Figure III-14: Boxplot of stress level 
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Interpretation: In the histogram of Stress Level, figure III-12, scores appear to 

be reasonably normally distributed. 

 This is also supported by an inspection of the normal probability plots 

(labeled Normal Q-Q plots). In the figure III-13 a reasonably straight line 

suggests a normal distribution. 

 The third plot is a ‘boxplot’ of the distribution of the scores for the group, 

figure III-14. Circles outside the rectangle are classified by the SPSS as 

outliers. In the above boxplot the outliers are 60,331, 338 and 432 (these are 

the id number of the cases). These are called as the ill samples and mostly 

discarded from the data. 

 
11.  Data Collection 

 This notion is very common in the domain of research that both types of 

data i.e. primary and secondary should be collected for analyses, and 

conclusions should be derived on the basis of such analyses. Both types of 

data are considered as two legs on which the trunk of the research lies. For 

this research both types of data were collected and then analyzed to derive 

the conclusions. 

11.1 Secondary Source of Data Collection 

 Secondary data analyses refer to research findings based on data 

collected by others (Mark et al., 2007). It has a rich intellectual tradition in the 

social sciences. Secondary data was collected for this research from the 

library of Isra University, Sindh University, Sindh Public Service Commission 

(SPSC), Institute of Women Development, and Institute of Sindhology. Data 

was also collected from the internal sources such as from University of Sindh, 
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Isra University, Directororate of Colleges Hyderabad, Executive District Officer 

(EDO) Education Hyderabad, EDO Health Hyderabad, EDO Education 

Jamshoro, and EDO Health Jamshoro. 

11.2  Primary Source of Data Collection 

 Quantitative data is divided into two types: Categorical and 

Quantifiable. Categorical data is one, values of which can not be measured 

numerically but are classified into categories i.e. Nominal data. Quantifiable 

data is one, whose values are measured numerically. It is further classified 

into Continuous and Discrete data. 

 For this research both types of Quantitative data were used i.e. 

Categorical and Quantifiable. Data like gender, marital status etc is a 

Categorical data whereas almost all the other data is Quantifiable data. Again 

both types of the Quantifiable data were used to measure the values. Number 

of children, salary etc is an example of Discrete data, all the remaining data is 

Continuous data. 

 

12.  Coding 
 
 The coding process consists of assigning numerals to answers to 

enable the responses to be grouped into a limited number of classes or 

categories (Emory, 1980). SPSS was used to analyze the data, preparing a 

code book was the pre requisite for entering data into SPSS. Information 

regarding the codes is given in the “Code Book”. Code book is the guide for 

the researcher which translates raw data to input it in SPSS for selected 

analysis. Code book involves defining and labeling each of the variables and 

assigning numbers to each of the possible responses. Coding scheme for 
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each of the variables used in this research was compiled in the following code 

book: 

Table III-23: Code book 

Full Name of Variable SPSS 

Variable 

Name 

Coding Instruction 

Identification Number Id Subject Identification 

Sex Sex 1 = Male , 2 = Female 

Age Agegp5 1 = Below 20 years, 2 = 21–30 years ,3 

= 31-40 years,4 = 41 – 50 years,5= 

Above 50 years 

Marital Status Marital 1 = Single, 2 = Married, 3 = Divorced, 4 

= Widow 

Children Child 1 = No, 2 = 1, 3 = 2-4, 4 = > or = 5 

Domicile  Dom 1 = Sindh (R), 2 = Sindh (U), 3 = Other 

Province 

Social Class Sclass 1 = Upper , 2 = Middle , 3= Lower 

Highest level of 

Education 

Edu 1 = Matriculation, 2 = Intermediate, 3 = 

Graduation / Diploma , 4 = Masters , 5 

= M.Phil, 6 = Ph.D 

District Distt 1 = Hyderabad, 2 = Jamshoro 

Organization Org 1 = Education , 2 = Health 

Birth Place  B place  1 = Sindh (R), 2 = Sindh (U), 3 = Other 

Province, 4 = Other Country 

Trainings Received Trcvd 1 = No , 2 = 1, 3 = 2-4, 4 = >or= 5 

Assignments assgnmnts 1 = No , 2 = 1, 3 = 2-4, 4 = >or= 5 

Nature of Job job 1 = Permanent , 2 = Contract / Adhoc 

Satisfaction & 

Motivation 

  

Satisfaction with 

Appointment 

Stfn1 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 
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Satisfaction from 

Salary  

Stfn2 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction of 

Placement  

Stfn3 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction from 

Working Environment 

Stfn4 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction from 

Chances of Training 

Stfn5 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction from 

chances of other 

Assignments 

Stfn6 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction from the 

Job 

Stfn7 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction from the 

Organization 

Stfn8 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Total satisfaction TStfn Add all items Stfn1 to Stfn8 

Range 5 to 40 

Gender discrimination   

Working relationship 

with colleagues 

Gd1 1=Better, 2=Good, 3=Ok, 4=Bad, 

5=Worse 

Help and support from 

immediate boss 

Gd2 1=Better, 2=Good, 3=Ok, 4=Bad, 

5=Worse 

Help and support from 

higher authorities 

Gd3 1=Better, 2=Good, 3=Ok, 4=Bad, 

5=Worse 

Attitude towards 

women by men 

Gd4 1=Better, 2=Good, 3=Ok, 4=Bad, 

5=Worse 
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Doubts of superior 

officers about working 

capabilities of women 

Gd5 5=Too much, 4= V much, 3=Much, 

2=Some times, 1=Not at all 

Superiority complex of 

male colleagues 

Gd6 5=Too much, 4= V much, 3=Much, 

2=Some times, 1=Not at all 

Tendency of men to 

treat women in gender 

biased fashion 

Gd7 5=Too much, 4= V much, 3=Much, 

2=Some times, 1=Not at all 

Non cooperation of 

male colleagues 

Gd8 5=Too much, 4= V much, 3=Much, 

2=Some times, 1=Not at all 

Men are more efficient 

than women 

Gd9 5=Too much, 4= V much, 3=Much, 

2=Some times, 1=Not at all 

Total Gender 

Discrimination 

TotGd Add all items Gd1 to Gd9 

Range 5 to 45 

Enthusiasm & 

Commitment  

  

Prospects of your 
career advancement in 
this organization 

Ec1 5 = Better, 4 = Good, 3 = Ok, 2 =  Bad, 
1 = Worse. 

Opportunities for 

making full use of your 

abilities 

Ec2 5 = Better, 4 = Good, 3 = Ok, 2 =  Bad, 

1 = Worse. 

Satisfaction from your 

work performance 

Ec3 5 = Better, 4 = Good, 3 = Ok, 2 =  Bad, 

1 = Worse. 

Commitment to the job  Ec4 5 = Very Much, 4=  Much, 3 = 

Indifferent, 2 = Low, 1 =  Very Low  

Enthusiasm about the 

job  

Ec5 5 = Very Much, 4=  Much, 3 = 

Indifferent, 2 = Low, 1 =  Very Low 

Interest to advance 

your career in this 

organization 

Ec6 5 = Very Much, 4=  Much, 3 = 

Indifferent, 2 = Low, 1 =  Very Low 

Total Enthusiasm & 

Commitment  

TotEc Add all items Ec1 to Ec6 Range 5 to 30
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Stress   

Concentrate on 

whatever you are doing 

Strs1 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Lost sleep because of 

worry 

Strs2 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Playing useful part in 

things 

Strs3 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Capable of making 

decissions 

Strs4 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Feel constantly under 

strain 

Strs5 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Could not overcome 

your difficulties 

Strs6 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Enjoying normal day to 

day activities 

Strs7 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Able to face up to your 

problems  

Strs8 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Feeling unhappy and 

depressed 

Strs9 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Loosing self confidence Strs10 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Thinking yourself as 

worthless person 

Strs11 5=Very much, 4=Much, 3=Ok, 2=Less, 

1=Very less 

Feeling reasonably 

happy all things 

considered 

Strs12 1= Very much, 2=Much, 3=Ok, 4= Less, 

5= Very less 

Your Immediate Boss Imboss 1= Male, 2=Female 

Your satisfaction from 

your Boss 

satboss 5=Highly Satisfied, 4=Satisfied, 

3=Indifferent, 2=Dissatisfied, 1=Highly 

Dissatisfied 
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13. Data Analysis 

 After the preparation of data, which included the processes of editing, 

coding and tabulation; statistical procedure was applied. There are two major 

categories of statistical procedure: Descriptive Statistics and Inferential 

Statistics. Former type of the statistics procedure is used to describe the data 

and latter type of the statistics is used to analyze the data and for making 

decisions or inferences about phenomena represented by data. 

13.1  Frequency Distribution 

 First task after coding the data is to construct frequency distribution to 

examine the pattern of the response to each of the independent and 

dependent variables of the research. This frequency distribution of the single 

variable is known as “univariate frequency distribution”. In this research 

frequency distribution of the variables gender, domicile, marital status, 

education, age etc was constructed to examine the description of the number 

of respondents. 

13.2  Percentage Distribution  

 Frequencies expressed in comparable numbers are called proportions 

or percentages. Proportions are calculated as f / N, where f is the frequency of 

the category and N is the total number of the responses. Percentages are 

expressed as f / N * 100. In this research, percentage distribution of males, 

females, married, unmarried, widow, divorced etc are calculated to reflect their 

relative weight in distribution. 

13.3 Types of Frequency Distribution 

 Type of frequency distribution identifies the general form of distribution. 

Distribution may have distinctive forms with few low scores and many high 
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scores, or with many low scores and few high scores; with many scores 

concentrated in the middle of the distribution.  

 In this research distribution of gender discrimination, satisfaction, 

commitment and stress level have been constructed. As the frequencies at the 

right and at the left tails were identical and most of the observations were 

concentrated in the middle of the distribution and there were few observation 

with high or low scores, therefore the distribution of all four continuous 

variables was a symmetrical distribution (Normal distribution).  

13.4 Testing for Significance level & Region of 

Rejection 

 Any set of extreme results can be selected as a basis for rejection of 

the null hypothesis. The range of these results is designated as “Region of 

Rejection”. The sum of the probabilities of the results included in the region of 

rejection is denoted as the “level of Significance, or alpha”. It is customary to 

set the levels of the significance at .05 or .01(in very rare cases .10), which 

means that the null hypothesis is to be rejected if the sample outcome is 

among the results that would have occurred no more than 5 percent or 1 

percent (or 10 percent) of the time by chance (Chava et al., 1992). The same 

thing can be seen from another aspect which is called “level of confidence”. 

13.4.1 Level of Confidence:  The level of confidence can be 

measured from level of significance as: 

100 (1- alpha) percent 

Where alpha is the level of significance (Michael et al., 1997). 

If Alpha is .05 then level of confidence is  

100(1-alpha) % 

100(1- 0.05) % 
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100(0.95) % 

95%. 

Thus for alpha = .05, confidence level is 95 percent. Similarly when alpha is 

.01 and .10 the level of significance will be 99 percent and 90 percent, 

respectively. 

 In this research, the significance level set for rejection of null hypothesis 

is alpha = .05.This means that when P < or = .05, we have statistically 

significant results ( i.e. we are 95% confident that the results from the whole 

population will also yield the same results; hence we can generalize the 

results drawn from the samples). If P>.05 then the relationship is not 

statistically significant. 

 

14. Data Analyzing Techniques 

 Data for this research is analyzed by both statistical and non statistical 

procedures. In non statistical technique, Mean Regression was used to 

measure the wage gap and educational attainment. Statistical techniques are 

divided into two categories: Parametric and Non-Parametric tests. As the 

frequency distribution for all of the scales in this research is normal, therefore 

we have used only parametric tests, except the situations where they are not 

provided, to draw the inferences. 

14.1 Chi-Square Test 

 This test is used to find how likely it is that two variables are associated. 

It is based on the comparison of the observed values in the table with what 

might be expected if the two distributions were entirely independent (Mark et 

al., 2007). It is used when the investigations concerns category variables 
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rather than quantity variables. Chi square test is used for two tests – test for 

the goodness of fit and test for the independence. In this research both types 

of Chi square tests are used. 

14.1.1 Goodness-of-fit Test:  In this research this test is used to 

investigate gender discrimination in employment in both public and private 

organizations, for this two category variables males and females are used. 

14.1.2 Independence Test:  In this research this test is used to 

address the question of whether or not Trainings / Assignments / Promotions 

are independent of sex (i.e., do they differ for males and females). Here 

Trainings / Assignments / Promotions are classified in “Yes” and “No” 

variables males and females. 

14.2  Correlation 

 Correlation analysis is concerned with providing a statistical measure of 

the strength of any relationship between variables (Michael et al., 1997). 

Pearson correlation or spearman correlation is used to explore the strength of 

relationship between two continuous variables. In this research continuous 

variables are: 

 Gender Discrimination in Workforce 

 Satisfaction and Motivation 

 Commitment and Enthusiasm, and 

 Stress level. 

Here correlation is used to explore the strength of relationship between: 

 Gender discrimination and Satisfaction 

 Gender discrimination and Commitment 
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 Gender discrimination and Stress 

 

14.3  Multiple Regression 

 Multiple Regression is a family of techniques that can be used to 

explore the relationship between one continuous dependent variable and a 

number of independent variables or predictors (usually continuous). It allows a 

more sophisticated exploration of the interrelationship among a set of 

variables. This makes it ideal for the investigation of more complex real-life 

research questions (Julie, 2007).  

In this research Multiple Regression is used to predict the influence of  three 

continuous independent variables - Satisfaction and Motivation (S&M), 

Commitment and Enthusiasm (C&E) and Stress Level (SL) – on one 

continuous independent variable i.e., Gender Discrimination. In the light of that 

influence, a model is constructed. 

14.4  T-Tests 

 There are two major types of the T-tests: Independent-Samples T-test 

and Paired-Sample T-test. Former is used to compare the mean scores of two 

different groups of persons or conditions; latter is used to compare the mean 

scores for the same group of persons on two different occasions (Julie, 2007). 

 For this research Independent – Samples T-test is used to compare the 

mean score for two groups of subjects - males and females - on continuous 

variable i.e. gender discrimination. The two variables used were gender (with 

males coded as 1 and females coded as 2) and “tdscrmntn”, which is the total 

score that participants recorded on nine item gender discrimination at 

workforce scale. 
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14.5  Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

 In this research ANOVA is used to compare the mean scores of five 

groups of one categorical independent variable “age” and one dependent 

continuous variable “gender discrimination at workforce”. The five levels of 

independent variable age are: Under 30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-

60 years and above 60 years. 

14.6  Two –Way Between Group Analysis of Variances 

 Two–way means that there are two independent variables and 

‘between groups’ means different people are in each of the groups. This 

technique assesses the individual and joint effect of two independent variables 

on one dependent variable (Julie, 2007). 

 In this research Two –way Between Group Analysis of Variance was 

used to find the effect of age / marital status / children / post / social class / 

domicile / organization / district / current salary / education on gender 

discrimination scores for males and females. For this purpose two 

independent variables ( age / marital status / children / post / social class / 

domicile / organization / district / current salary / education group and gender) 

and one dependent continuous variable (gender discrimination) were taken. 

 

 



   

  

CHAPTER NO IV 
ANALYSIS OF GENDER DISCRIMINATION IN PUBLIC 

& PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS 
 

 1.  Analyzing Gender discrimination in Public 

Organizations 

1.1  Discrimination in Employment in Public 
Organizations 
Data presented in table IV -1 is extracted from internal sources of EDO 

(Health) Office, Hyderabad, EDO (Education) Office Hyderabad, EDO (Health) 

Office, Jamshoro, EDO (Education) Office, Jamshoro. 

  
Table IV-1:  Number of employees in public & private organizations of health 

& education departments 
 

Department Male 
employees 

Female 
employees 

Total 
employees 

Public, health, ( Hyderabad) 867 379 1246 
Private, health(Hyderabad) 891 490 1381 
Public, education(Hyderabad) 4393 4459 8852 
Private, education (Hyderabad) 1878 4225 6103 
Public, health(jamshoro) 157 32 189 
Private, health, (jamshoro) 440 115 555 
Public, education(jamshoro) 2106 690 2796 
Private, education (Jamshoro) 950 1303 2253 

 
Source:  EDO (Health) Office, Hyderabad, EDO (Education) Office 

Hyderabad, EDO (Health) Office, Jamshoro, EDO (Education) 
Office, Jamshoro 

1.1.1 Health Department, District Hyderabad  
 

Table IV-2: No. of male & female employees in health department of district 
Hyderabad 

 Male Employees Female Employees Total 
Employees 

Observed 
Frequency 

867 379 1246 

Expected 
Frequency 

748 498 1246 
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Here we consider the expected frequency for males and females 60 

percent and 40 percent, respectively. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Number of degrees of freedom is (number of categories k), in which 

variable under consideration is divided. Here variable is ‘employment’ and it is 

divided into two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of 

freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 47.366) is greater than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are discriminated in employment in 

government health sector of district Hyderabad. 

  1.1.2  Health Department, District Jamshoro 
 

Table IV-3:  No: of male & female employees in health department of district 
Jamshoro 

 Male 
Employees 

Female 
Employees 

Total Employees 

Observed Frequency 157 32 189 

Expected Frequency 113 76 189 

  


i

ii

E

EO 2
2
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Here we consider the expected frequency for males and females 60 

percent and 40 percent, respectively. 

 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Here variable under consideration is ‘employment’, which is divided into 

two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2 , 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2  distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 42.605) is greater than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are discriminated in employment in 

government health sector of district Jamshoro. 

1.1.3  Education Department, District Hyderabad 
 

Table IV-4: No: of male & female employees in education department of 
district Hyderabad 

 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total 
Employees 

Observed Frequency 4393 4459 8852 

Expected Frequency 4426 4426 8852 

 
As here the number of females is more than the males, therefore we 

consider the expected frequency at 50 percent for each sex. 
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 Here also variable under consideration is ‘employment’, which is 

divided into two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of 

freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 0.492) is less than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are not discriminated in employment in 

government education sector of district Hyderabad. 

1.1.4  Education Department, District Jamshoro  
 

Table IV-5: No: of male & female employees in education department of 
district Jamshoro 

 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total Employees 

Observed Frequency 2106 690 2796 

Expected Frequency 1678 1118 2796 
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Here we consider the expected frequency for males and females 60 

percent and 40 percent, respectively. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Here again variable under consideration is ‘employment’ and it is 

divided into two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of 

freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 273.017) is greater than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are discriminated much in employment 

in government education sector of district jamshoro. 

  
1.2  Discrimination in Trainings 

 Discrimination in work force from trainings point of view is calculated by 

chi-square test for independence. Chi-square test for independence is used to 

explore the relationship between two categorical variables, here the two 

categorical variables are: gender and trainings. Gender has two categories 

(male and female) and training has two categories (No and Yes). 
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Table IV-6: Sex*Trainings cross tabulation 

   Trainings 

Total    no yes 

Sex Male Count 77 77 154 

% within Sex 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
% within Trainings 38.9% 63.1% 48.1% 
% of Total 24.1% 24.1% 48.1% 

Female Count 121 45 166 

% within Sex 72.9% 27.1% 100.0% 
% within Trainings 61.1% 36.9% 51.9% 
% of Total 37.8% 14.1% 51.9% 

Total Count 198 122 320 
% within Sex 61.9% 38.1% 100.0% 
% within Trainings 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 61.9% 38.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Table IV-7: Chi-Square tests for trainings 

 
Value df 

Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-
Square 

17.746a 1 .000 
  

Continuity 
Correctionb 

16.789 1 .000 
  

Likelihood Ratio 17.902 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact
Test 

   
.000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

17.691 1 .000 
  

N of Valid Casesb 320     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected

count is 58.71. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2
table 
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Table IV-8: Symmetric measures for trainings 

 

 

 Table IV-6 shows the number of males and females who have received 

trainings. This table shows that 77 males and 121 females have received no 

training; however, 77 males and 45 females have received training/s. 

 Main value in this test is “Pearson chi-square value”, given in table IV-7. 

As we have 2 x 2 table, we use the values of the second line i.e. Continuity 

correction. This is Yates’ correction for continuity (which compensates for the 

overestimate of the chi-square value when used with a 2 by 2 table). Here that 

value is 16.789, with an associated significance level of .000. As the value is 

less than .05, we conclude that males are preferred in the trainings as 

compared to females.  

 Next step is to measure the ‘effect size’, which indicates association 

between the two variables; this is shown in table IV-8. As table used here is 2 

x 2, therefore Phi coefficient value is used to report the effect size. The phi 

coefficient value here is -.235, which is a small effect using Cohen’s (1988) 

criteria of .10 for small effect, .30 for medium effect and .50 for large effect. 

The small effect size means that there is a small association between males 

and training. 

 We can interpret the data as “a Chi-square test for independence 

indicated significant association between gender and training, X2 (1, n=320) = 

16.789, p = .000, phi = -.235. 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by

Nominal 

Phi -.235 .000 

Cramer's V .235 .000 

N of Valid Cases 320  
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1.3  Discrimination in Assignments 

 

Table IV-09: Sex*Assignments cross tabulation 

   Assignments 

Total    no yes 

Sex Male Count 99 55 154 

% within Sex 64.3% 35.7% 100.0% 

% within Assignments 41.2% 68.8% 48.1% 

% of Total 30.9% 17.2% 48.1% 

Female Count 141 25 166 

% within Sex 84.9% 15.1% 100.0% 

% within Assignments 58.8% 31.2% 51.9% 

% of Total 44.1% 7.8% 51.9% 

Total Count 240 80 320 

% within Sex 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

% within Assignments 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 
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Table IV-10: Chi-Square tests for assignments 

 

Value df 

Asymp. 

Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig.

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-

Square 
18.176a 1 .000 

  

Continuity 

Correctionb 
17.091 1 .000 

  

Likelihood Ratio 18.468 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact

Test 

   
.000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
18.119 1 .000 

  

N of Valid

Casesb 
320 

    

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 38.50. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2

table 

    

 

Table IV-11: Symmetric measures for assignments 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal 

 by Nominal 

Phi -.238 .000 

Cramer's V .238 .000 

N of Valid Cases 320  

 

 Table IV-9 shows the number of males and females who are given 

assignment/s during the job. This table shows that 99 males and 141 females 

were given no any assignment during the job; however, 55 males and 25 

females were given either one or more assignments during the job. 
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 Here table used has 2 x 2 variables, therefore we use the values of the 

second line i.e. Continuity correction value from table IV-10. Here that value is 

17.091, with an associated significance level of .000. As the value is less than 

.05, we conclude that males are preferred in the Assignments as compared to 

females.  

 We will report the effect size through phi coefficient value from table IV-

11 and that value is -.238; which shows small association between the two 

variables i.e. males and assignments. 

 In short result can be interpreted as “a Chi-square test for 

independence indicated significant association between gender and 

assignments, X2(1, n=320) = 17.091, p = .000, phi = -.238. 

1.4  Discrimination in Promotions  

Table IV-12: Sex*Promotions Cross tabulation 

   Promotions 

Total    No yes 

Sex Male Count 84 42 126 

% within Sex 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 
% within
Promotions 

48.6% 55.3% 50.6% 

% of Total 33.7% 16.9% 50.6% 

Female Count 89 34 123 

% within Sex 72.4% 27.6% 100.0% 
% within
Promotions 

51.4% 44.7% 49.4% 

% of Total 35.7% 13.7% 49.4% 

Total Count 173 76 249 
% within Sex 69.5% 30.5% 100.0% 
% within
Promotions 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 69.5% 30.5% 100.0% 
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Table IV-13: Chi-square tests for promotions 

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-

Square 
.951a 1 .330 

  

Continuity 

Correctionb 
.701 1 .402 

  

Likelihood Ratio .952 1 .329   

Fisher's Exact Test    .339 .201 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
.947 1 .331 

  

N of Valid Casesb 249     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 37.54. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2

table 

    

 

Table IV-14: Symmetric measures for promotions 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal Phi -.062 .330 

Cramer's V .062 .330 

N of Valid Cases 249  

 

 Table IV-12 shows the number of males and females who were 

promoted during their career. This table shows that 84 males and 89 females 

were not promoted in the whole of their career; however, 42 males and 34 

females were promoted either once or more than one time in their career. 

 Here again the table used has 2 x 2 variables, therefore we use the 

values of the continuity correction value from table IV-13. Here that value is 
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.701, with an associated significance level of .402. As the value is greater than 

.05, we conclude that there is no any significant association between gender 

and promotions. .  

 Here effect size, as reported by the phi efficient value in table IV-14, is -

.062. This effect size shows small association between the two variables i.e. 

males and promotions. 

 In short result can be interpreted as “a Chi-square test for 

independence indicated no significant association between gender and 

promotions, X2 (1, n=249) = .701, p = .402, phi = -.062. 

 
1.5  Gender Discrimination in work force 

Gender Discrimination in workforce was assessed through 

Independent-samples t-test. Two variables are used for this test, one 

categorical and other continuous. For this research categorical variable used 

is Sex (with male coded as 1 and female coded as 2) and continuous variable 

used is ‘discrimination in work force”, which is the total score that participants 

recorded on 8 item gender discrimination scale. 

Table IV-15: Group statistics for gender discrimination (GD) in work force 

 

 

Sex N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error

Mean 

Discrimination in work

force 

Male 153 19.6797 4.41536 .35696 

Female 165 23.1030 4.70680 .36642 
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Table IV-16: Independent samples test for GD in workforce 

  Levene's Test for

Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

  

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference

Std. 

Error 

Differen

ce 

95% Confidence Interval

of the Difference 

  

Lower Upper 

Discrimination 

in work force 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.624 .430 -6.676 316 .000 -3.42329 .51279 -4.43221 -2.41437 

Equal 

variances not

assumed 

  

-6.692 315.956 .000 -3.42329 .51155 -4.42977 -2.41681 
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Interpretation:  In table IV-15, SPSS gives the mean and standard deviation 

for males and females. N shows the number of males and females, here the 

number of males and females is 153 and 165 respectively. 

 In table IV-16, the significant level for Levene’s test is .430, which is 

larger than the cut-off of .05. This means that the assumption of equal 

variance has not been violated, therefore we will use the t-value provided in 

the equal variance assumed line. 

 As the assumption of equal variance has not been violated, therefore 

we choose the value of Sig (2-tailed) as provided in the equal variance 

assumed line. As the value of Sig (2-tailed) is less than .05(.000), there is a 

significant difference in the mean scores on gender discrimination for males 

and females. 

 An independent-sample test was conducted to compare the Gender 

discrimination scores for Males and Females. There was significant difference 

in scores for males (M= 19.679, SD= 4.415) and females (M=23.103, SD= 

4.706); P=.000 (two-tailed). 

 Hence females are discriminated more than males in work force. 

1.6  Two-way Analysis of the Variance 

 ‘Two-way’ means that there are two independent variables and 

‘between groups’ indicates that different people are in each of the group. Here 

two independent variables are Sex and Age / Marital Status / Number of 

Children / Domicile / Post / Social Class / District / Education / Organization / 

Current Salary. Sex is divided into two groups and other independent variables 

are also divided into certain groups. The dependent continuous variable is 

‘Gender Discrimination at workforce’. This technique allows us to look at the 

individual and joint effect of two independent variables on one dependent 
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variable. This investigation is a step farther than the one-way ANOVA and 

considers the impact of gender on the findings. 

The variables used here are: 

 One continuous Dependent Variable:  total score on the ‘gender 

discrimination in work force’ scale, scores range from 5 to 40 with high scores 

indicating more discrimination in work force. 

 Two categorical independent variables (Sex: Male / Female and Age / 

Marital Status / Number of Children / Domicile / Post / Social Class / District / 

Education / Organization / Current Salary) 

1.6.1  Two way ANOVA for Age:  Here the impact of Age 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; Age: Group 1:Upto 20 

years = 1; Group 2: 21 - 30 years = 2; Group 3: 31-40 years = 3; Group 

4: 41-50 years = 4; Group 5: Above 50 years = 5).  
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Table IV-17: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for age 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex AGE Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male upto 20 19.6667 4.93288 3 

21 to 30 19.6471 5.22745 34 

31-40 20.0185 4.07241 54 

41-50 19.9744 4.02941 39 

More than

50 
18.5789 4.98125 19 

Total 19.7315 4.44582 149 

Female upto 20 25.0000 3.36650 4 

21 to 30 23.4333 4.76831 30 

31-40 25.0492 3.91334 61 

41-50 20.6750 4.72521 40 

More than

50 
21.1176 4.38581 17 

Total 23.1382 4.70458 152 

Total upto 20 22.7143 4.68025 7 

21 to 30 21.4219 5.32977 64 

31-40 22.6870 4.70417 115 

41-50 20.3291 4.38155 79 

More than

50 
19.7778 4.81730 36 

Total 21.4518 4.87871 301 
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Table IV-18: Levene’s test for age 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.892 9 291 .532 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of

the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

 

Table IV-19: Tests of between subjects effects for age 

 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
1456.774a 9 161.864 8.287 .000 .204 

Intercept 53894.218 1 53894.218 2.759E3 .000 .905 

Sex 358.680 1 358.680 18.364 .000 .059 

AGE 332.200 4 83.050 4.252 .002 .055 

Sex * AGE 235.178 4 58.795 3.010 .019 .040 

Error 5683.778 291 19.532    

Total 145655.000 301     

Corrected

Total 
7140.551 300 

    

a. R Squared = .204 (Adjusted R Squared =
.179) 

   

 

 



  

 

100

 

Table IV-20: Multiple comparisons for age 

Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

 

 

(I) AGE (J) AGE 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

upto 20 21 to 30 1.2924 1.75939 .948 -3.5370 6.1219 

31-40 .0273 1.72050 1.000 -4.6954 4.7500 
41-50 2.3852 1.74284 .648 -2.3989 7.1692 
More than
50 

2.9365 1.82560 .493 -2.0747 7.9477 

21 to 30 upto 20 -1.2924 1.75939 .948 -6.1219 3.5370 

31-40 -1.2651 .68922 .355 -3.1570 .6268 
41-50 1.0928 .74325 .583 -.9474 3.1330 
More than
50 

1.6441 .92073 .384 -.8833 4.1715 

31-40 upto 20 -.0273 1.72050 1.000 -4.7500 4.6954 

21 to 30 1.2651 .68922 .355 -.6268 3.1570 
41-50 2.3578* .64582 .003 .5851 4.1306 
More than
50 

2.9092* .84403 .006 .5923 5.2260 

41-50 upto 20 -2.3852 1.74284 .648 -7.1692 2.3989 

21 to 30 -1.0928 .74325 .583 -3.1330 .9474 
31-40 -2.3578* .64582 .003 -4.1306 -.5851 
More than
50 

.5513 .88870 .972 -1.8881 2.9908 

More 
than 50 

upto 20 -2.9365 1.82560 .493 -7.9477 2.0747 

21 to 30 -1.6441 .92073 .384 -4.1715 .8833 
31-40 -2.9092* .84403 .006 -5.2260 -.5923 
41-50 -.5513 .88870 .972 -2.9908 1.8881 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square (Error) =

19.532. 

   

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05

level. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-1:  Graph of discrimination in different age groups of males & 

females 
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Interpretation:  Table IV-17 provides mean scores, standard deviation and 

number of the cases for each group. In this table number of males and 

females under the first age group i.e. up to 20 years are 3 and 4, respectively. 

In the second age group (21-30 years) males are 34 and females are 30. 

There are 54 males and 61 females in the third age group i.e. 31 to 40 years. 

The respective number of males and females for the fourth group (41-50 

years) is 39 and 40. In the last group i.e. above 50 years, males are 19 and 

females are 17.   

 Table IV-18 indicates that the Sig. level is .532. As this is larger than 

.05, so homogeneity of variances assumption is not violated. 

 The main line in table IV-19 is Sex*Age, value of which shows whether 

the result is significant. In the above table sig. value is .019, which is less than 

.05. This indicates that interaction effect is significant i.e. there is significant 

difference in the effect of age on gender discrimination in work force for males 

and females. 

 For assessing ‘main effect’, this determines whether there is a main 

effect for each independent variable, sig. values for the both independent 

variables must be looked into. In the same table (IV-19), there is a significant 

main effect for age (age: Sig. = .002) as well as for sex (sex: Sig. = .000). This 

means that male and female differ in terms of gender discrimination in work 

force and also there is a difference in scores for all the five age groups. 

 Post-hoc tests are provided in the table IV-20. We look at Post-hoc 

tests when there is either a significant main effect or interaction effect in the 

overall analysis of variance test. Here both effects are significant therefore we 
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look at this table, and the table shows that group 3(31-40), group 4(41-50) and 

group 5(50+) differ significantly.  

A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and age on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into five age groups(Group1: Upto 20 years; Group 2: 

21-30 years; Group 3: 31-40 years; Group 4 : 41-50 years; Group 5: 50 years 

and above). The interaction effect between sex and age was statistically 

significant, F (4, 291) = 3.010, p = .019. There was a statistically significant 

main effect for age and sex, F (4, 291) = 4.252, p = .002, F (1, 291) = 18.364, 

p = .000, respectively.  Effect size for age was small (partial eta squared = 

.055), and for sex was also small (partial eta squared = .059). Post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the 

31-40 age group (M = 22.687, SD = 4.704) was significantly different from the 

41-50 group (M = 20.329, SD = 4.381) and 50 + group (M = 19.777, SD = 

4.817). The Upto 20 years age group (M = 22.714, SD = 4.680) and 21-30 

years age group (M = 21.421, SD = 5.329) did not significantly differ from any 

of the other groups. 

In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*Age is less than .05, 

which means that the influence of age on gender discrimination is 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=23.138) than males (m=19.731)]. ‘Main effect’ for age 

is .002, which means that there is also difference in all the age groups of the 

subjects. Females are discriminated more than males in all the five age 

groups, however the Post Hoc tests show that the mean score for 31-40 age 
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group was significantly different from the 41-50 and above 50 years group. 

Females in the age group (41-50) were discriminated less and in group (31-

40) they are discriminated more; whereas, gender discrimination scores for 

males were low in age group(41-50) and high in age group(31-40). Effect size 

for sex is .055, which is small. It means that though the effect has reached 

statistical significance, the actual difference in the mean values for males 

(19.731) and females (23.138) is small. Effect size for age is .059, which is 

also small. It means that though the effect has reached statistical significance; 

the actual difference in the mean values of age groups is very small i.e. 

22.714, 21.421, 22.687, 20.329, and 19.777.  

1.6.2 Two-way ANOVA for Marital Status:  Here the impact of 

Marital Status 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; Marital Status: Group 1: 

Single = 1; Group 2: Married = 2; Group 3: Divorced = 3; Group 4: 

Widow) 
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Table IV-21: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for marital status 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force  

Sex Marital Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male Single 20.0000 4.95772 39 

Married 19.5702 4.23213 114 

Total 19.6797 4.41536 153 

Female Single 23.2250 4.12303 40 

married 23.1404 4.94729 114 

divorced 22.6667 4.61880 3 

widow 22.2500 5.85235 4 

Total 23.1304 4.72907 161 

Total single 21.6329 4.80699 79 

married 21.3553 4.92956 228 

divorced 22.6667 4.61880 3 

widow 22.2500 5.85235 4 

Total 21.4490 4.88712 314 
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Table IV-22: Levene’s Test for marital status 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.738 5 308 .595 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of

the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

Marital 

 

Table IV-23: Tests of between subjects effects for marital status 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
943.600a 5 188.720 8.899 .000 .126 

Intercept 18953.892 1 18953.892 893.711 .000 .744 

Sex 677.194 1 677.194 31.931 .000 .094 

Marital 7.373 3 2.458 .116 .951 .001 

Sex * Marital 1.747 1 1.747 .082 .774 .000 

Error 6532.085 308 21.208    

Total 151935.000 314     

Corrected 

Total 
7475.685 313 

    

a. R Squared = .126  (Adjusted R Squared =

.112) 
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Table IV-24: Multiple Comparisons for marital status 

 

Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

    

(I) 

Marital 

(J) 

Marital 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) Std. ErrorSig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

single married .2776 .60123 .967 -1.2754 1.8307 

divorced -1.0338 2.70884 .981 -8.0310 5.9635 

widow -.6171 2.36019 .994 -6.7137 5.4795 

married single -.2776 .60123 .967 -1.8307 1.2754 

divorced -1.3114 2.67626 .961 -8.2245 5.6017 

widow -.8947 2.32272 .981 -6.8946 5.1051 

divorced single 1.0338 2.70884 .981 -5.9635 8.0310 

married 1.3114 2.67626 .961 -5.6017 8.2245 

widow .4167 3.51730 .999 -8.6689 9.5022 

widow single .6171 2.36019 .994 -5.4795 6.7137 

married .8947 2.32272 .981 -5.1051 6.8946 

divorced -.4167 3.51730 .999 -9.5022 8.6689 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 21.208. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-2:  Graph of discrimination in different marital status groups of males 

& females 

 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and marital status on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into four marital status groups (Group1: Single; 

Group 2: Married; Group 3: Divorced; Group 4: Widow). The interaction effect 

between sex and marital status was not statistically significant, F (1, 308) = 

.082, p =.774. There was not a statistically significant main effect for marital 

status, F (3, 308) = .116, p = .951.  Effect size was small (partial eta squared = 

.001).  
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 The main effect for sex, F (1, 308) = 31.931, p = .000, therefore there 

was a statistically significant main effect for sex. Effect size was moderate 

(partial eta squared = .094). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Marital status is more 

than .05, which means that the influence of marital status 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=23.130) than males 

(m=19.679)]. ‘Main effect’ for marital status is .951, which means that marital 

status groups [single(21.632), married(21.355), divorced(22.666) and 

widow(22.250) ] do not differ significantly in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is .094, which is moderate. It means 

that though the effect has reached statistical significance, the actual difference 

in the mean values for males (19.679) and females (23.130) is moderate. 

Effect size for marital status is .001, which is small. It means the actual 

difference in the mean values of marital status groups is very small i.e. 21.632, 

21.355, 22.666 and 22.250.  

1.6.3  Two- way ANOVA for Children:  Here the impact of Sex 

and Children 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; Children: Group 1: No 

child = 1; Group 2: 1 child = 2; Group 3: 2-4 children = 3; Group 4: 5 

and more children = 4).  

 



  

 

110

Table IV-25: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for children 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in  
work force 

 

Sex Children Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male no children 21.1429 3.99725 14 

1 17.3077 4.40425 13 
2to4 19.5714 3.96238 63 
5 & more 19.5833 4.70815 24 
Total 19.5088 4.23271 114 

Female no children 22.8333 4.85374 18 

1 22.0000 6.34210 10 
2to4 22.8313 4.86355 83 
5 & more 26.1818 3.25017 11 
Total 23.0656 4.92210 122 

Total no children 22.0937 4.51063 32 

1 19.3478 5.71767 23 
2to4 21.4247 4.76602 146 
5 & more 21.6571 5.26890 35 
Total 21.3475 4.92562 236 

 

 

Table IV-26: Levene’s test for children 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.937 7 228 .478 

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

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + Children + Sex *
Children 
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Table IV-27: Tests of between subjects effects for children 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
969.988a 7 138.570 6.677 .000 .170 

Intercept 63297.700 1 63297.700 3.050E3 .000 .930 

Sex 567.987 1 567.987 27.370 .000 .107 

Children 151.703 3 50.568 2.437 .065 .031 

Sex * Children 107.375 3 35.792 1.725 .163 .022 

Error 4731.520 228 20.752    

Total 113250.000 236     

Corrected Total 5701.508 235     

a. R Squared = .170 (Adjusted R Squared =

.145) 
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Table IV-28: Multiple comparisons for children 

Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

    

(I) 

Children (J) Children 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

no 

children 

1 2.7459 1.24530 .125 -.4770 5.9689 

2to4 .6691 .88918 .876 -1.6322 2.9704 

5 & more .4366 1.11420 .980 -2.4470 3.3202 

1 no children -2.7459 1.24530 .125 -5.9689 .4770 

2to4 -2.0768 1.02196 .179 -4.7218 .5681 

5 & more -2.3093 1.22278 .236 -5.4740 .8553 

2to4 no children -.6691 .88918 .876 -2.9704 1.6322 

1 2.0768 1.02196 .179 -.5681 4.7218 

5 & more -.2325 .85736 .993 -2.4514 1.9864 

5 & more no children -.4366 1.11420 .980 -3.3202 2.4470 

1 2.3093 1.22278 .236 -.8553 5.4740 

2to4 .2325 .85736 .993 -1.9864 2.4514 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square (Error) =

20.752. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-3: Graph of Discrimination in Different Children Groups of Males & 

Females 

 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and children on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into four children groups(Group1: no child; group 2: 1 

child; group 3: 2-4 children; Group 4 : 5 and more children). The interaction 

effect between sex and children was not statistically significant, F (3, 228) = 

1.725, p = .163. There was also no statistically significant main effect for 

children, F (3, 228) = 2.437, p = .065.  Effect size for children was small 

(partial eta squared = .031). The main effect for sex, F (1, 228) = 27.370, p = 
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.000, therefore there was a statistically significant main effect for sex. Effect 

size was moderate (partial eta squared = .107). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*children is more than .05, 

which means that the influence of children 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=23.065) than males (m=19.508)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for children is .065, which means that children groups [no child 

(22.093), 1 child (19.347), 2-4 children (21.424) and 5 and more children 

(21.657)] do not differ significantly in terms of their gender discrimination 

scores. Effect size for sex is .107, which is medium, which means that the 

actual difference in the mean values for males (19.508) and females 

(m=23.065) is of medium size. Effect size for children is .031, which is small. It 

means the actual difference in the mean values of children groups is very 

small i.e. 22.093, 19.347, 21.424 and 21.657.  

1.6.4  Two- way ANOVA for Domicile:  Here the impact of 

Domicile 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; Domicile: Group 1: Sindh 

(Rural) = 1; Group 2: Sindh (Urban) = 2; Group 3: Other Province = 3) 
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Table IV-29: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for domicile 

 

Table IV-30: Levene’s test for domicile 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.081 4 305 .366 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

Domicile 

 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force  

Sex Domicile Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male s(r) 19.9196 4.70411 112 

s(u) 18.8462 3.42236 39 
Total 19.6424 4.42319 151 

Female s(r) 22.8816 4.77205 76 

s(u) 23.2692 4.85818 78 
other 
province 

24.6000 2.96648 5 

Total 23.1258 4.75839 159 

Total s(r) 21.1170 4.93889 188 

s(u) 21.7949 4.88760 117 

other 
province 24.6000 2.96648 5 

Total 21.4290 4.91084 310 
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Table IV-31: Tests of between subjects effects for domicile 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force 

 

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
990.105a 4 247.526 11.683 .000 .133 

Intercept 30483.373 1 30483.373 1.439E3 .000 .825 

Sex 900.747 1 900.747 42.515 .000 .122 

Domicile 19.053 2 9.527 .450 .638 .003 

Sex * Domicile 35.260 1 35.260 1.664 .198 .005 

Error 6461.834 305 21.186    

Total 149805.000 310     

Corrected Total7451.939 309     

a. R Squared = .133 (Adjusted R Squared =

.121) 

   

 
Table IV-32: Multiple comparisons for domicile 

Discrimination in work
force 
Tukey HSD 

     

(I) 
Domicile (J) Domicile 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

s(r) s(u) -.6779 .54201 .424 -1.9544 .5987 

other province -3.4830 2.08566 .218 -8.3951 1.4292 

s(u) s(r) .6779 .54201 .424 -.5987 1.9544 

other province -2.8051 2.10199 .377 -7.7558 2.1455 

other 
province 

s(r) 3.4830 2.08566 .218 -1.4292 8.3951 

s(u) 2.8051 2.10199 .377 -2.1455 7.7558 

Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) =
21.186. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-4: Graph of discrimination in different domicile groups of males & 

females 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and domicile on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into three domicile groups (Group1: Sindh (Rural); 

Group 2: Sindh (Urban); Group 3: Other Province). The interaction effect 

between sex and domicile was not statistically significant, F (1, 305) = 1.664, p 

= .198. There was also not a statistically significant main effect for domicile F 

(2, 305) = .450, p = .638.  Effect size for domicile was small (partial eta 

squared = .003). The main effect for sex, F (1, 305) = 42.515, p = .000, 

therefore, there was a statistically significant main effect for sex. Effect size 

was medium (partial eta squared = .122). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*Domicile is more than 

.05, which means that the influence of domicile 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 
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[females are discriminated more (m=23.125) than males (m=19.642)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for domicile is .638, which means that domicile groups [sindh (R) 

(21.117), sindh (U)( 21.794), and other province(24.600)] do not differ 

significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is 

.122, which is medium, which means that the actual difference in the mean 

values for males (19.642) and females (23.125) is of medium size. Effect size 

for domicile is .003, which is small. It means the actual difference in the mean 

values of domicile groups is very small i.e. 21.117, 21.794 and 24.600.  

1.6.5  Two- way ANOVA for Post held:  Here the impact of 

Post 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; Post: Group 1: 

Paramedical = 1; Group 2: Nurse = 2; Group 3: Doctor = 3; Group 4: 

Professor  = 4; Group 5: Primary School Teacher(PST) = 5; Group 6: 

High School Teacher(HST) = 6; Group 7:Lecturer(College) = 7; Group 

8: University Professor) 
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Table IV-33: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for post held 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force 
 

 

Sex Post Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male paramedical 20.1053 2.25819 19 

nurse 20.0645 3.75886 31 
doctor 19.2857 4.95252 14 
professor 18.4375 4.09827 16 
primary teacher 22.6111 2.89297 18 
HST 22.4500 5.60521 20 
lecturer(college) 17.1500 3.80132 20 
university professor 16.2000 3.87667 15 
Total 19.6797 4.41536 153 

Female paramedical 26.8947 3.21273 19 

nurse 24.1000 3.16609 30 
doctor 21.1250 3.53789 16 
professor 20.9000 4.16628 20 
primary teacher 25.9643 3.62586 28 
HST 26.0556 3.93285 18 
lecturer(college) 17.6842 3.31751 19 
university professor 19.3333 3.81101 15 
Total 23.1030 4.70680 165 

Total paramedical 23.5000 4.39748 38 

nurse 22.0492 4.00594 61 
doctor 20.2667 4.28255 30 
professor 19.8056 4.26159 36 
primary teacher 24.6522 3.71314 46 
HST 24.1579 5.15451 38 
lecturer(college) 17.4103 3.53716 39 
university professor 17.7667 4.09948 30 
Total 21.4560 4.87279 318 
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Table IV-34: Levene’s test for post held 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.481 15 302 .111 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

 

Table IV-35: Tests of between subjects effects for post held 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in  

work force 

   

Source 

Type III

Sum of

Squares df Mean SquareF Sig. 

Partial  

Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
3202.864a 15 213.524 14.913 .000 .426 

Intercept 134680.505 1 134680.505 9.406E3 .000 .969 

Sex 780.189 1 780.189 54.490 .000 .153 

Post 2033.225 7 290.461 20.286 .000 .320 

Sex * Post 221.727 7 31.675 2.212 .033 .049 

Error 4324.020 302 14.318    

Total 153921.000 318     

Corrected 

Total 
7526.884 317 

    

a. R Squared = .426 (Adjusted R Squared =

.397) 
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Post Hoc Tests 

Post 

Table IV-36: Multiple comparisons for post 

Discrimination in work

force 

Tukey HSD 

     

(I) Post (J) Post 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower Bound 
Upper 
Bound 

paramedica
l 

nurse 1.4508 .78199 .583 -.9361 3.8377 

doctor 3.2333* .92415 .012 .4125 6.0541 
professor 3.6944* .88006 .001 1.0082 6.3807 
primary 
teacher 

-1.1522 .82949 .862 -3.6840 1.3797 

HST -.6579 .86809 .995 -3.3076 1.9918 
lecturer(c
ollege) 

6.0897* .86250 .000 3.4571 8.7224 

university 
professor 

5.7333* .92415 .000 2.9125 8.5541 

nurse paramedi
cal 

-1.4508 .78199 .583 -3.8377 .9361 

doctor 1.7825 .84379 .409 -.7930 4.3580
professor 2.2436 .79526 .094 -.1838 4.6710 
primary 
teacher 

-2.6030* .73890 .011 -4.8584 -.3476 

HST -2.1087 .78199 .128 -4.4956 .2782 
lecturer(c
ollege) 

4.6389* .77579 .000 2.2710 7.0069 

university 
professor 

4.2825* .84379 .000 1.7070 6.8580 

doctor paramedi
cal 

-3.2333* .92415 .012 -6.0541 -.4125 

nurse -1.7825 .84379 .409 -4.3580 .7930 
professor .4611 .93541 1.000 -2.3940 3.3163 
primary 
teacher 

-4.3855* .88799 .000 -7.0959 -1.6751 

HST -3.8912* .92415 .001 -6.7120 -1.0704 

lecturer(c
ollege) 

2.8564* .91891 .043 .0516 5.6612 

university 
professor 

2.5000 .97700 .175 -.4821 5.4821 
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professor paramedi
cal 

-3.6944* .88006 .001 -6.3807 -1.0082 

nurse -2.2436 .79526 .094 -4.6710 .1838 
doctor -.4611 .93541 1.000 -3.3163 2.3940 
primary 
teacher 

-4.8466* .84201 .000 -7.4167 -2.2765 

HST -4.3523* .88006 .000 -7.0386 -1.6661 
lecturer(c
ollege) 

2.3953 .87456 .115 -.2741 5.0647 

university 
professor 

2.0389 .93541 .367 -.8163 4.8940 

Primary 
teacher 

paramedi
cal 

1.1522 .82949 .862 -1.3797 3.6840 

nurse 2.6030* .73890 .011 .3476 4.8584 
doctor 4.3855* .88799 .000 1.6751 7.0959 
professor 4.8466* .84201 .000 2.2765 7.4167 
HST .4943 .82949 .999 -2.0376 3.0261 
lecturer(c
ollege) 

7.2419* .82364 .000 4.7279 9.7559 

university 
professor 

6.8855* .88799 .000 4.1751 9.5959 

HST paramedi
cal 

.6579 .86809 .995 -1.9918 3.3076 

nurse 2.1087 .78199 .128 -.2782 4.4956 
doctor 3.8912* .92415 .001 1.0704 6.7120 
professor 4.3523* .88006 .000 1.6661 7.0386
primary 
teacher 

-.4943 .82949 .999 -3.0261 2.0376 

lecturer(c
ollege) 

6.7476* .86250 .000 4.1150 9.3803 

university 
professor 

6.3912* .92415 .000 3.5704 9.2120 

lecturer(coll
ege) 

paramedi
cal 

-6.0897* .86250 .000 -8.7224 -3.4571 

nurse -4.6389* .77579 .000 -7.0069 -2.2710 
doctor -2.8564* .91891 .043 -5.6612 -.0516 
professor -2.3953 .87456 .115 -5.0647 .2741 
primary 
teacher 

-7.2419* .82364 .000 -9.7559 -4.7279 

HST -6.7476* .86250 .000 -9.3803 -4.1150 

university 
professor 

-.3564 .91891 1.000 -3.1612 2.4484 
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university 
professor 

paramedi
cal 

-5.7333* .92415 .000 -8.5541 -2.9125 

nurse -4.2825* .84379 .000 -6.8580 -1.7070 

doctor -2.5000 .97700 .175 -5.4821 .4821 

professor -2.0389 .93541 .367 -4.8940 .8163 

primary 
teacher 

-6.8855* .88799 .000 -9.5959 -4.1751 

HST -6.3912* .92415 .000 -9.2120 -3.5704 

lecturer(c
ollege) 

.3564 .91891 1.000 -2.4484 3.1612 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square

(Error) = 14.318. 

    

*. The mean difference is

significant at the .05 level. 

    

 

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-5: Graph of discrimination in different post groups of males & 

females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and Post on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into eight post groups (Group1: Paramedical; Group 2: 

Nurse; Group 3: Doctor; Group 4: Professor; Group 5: PST; Group 6: HST; 

Group 7: Lecturer (Colleges); Group 8: University Professor). The interaction 

effect between sex and post was statistically significant, F (7, 302) = 2.212, p 

= .033. There was a statistically significant main effect for post, F (7,302) = 

20.286, p = .000.  Effect size for post was large (partial eta squared = .320). 

The main effect for sex, F (1, 302) = 54.490, p =.000, was also statistically 

significant. Effect size for sex was medium (partial eta squared = .153). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Post is less than .05, 

which means that the influence of post on gender discrimination is 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=23.103) than males (m=19.679)]. ‘Main effect’ for post 

is .000, which means that post groups paramedical group (M = 23.500, SD = 

4.397) was significantly different from the doctor group (M = 20.266, SD = 

4.282), Professor group (M = 19.805, SD = 4.261), lecturer(college) (M = 

17.410, SD = 3.537), and university Professor (M = 17.766, SD = 4.099); 

nurse group (M = 22.049, SD = 4.005) was significantly different from PST (M 

= 24.652, SD = 3.713), lecturer(college) (M = 17.410, SD = 3.537), and 

university Professor (M = 17.766, SD = 4.099); doctor group was significantly 

different from PST (M = 24.652, SD = 3.713) and HST (M = 24.157, SD = 

5.154), lecturer(college) (M = 17.410, SD = 3.537) ; professor group was 

significantly different from PST and HST.  PST group was significantly different 
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from lecturer (college) and university professor groups; HST group was 

significantly different from lecturer (college) and university professor group. 

Effect size for sex is .153, which is medium, which means that the actual 

difference in the mean values for males (19.679) and females (23.103) is 

moderate. Effect size for post is .320, which is strong. It means the actual 

difference in the mean values of post groups is very large i.e. 23.500, 22.049, 

20.266, 19.805, 24.652, 24.157, 17.410 and 17.766. 

1.6.6  Two- way ANOVA for Social Class:  Here the impact of 

social class 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; Social Class: Group 1: 

Poor = 1; Group 2: Middle = 2; Group 3: Upper = 3). 

Table IV-37: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for social class 

 

 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

Sex SCLASS Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 

Male upper 17.7692 2.91987 13 

middle 19.8496 4.76824 113 
poor 19.8889 3.17845 27 
Total 19.6797 4.41536 153 

Female upper 21.5000 3.52464 14 

middle 22.5357 4.90620 112 
poor 25.5152 3.58051 33 

Total 23.0629 4.71153 159 
Total upper 19.7037 3.70877 27 

middle 21.1867 5.01077 225 
poor 22.9833 4.40143 60 
Total 

21.4038 4.86576 
312 
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Table IV-38: Levene’s test for social class 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

2.235 5 306 .051 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

 

Table IV-39: Tests of between subjects effects for social class 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
1208.099a 5 241.620 12.012 .000 .164 

Intercept 69147.574 1 69147.574 3.438E3 .000 .918 

Sex 621.230 1 621.230 30.885 .000 .092 

SCLASS 193.486 2 96.743 4.810 .009 .030 

Sex *

SCLASS 
102.697 2 51.348 2.553 .080 .016 

Error 6155.016 306 20.114    

Total 150298.000 312     

Corrected 

Total 
7363.115 311 

    

a. R Squared = .164 (Adjusted R Squared =

.150) 
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Table IV-40: Multiple comparisons for social class 

Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

    

(I) S 

CLASS 

(J)  

S 

CLASS 

Mean 

Difference  

(I-J) Std. ErrorSig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

upper middle -1.4830 .91344 .237 -3.6343 .6684 

poor -3.2796* 1.03934 .005 -5.7274 -.8318 

middle upper 1.4830 .91344 .237 -.6684 3.6343 

poor -1.7967* .65164 .017 -3.3314 -.2619 

poor upper 3.2796* 1.03934 .005 .8318 5.7274 

middle 1.7967* .65164 .017 .2619 3.3314 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 20.114.

  

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05

level. 

  

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-6: Graph of discrimination in different social class groups of males & 

females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and social class on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into three social class groups (Group1: Poor; 

Group 2: Middle; Group 3: Upper). The interaction effect between sex and 

social class was not statistically significant, F (2, 306) = 2.553, p =.080. There 

was a statistically significant main effect for social class, F (2, 306) = 4.810, p 

= .009.  Effect size for social class was small (partial eta squared = .030). The 

main effect for sex, F (1, 306) = 30.885, p = .000 was also significant with 

moderate effect size (partial eta squared = .092). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Social class is more than 

.05, which means that the influence of social class 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=23.062) than males (m=19.679)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for social class is .009, which means that social class groups poor 

group (M =22.983, SD = 4.401) was significantly different from the upper 

group (M = 19.703, SD = 3.708) and middle group (M = 21.186, SD = 5.010). 

Effect size for sex is .092, which is moderate. It means that the actual 

difference in the mean values for males (19.679) and females (23.062) is 

moderate. Effect size for social class is .030, which is small. It means the 

actual difference in the mean values of social class groups is very small i.e. 

22.983, 21.186, and 19.703.  
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1.6.7  Two- way ANOVA for District:  Here the impact of District 

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; District: Group 1: 

Hyderabad= 1; Group 2: Jamshoro = 2).  

Table IV-41: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for district 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex District Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male hyderabad 19.0423 4.33404 71 

jamshoro 20.2317 4.43693 82 

Total 19.6797 4.41536 153 

Female hyderabad 23.7848 4.63175 79 

jamshoro 22.4767 4.71475 86 

Total 23.1030 4.70680 165 

Total hyderabad 21.5400 5.06949 150 

jamshoro 21.3810 4.70420 168 

Total 21.4560 4.87279 318 

 

Table IV-42: Levene’s test for district 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.203 3 314 .894 

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

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + District + Sex * District 
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Table IV-43: Tests of between subjects effects for district 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
1054.618a 3 351.539 17.055 .000 .140 

Intercept 144689.288 1 144689.288 7.020E3 .000 .957 

Sex 965.603 1 965.603 46.846 .000 .130 

District .278 1 .278 .013 .908 .000 

Sex *

District 
123.356 1 123.356 5.985 .015 .019 

Error 6472.266 314 20.612    

Total 153921.000 318     

Corrected 
Total 

7526.884 317 
    

a. R Squared = .140 (Adjusted R Squared =
.132) 

   

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-7: Graph of discrimination in different districts groups of males & 

females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and district on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into two district groups (Group1: Hyderabad; Group 2: 

Jamshoro). The interaction effect between sex and district was statistically 

significant, F (1, 314) = 5.985, p = .015. There was no statistically significant 

main effect for district, F (1, 314) = 0.013, p = .908.  Effect size for district was 

small (partial eta squared = .000). Post hoc tests are not performed for District 

because there are fewer than three groups.  The main effect for sex, F (1, 314) 

= 46.846, p = .000 was also significant with moderate effect size (partial eta 

squared = .130). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*District is less than .05, 

which means that the influence of domicile on gender discrimination is 

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=23.103) than males (m=19.679)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for domicile is .908, which means that domicile groups [Hyderabad 

(21.540) and Jamshoro (21.381)] do not differ significantly in terms of their 

gender discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is .130, which is medium, 

which means that the actual difference in the mean values for males (19.679) 

and females (23.103) is medium in size. Effect size for domicile is .000, which 

is very small. It means the actual difference in the mean values of domicile 

groups is very small i.e. 21.540, and 21.381.  

1.6.8 Two- way ANOVA for Organization:  Here the impact of 

Organization and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. 

Variables used here are: 
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 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in 

workforce). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Organization: Group 1: 

Health = 1; Group 2: Education). 

 

Table IV-44: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for organization 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Organization Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male health 19.6125 3.76692 80 

education 19.7534 5.05740 73 
Total 19.6797 4.41536 153 

Female health 23.4118 4.15272 85 

education 22.7750 5.23855 80 
Total 23.1030 4.70680 165 

Total health 21.5697 4.39265 165 

education 21.3333 5.35454 153 
Total 21.4560 4.87279 318 

 

Table IV-45: Levene’s test for organization 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

3.377 3 314 .019 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

Organization 
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Table IV-46: Tests of between subjects effects for organization 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force    

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
947.796a 3 315.932 15.078 .000 .126 

Intercept 145041.197 1 145041.197 6.922E3 .000 .957 

Sex 921.934 1 921.934 44.001 .000 .123 

Organization 4.872 1 4.872 .233 .630 .001 

Sex *

Organization 
11.985 1 11.985 .572 .450 .002 

Error 6579.087 314 20.953    

Total 153921.000 318     

Corrected Total 7526.884 317     

a. R Squared = .126 (Adjusted R Squared = .118)    

 

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-8: Graph of discrimination in different organizations groups of males 

& females 
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 Two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and organization on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into two organization groups (Group1: Health; 

Group 2: Education). The interaction effect between sex and organization was 

not statistically significant, F (1, 314) = .572, p = .450. There was also not 

statistically significant main effect for organization, F (1, 314) = .233, p = .630.  

Effect size for organization was small (partial eta squared = .001). Post hoc 

tests are not performed for Organizations because there are fewer than three 

groups.  The main effect for sex, F (1, 314) = 44.001, p = .000 was also 

significant with moderate effect size (partial eta squared = .123). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Organization is more 

than .05, which means that the influence of organization 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=23.103) than males 

(m=19.679)]. ‘Main effect’ for organization is .630, which means that 

organizations groups [Health (21.569) and Education (21.333)] do not differ 

significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is 

.123, which is medium, which means that the actual difference in the mean 

values for males (19.679) and females (23.103) is medium in size. Effect size 

for organization is .001, which is small. It means the actual difference in the 

mean values of organizations groups is very small i.e. 21.569 and 21.333.  

1.6.9  Two- way ANOVA for Current Salary:  Here the 

impact of Current Salary and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is 

assessed. Variables used here are: 
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 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in 

workforce). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Current Salary: Group 1: 

Less than 5,000 = 1; Group 2: 5,100 – 8,000 = 2; Group 3: 8,100 – 

15,000 = 3; Group 4: 15,100 – 30,000 = 4; Group 5: 30,100 – 50,000 = 

5; Group 6: More than 50,000).  

 

Table IV-47: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for current salary 

 
Dependent Variable: Discrimination in  
work force 

 

Sex C Salary Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male less than 5,000 22.0000 . 1 

5,100 to 8,000 20.2500 4.15878 12 
8100 to 15,000 21.5750 3.60831 40 
15100 to 30,000 19.5000 4.85325 38 
30100 to 50,000 17.8333 4.52769 18 
more than 50,000 17.5000 2.16795 6 
Total 19.9565 4.36974 115 

Female less than 5,000 24.6000 3.91152 5 

5,100 to 8,000 27.0000 3.39116 9 
8100 to 15,000 25.1429 4.40643 49 
15100 to 30,000 22.2174 3.34333 23 
30100 to 50,000 19.4211 4.74126 19 
more than 50,000 17.5714 3.04725 7 
Total 23.2232 4.86893 112 

Total less than 5,000 24.1667 3.65605 6 

5,100 to 8,000 23.1429 5.08218 21 
8100 to 15,000 23.5393 4.42117 89 
15100 to 30,000 20.5246 4.51518 61 
30100 to 50,000 18.6486 4.64409 37 
more than 50,000 17.5385 2.56955 13 
Total 21.5683 4.89432 227 
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Table IV-48: Levene’s test for current salary 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.944 11 215 .499 

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

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

Table IV-49: Tests of between subjects effects for current salary 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 
Type III Sum
of Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

1680.708a 11 152.792 8.800 .000 .310 

Intercept 33635.062 1 33635.062 1.937E3 .000 .900 

Sex 155.185 1 155.185 8.938 .003 .040 

CSalary 938.207 5 187.641 10.807 .000 .201 

Sex * CSalary 126.408 5 25.282 1.456 .206 .033 

Error 3732.984 215 17.363    

Total 111012.000 227     

Corrected 
Total 

5413.692 226 
    

a. R Squared = .310 (Adjusted R Squared =
.275) 
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Table IV-50: Multiple comparisons for current salary 

Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

     

(I) CSalary (J) CSalary 

Mean 
Differenc 
e (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

less than
5,000 

5,000 to 8,000 1.0238 1.92888 .995 -4.5229 6.5705 

8100 to 15,000 .6273 1.75752 .999 -4.4266 5.6813 

15100 to 30,000 3.6421 1.78281 .322 -1.4846 8.7687 

30100 to 50,000 5.5180* 1.83386 .034 .2446 10.7915 

more than 50,000 6.6282* 2.05655 .018 .7144 12.5420 

5,000 to
8,000 

less than 5,000 -1.0238 1.92888 .995 -6.5705 4.5229 

8100 to 15,000 -.3965 1.01088 .999 -3.3034 2.5104 
15100 to 30,000 2.6183 1.05424 .134 -.4133 5.6499 
30100 to 50,000 4.4942* 1.13845 .001 1.2205 7.7679 
more than 50,000 5.6044* 1.47051 .002 1.3758 9.8330 

8100 to
15,000 

less than 5,000 -.6273 1.75752 .999 -5.6813 4.4266 

5,000 to 8,000 .3965 1.01088 .999 -2.5104 3.3034 
15100 to 30,000 3.0147* .69262 .000 1.0230 5.0064 
30100 to 50,000 4.8907* .81508 .000 2.5468 7.2345 
more than 50,000 6.0009* 1.23721 .000 2.4432 9.5586 

15100 to
30,000 

less than 5,000 -3.6421 1.78281 .322 -8.7687 1.4846 

5,000 to 8,000 -2.6183 1.05424 .134 -5.6499 .4133 
8100 to 15,000 -3.0147* .69262 .000 -5.0064 -1.0230 
30100 to 50,000 1.8759 .86827 .261 -.6209 4.3727 
more than 50,000 2.9861 1.27288 .181 -.6742 6.6464 

30100 to
50,000 

less than 5,000 -5.5180* 1.83386 .034 -10.7915 -.2446 

5,000 to 8,000 -4.4942* 1.13845 .001 -7.7679 -1.2205 
8100 to 15,000 -4.8907* .81508 .000 -7.2345 -2.5468 
15100 to 30,000 -1.8759 .86827 .261 -4.3727 .6209 
more than 50,000 1.1102 1.34345 .962 -2.7530 4.9734 

more than
50,000 

less than 5,000 -6.6282* 2.05655 .018 -12.5420 -.7144 

5,000 to 8,000 -5.6044* 1.47051 .002 -9.8330 -1.3758
8100 to 15,000 -6.0009* 1.23721 .000 -9.5586 -2.4432 
15100 to 30,000 -2.9861 1.27288 .181 -6.6464 .6742 
30100 to 50,000 

-1.1102 1.34345 .962 -4.9734 2.7530 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV- 9: Graph of discrimination in different current salary groups of males 

& females 

 
 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and current salary on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into six current salary groups(Group1: less than 

5,000; Group 2: 5,100 – 8,000; Group 3: 8,100 – 15,000; Group 4: 15,100 – 

30,000; Group 5: 30,100 – 50,000; Group 6: more than 50,000). The 

interaction effect between sex and current salary was not statistically 

significant, F (5, 215) = 1.456, p = .206. There was a statistically significant 

main effect for current salary, F (5, 215) = 10.807, p = .000.  Effect size for 

current salary was large (partial eta squared = .201). The main effect for sex, F 

(1, 215) = 8.938, p = .003 was significant with small effect size (partial eta 

squared = .040). 



  

 

139

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*current salary is more 

than .05, which means that the influence of current salary on gender 

discrimination is not different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is 

.003, which means that males and females differ in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores [females are discriminated more (m=23.223) than males 

(m=19.956)]. ‘Main effect’ for current salary is .000, which means that current 

salary groups less than 5,000 group (M = 24.166, SD = 3.656) was 

significantly different from the 30,100 – 50,000 (M = 18.648, SD = 4.644) and 

more than 50,000 group (M = 17.538, SD = 2.569). The mean score for the 

5,100 – 8,000 group (M = 23.142, SD = 5.082) was significantly different from 

the 30,100 – 50,000 (M = 18.648, SD = 4.644) and more than 50,000 group (M 

= 17.538, SD = 2.569). The mean score for the 8,100 – 15,000 group (M = 

23.539, SD = 4.421) was significantly different from 15,100 – 30,000 group (M 

= 20.524, SD = 4.515), 30,100 – 50,000 (M = 18.648, SD = 4.644) and more 

than 50,000 group (M = 17.538, SD = 2.569). Effect size for sex is .040, which 

is small. It means that though the effect has reached statistical significance; 

the actual difference in the mean values for males (19.956) and females 

(23.223) is small. Effect size for current salary is .201, which is large. It means 

the actual difference in the mean values of current salary groups is large i.e. 

24.166, 23.142, 23.539, 20.524, 18.648 and 17.538. 

1.6.10  Two- way ANOVA for Education:  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). 
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 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 IV-51: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for education 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Education Mean Std. DeviationN 

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 
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Table IV-52: Levene’s test for education 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 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 

 

Table IV-53: Tests of between subjects effects for education 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 
Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

1774.860a 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) 
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Table IV-54: Multiple comparisons for education 

 
Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

    

(I) Education (J) Education 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

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 4.5755* 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 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-10: Graph of discrimination in different education groups of males & 

females 

 
 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 (Group1: 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). 
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 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. 

 
1.7 Wage Gap in the Public Organizations 

  

 Data presented in the tables IV-55 and IV-56 is extracted from the 

questionnaire, which was used to collect primary data for this research. 
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Tab
le 
IV-
55: 
No. 
of 

mal
e & 
fem
ale 

employees on different posts in public Organizations 
 
 

 
 

Table IV-56: Salary range of male & female employees in Public Organizations 
 

Current Salary No. of Male 
Employees

No. of Female 
Employees 

Less than Rs 5,000 1 5 
Rs 5,100 – Rs 8,000 12 9 
Rs8,100 – Rs 15,000 40 49 
Rs 15,100 – Rs 30,000 38 23 
Rs 30,100 – Rs 50,000 18 19 
More than Rs 50,000 6 7 
Total 115 112 

 
 
Income of the Male employees is calculated as: 

(1×2,500) + (12×6,550) + (40×11,550) + (38×22,550) + (18×40,050) + 

(6×60,000) 

2,500 + 78,600 + 462,000 + 856,900 + 720,900 + 360,000 

2,480,900 

Average Income of the employees will be: 

2,480,900    = 21573.043 

     115 

Post Held  No. of Male 
Employees  

No. of Female 
Employees 

Paramedical 19 19 
Nurse 31 30 
Doctor 14 16 
Professor 16 20 
P.S.T 18 28 
H.S.T 20 18 
Lecturers(Colleges) 20 19 
Professors(University 15 15 
Total 153 165 
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Income of the Female employees is calculated as: 

(5×2,500) + (9×6,550) + (49×11,550) + (23×22,550) + (19×40,050) + 

(7×60,000) 

12,500 + 58,950 + 565,000 + 518,650 + 760,950 + 420,000 

2,337,000 

Average Income of the female employees will be: 

2,337,000    = 20866.70 

   112 

 
1.7.1  Education Attainment of Employees in Public 

Organizations 
 
 
 
Table IV-57: No. of male & female employees in different  education levels in 

public organizations 
 

 No. of Male 
Employees 

No. of Female 
Employees 

Age    
Education   
Matriculation 6 15 
Intermediate 6 6 
Graduation / Diploma 48 49 
Masters 74 75 
MPhil 9 5 
PhD 8 10 
Total 151 160 
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Table IV-58:  Ratio of male & female employees in different education levels in 
public organizations 

 
 Males Females 

N Ratio N Ratio 
Age 37.58  37.50  
Employees 151  160  
Wage 21573.043  20866.70  
Matriculation 6 0.039 15 0.093 
Intermediate 6 0.039 6 0.037 
Graduation / Diploma 48 0.317 49 0.306 
Masters 74 0.490 75 0.468 
M.Phil 9 0.059 5 0.031 
Ph.D 8 0.052 10 0.062 
     

Education attainment of male employees is calculated as: 

0.039 + 0.039 + 0.317 + 0.490 + 0.059 + 0.052 = 0.996 

Average education attainment of Male employees is: 

0.996 = 0.166 
    6 

Education attainment of Female employees is calculated as: 

0.093 + 0.037 +0.306 + 0.468+0.031 +0.062 = 0.997 

 0.997 = 0.166166 
   6 

 If we look at the education attainment indications for the employed 

sample, we find that, on average, female workers are qualified .09 percent 

more than male workers, but they are paid 3.27 percent less than males. 
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2.  Analyzing Gender Discrimination in Private 

Organization 

 
2.1  Discrimination in Employment in private 

Organizations 
Data presented in table IV-59, IV- 60, IV-61 and IV-62 is taken from 

table IV -1. Data presented in table IV-1 was extracted from internal sources of 

EDO (Health) Office, Hyderabad, EDO (Education) Office Hyderabad, EDO 

(Health) Office, Jamshoro, EDO (Education) Office, Jamshoro. 

2.1.1  Health Department, District Hyderabad 
 
Table IV-59: No: of male & female employees in health department of district 

Hyderabad 
 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total Employees 

Observed Frequency 891 490 1381 

Expected Frequency 829 552 1381 

 
Here we consider the expected frequency for males and females 60 

percent and 40 percent, respectively. 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Number of degrees of freedom is (number of categories k), in which 

variable under consideration is divided. Here variable is ‘employment’ and it is 

  


i

ii

E

EO 2
2     

552 

552490 

829

829891
2 2  




   

11.599 

4 636 + 6 963 

552 

3844

829 

3844

552829
62 22





 -62
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divided into two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of 

freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 11.599) is greater than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are discriminated in employment in 

private health sector of district Hyderabad. 

2.1.2  Health Department, District Jamshoro 
 
Table IV-60: No. of male & female employees in health department of district 

Jamshoro 
 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total 
Employees 

Observed Frequency 440 115 555 

Expected Frequency 333 222 555 

 
Here we consider the expected frequency for males and females 60 

percent and 40 percent, respectively. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Here variable under consideration is ‘employment’ and it is divided into 

two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of freedom is/are: 

  


i

ii

E

EO 2
2

    

222 

222 115

333

333440
2 2 






   

85.953 

34.381 +51.57 
222

11449

333

11449 

222333
107 

22
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           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 As the actual (computed) statistic (equal to 85.953) is greater than the 

critical value, we conclude that females are discriminated in employment in 

private health sector of district Jamshoro. 

2.1.3 Education Department, District Hyderabad 
 

Table IV-61: No. of male & female employees in education department of 
district Hyderabad 

 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total Employees 

Observed Frequency 1878 4225 6103 

Expected Frequency 3051.5 3051.5 6103 

 
As here the number of females is more than the males, therefore we 

consider the expected frequency at 50 percent for each sex. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Number of degrees of freedom is (number of categories k), in which 

variable under consideration is divided. Here variable is ‘employment’ and it is 

divided into two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of 

freedom is/are: 

  


i

ii

E

EO 2
2    3051.54225 

3051.5
1878

22  3051.5
3051.5 

   

902.572

451.286 + 451.286 

3051.5 

1377102.3 

3051.5

1377102.3

3051.5

1173.5

3051.5

1173 5 22
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           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 The actual (computed) statistic (equal to 902.572) is very much greater 

than the critical value. This indicates that there is reverse gender 

discrimination i.e., males are discriminated very much in employment in 

private education sector of district Hyderabad. 

 
2.1.4  Education Department, District Jamshoro 
 

Table IV-62: No. of male & female employees in education department of 
district Jamshoro 

 
 Male 

Employees 
Female 
Employees 

Total Employees 

Observed Frequency 950 1303 2253 

Expected Frequency 1126.5 1126.5 2253 

As here the number of females is more than the males, therefore we 

consider the expected frequency at 50 percent for each sex. 

  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Variable under consideration here is ‘employment’ and it is divided into 

two categories i.e., male and female. Therefore the degree/s of freedom is/are: 

           K – 1,             2-1 = 1 

  


i

ii

E

EO 2
2    

1126.5 

1126.51303 
1126.5

1126.5950
22

 


   

55.304
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31152.25
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 We test at α= .05 (5 % of level of significance), the critical value of χ2, 

with one degree of freedom is 3.84 (from table of χ2 distribution). 

 The actual (computed) statistic (equal to 55.304) is greater than the 

critical value. Here again there is a reverse discrimination i.e., males are 

discriminated in employment in private education sector of district Jamshoro. 

2.2  Discrimination in Trainings  

 Discrimination in workforce from trainings point of view is calculated by 

chi-square test for independence. Chi-square test for independence is used to 

explore the relationship between two categorical variables, here the two 

categorical variables are: Gender and Trainings. Gender has two categories 

(Male and Female) and Training has two categories (No and Yes). 

 

Table IV-63: Sex*trainings cross tabulation for private organizations 

   Trainings 

Total    no yes 

Sex Male Count 59 27 86 

% within Sex 68.6% 31.4% 100.0% 

% within Trainings 40.4% 47.4% 42.4% 

% of Total 29.1% 13.3% 42.4% 

Female Count 87 30 117 

% within Sex 74.4% 25.6% 100.0% 

% within Trainings 59.6% 52.6% 57.6% 

% of Total 42.9% 14.8% 57.6% 

Total Count 146 57 203 

% within Sex 71.9% 28.1% 100.0% 

% within Trainings 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 71.9% 28.1% 100.0% 

 



  

 

153

Table IV-64: Chi-Square tests for trainings in private organizations 

 
Value df 

Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .813a 1 .367   

Continuity Correctionb.553 1 .457   

Likelihood Ratio .809 1 .369   

Fisher's Exact Test    .430 .228 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.809 1 .368 
  

N of Valid Casesb 203     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected
count is 24.15. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2
table 

    

  

Table IV-65: Symmetric measures for trainings in private organizations 

 
 

  

 Main value in this test is “Pearson chi-square value”, given in table IV-

64. As we have 2 x 2 table therefore we will use the values of the second line 

i.e. Continuity correction. This is Yates’ correction for continuity (which 

compensates for the overestimate of the chi-square value when used with a 2 

by 2 table). Here that value is 0.553 with an associated significance level of 

.457. As the value is more than .05, we conclude that proportion of males who 

receive training is not significantly different from the proportion of the females 

who receive training/s. 

 Next step is to measure the ‘effect size’ from table IV-65, which 

indicates association between the two variables. As table used here is 2 x 2, 

therefore Phi coefficient value is used to report the effect size. The phi 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal  
by Nominal 

Phi -.063 .367 

Cramer's V .063 .367 

N of Valid Cases 203  
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coefficient value here is -.063, which is a small effect using Cohen’s (1988) 

criteria of .10 for small effect, .30 for medium effect and .50 for large effect. 

The small effect size means that there is a small association between males 

and training. 

 We can interpret the data as “a Chi-square test for independence 

indicated no significant association between gender and training, X2 (1, n=203) 

= .553, p = .457, phi = -.063. 

 
2.3  Discrimination in Assignments  

Table IV-66: Sex*assignments cross tabulation for private organizations 

 
   Assignments 

Total    no yes 

Sex Male Count 61 25 86 

% within Sex 70.9% 29.1% 100.0% 

% within
Assignments 

37.7% 71.4% 43.7% 

% of Total 31.0% 12.7% 43.7% 

Female Count 101 10 111 

% within Sex 91.0% 9.0% 100.0% 

% within
Assignments 

62.3% 28.6% 56.3% 

% of Total 51.3% 5.1% 56.3% 

Total Count 162 35 197 

% within Sex 82.2% 17.8% 100.0% 

% within
Assignments 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 82.2% 17.8% 100.0% 
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Table IV-67: Chi-Square tests for assignments in private organizations 

 

 

Value df 

Asymp. 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig.
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 13.347a 1 .000   

Continuity Correctionb 12.010 1 .001   

Likelihood Ratio 13.440 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact Test    .000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

13.280 1 .000 
  

N of Valid Casesb 197     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 15.28. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2
table 

    

 
Table IV-68: Symmetric measures for assignments in private organizations 

 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal Phi -.260 .000 

Cramer's V .260 .000 

N of Valid Cases 197  

 

 Table IV-66 shows the number of males and females who are given 

assignment/s during the job. This table shows that 61 males and 101 females 

were given no any assignment during the job; however, 25 males and 10 

females were given either one or more assignments during the job. 

 Main value in this test is “Pearson chi-square value”, given in table IV-

67. As we have 2 x 2 table therefore we will use the values of the second line 

i.e. Continuity correction. Here that value is 12.010 with an associated 

significance level of .001. As the value is less than .05, we conclude that 

proportion of males who were given assignments during the job was 
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significantly different from the proportion of the females who were given 

assignments during the job. 

 Next step is to measure the ‘effect size’ from table IV-68, which 

indicates association between two variables. As table used here is 2x2, 

therefore Phi coefficient value is used to report the effect size. The phi 

coefficient value here is -.260, which is a small effect .This small effect size 

means that there is a small association between males and assignments. 

 We can interpret the data as “a Chi-square test for independence 

indicated significant association between gender and assignments, X2(1, 

n=197) = 12.010, p = .001, phi = -.260. 
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2.4 Discrimination in Promotions  

Table IV-69: Sex*promotions cross tabulation for private organizations 

 

   Promotions 

Total    No yes 

Sex Male Count 67 10 77 

% within Sex 87.0% 13.0% 100.0% 

% within Promotions 48.6% 40.0% 47.2% 

% of Total 41.1% 6.1% 47.2% 

Female Count 71 15 86 

% within Sex 82.6% 17.4% 100.0% 

% within Promotions 51.4% 60.0% 52.8% 

% of Total 43.6% 9.2% 52.8% 

Total Count 138 25 163 

% within Sex 84.7% 15.3% 100.0% 

% within Promotions 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 84.7% 15.3% 100.0% 
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Table IV-70: Chi-Square tests for promotions in private organizations 

 

 

Value df 

Asymp. 

Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig.

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig.

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .621a 1 .431   

Continuity Correctionb .325 1 .568   

Likelihood Ratio .626 1 .429   

Fisher's Exact Test    .516 .285 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
.617 1 .432 

  

N of Valid Casesb 163     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 11.81. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2

table 

    

 

Table IV-71: Symmetric measures for promotions in private organizations 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .062 .431 

Cramer's V .062 .431 

N of Valid Cases 163  

  

 Table IV-69 shows the number of males and females who were 

promoted during their career. This table shows that 67 males and 71 females 

were not promoted in the whole of their career; however, 10 males and 15 

females were promoted either once or more than one time in their career. 

 Main value in this test is “Pearson chi-square value”,given in table IV-

70. As we have 2 x 2 table therefore we will use the values of the second line 
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i.e. Continuity correction.Here that value is 0.325 with an associated 

significance level of .568. As the value is more than .05, we conclude that 

proportion of males who were promoted in their career is not significantly 

different from the proportion of the females who were promoted in their career. 

Hence, there is no association between gender and promotion. 

 Effect size, measured through Phi coefficient value, from table IV-71; is 

.062, which is a small effect. The small effect size means that there is a small 

association between males and promotions. 

 We can interpret the data as “a Chi-square test for independence 

indicated no significant association between gender and training, X2 (1, n=163) 

= .325, p = .568, phi = .062. 

2.5. Gender Discrimination at Workforce 

 Gender Discrimination in workforce is assessed by independent-

sample T-test. Two variables are used for this test, one categorical and other 

continuous. For this research categorical variable used is Sex (with male 

coded as 1 and female coded as 2) and continuous variable used is 

‘discrimination in work force”, which is the total score that participants 

recorded on 8 item gender discrimination scale. 

 

Table IV-72: Group statistics for GD in work force 

 

Sex N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error

Mean 

Discrimination  

in work force 

Male 89 19.7640 4.05088 .42939 

Female 118 23.2542 5.18411 .47724 
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Table IV-73: Independent Samples Test for GD in Work Force 

  Levene's Test

for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

  

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference

Std. Error

Difference

95% Confidence

Interval of the

Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Discrimi

nation in

work 

force 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

6.011 .015 -5.255 205 .000 -3.49019 .66421 -4.79975 -2.18064 

Equal 

variances not

assumed 

  

-5.437 204.726 .000 -3.49019 .64197 -4.75592 -2.22446 

 

Interpretation:  In table IV-72, SPSS gives the mean and standard deviation 

for males and females. N shows the number of males and females, here the 

number of males and females is 89 and 118, respectively. 

 In table IV-73, the significant level for Leven’s test is .015, which is 

smaller than the cut-off of .05. This means that the assumption of equal 

variance has been violated, therefore we will use the t-value provided in the 

equal variance not assumed line. 

 As the assumption of equal variance has been violated, therefore we 

will choose the value of Sig (2-tailed) as provided in the equal variance not 

assumed line. As the value of Sig (2-tailed) is less than .05(.000), there is a 

significant difference in the mean scores on gender discrimination for males 

and females. 

 An independent-sample test was conducted to compare the Gender 

discrimination scores for Males and Females. There was significant difference 

in scores for males (M= 19.764, SD= 4.050) and females (M =23.254, SD= 

5.184); P=.000 (two-tailed). Hence females are discriminated in work force. 
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2.6  Two-way ANOVA  

2.6.1 Two- way ANOVA for Age:  Here the impact of Age and 

Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. Variables used 

here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Age: Group 1: Upto 20 

years = 1; Group 2: 21 - 30 years = 2; Group 3: 31-40 years = 3; Group 

4: 41-50 years = 4; Group 5: Above 50 years = 5).  
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Table IV-74: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for age 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in  

work force 

 

Sex AGE Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male upto 20 22.1667 4.49073 6 

21 to 30 20.5111 3.50079 45 

31-40 18.5000 4.21151 20 

41-50 20.2857 4.23140 7 

More than

50 
16.2857 5.28250 7 

Total 19.7882 4.12626 85 

Female upto 20 25.0000 2.54951 5 

21 to 30 24.2037 5.19572 54 

31-40 23.2000 5.50757 25 

41-50 19.7500 3.04884 12 

More than

50 
20.3333 4.03320 6 

Total 23.2451 5.10375 102 

Total upto 20 23.4545 3.85652 11 

21 to 30 22.5253 4.84945 99 

31-40 21.1111 5.45736 45 

41-50 19.9474 3.42335 19 

More than

50 
18.1538 5.01408 13 

Total 21.6738 4.98120 187 

. 

 

 



  

 

163

 

Table IV-75: Levene’s test for age 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.554 9 177 .133 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of

the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

 

Table IV-76: Tests of between subjects effects for age 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

994.824a 9 110.536 5.404 .000 .216 

Intercept 42782.257 1 42782.257 2.092E3 .000 .922 

Sex 210.240 1 210.240 10.279 .002 .055 

AGE 308.090 4 77.023 3.766 .006 .078 

Sex * AGE 91.096 4 22.774 1.113 .352 .025 

Error 3620.278 177 20.454    

Total 92459.000 187     

Corrected 
Total 

4615.102 186 
    

a. R Squared = .216 (Adjusted R Squared =
.176) 
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Table IV-77: Multiple comparisons for age 

Discrimination in work

force 

Tukey HSD 

     

(I) AGE (J) AGE 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

upto 20 21 to 30 .9293 1.43736 .967 -3.0322 4.8908 

31-40 2.3434 1.52116 .538 -1.8490 6.5359 

41-50 3.5072 1.71345 .248 -1.2153 8.2296 

More than 50 5.3007* 1.85277 .038 .1943 10.4071 

21 to 30 upto 20 -.9293 1.43736 .967 -4.8908 3.0322 

31-40 1.4141 .81310 .413 -.8268 3.6551 

41-50 2.5779 1.13274 .158 -.5441 5.6998 

More than 50 4.3714* 1.33415 .011 .6944 8.0485 

31-40 upto 20 -2.3434 1.52116 .538 -6.5359 1.8490 

21 to 30 -1.4141 .81310 .413 -3.6551 .8268 

41-50 1.1637 1.23735 .881 -2.2465 4.5740 

More than 50 2.9573 1.42403 .235 -.9675 6.8820 

41-50 upto 20 -3.5072 1.71345 .248 -8.2296 1.2153 

21 to 30 -2.5779 1.13274 .158 -5.6998 .5441 

31-40 -1.1637 1.23735 .881 -4.5740 2.2465 

More than 50 1.7935 1.62784 .805 -2.6930 6.2800 

More 

 than 50 

upto 20 -5.3007* 1.85277 .038 -10.4071 -.1943 

21 to 30 -4.3714* 1.33415 .011 -8.0485 -.6944 

31-40 -2.9573 1.42403 .235 -6.8820 .9675 

41-50 -1.7935 1.62784 .805 -6.2800 2.6930 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 20.454. 

   

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.    
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-11: Graph of discrimination in different age groups of males & 

females 

 
 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and age on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into five age groups(Group1: Upto 20 years; Group 2: 

21-30 years; Group 3: 31-40 years; Group 4 : 41-50 years; Group 5: 50 years 

and above). The interaction effect between sex and age was not statistically 

significant, F (4, 177) = 1.113, p = .352. There was a statistically significant 

main effect for age and sex, F (4, 177) = 3.766, p = .006, F (1, 177) = 10.279, 

p = .002, respectively.  Effect size for age was medium (partial eta squared = 

.078), and for sex was small (partial eta squared = .055).  

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Age is more than .05, 

which means that the influence of age on gender discrimination is not different 

for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .002, which means that males 

and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores [females are 

discriminated more (m=23.245) than males (m=19.788)]. ‘Main effect’ for age 
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is .006, which means that there is also difference in all the age groups of the 

subjects. Females are discriminated more than males in all the five age 

groups, however the Post Hoc tests show that the mean score for the more 

than 50 years age group (M = 18.153, SD = 5.014) was significantly different 

from the upto 20 years group (M = 23.454, SD = 3.856) and 21 to 30 years 

group (M = 22.525, SD = 4.849). Females in the age group (41-50) were 

discriminated less and in group (upto 20) they are discriminated more; 

whereas, gender discrimination scores for males were low in age group (more 

than 50) and high in age group (upto 20). Effect size for sex is .055, which is 

small. It means that though the effect has reached statistical significance, the 

actual difference in the mean values for males (19.788) and females (23.245) 

is small. Effect size for age is .078, which is medium. It means that the 

difference in mean values of age groups is moderate i.e. 23.454, 22.525, 

21.111, 19.947, and 18.153.  

2.6.2  Two- way ANOVA for Marital Status:  Here the impact 

of Marital Status and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is 

assessed. Variables used here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Marital Status: Group 1: 

Single = 1; Group 2: Married = 2; Group 3: Divorced = 3;Group 4: 

Widow = 4) 
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Table IV-78: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for marital status 

 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Marital Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 

Male single 20.3478 3.67706 46 

married 19.0714 4.40284 42 

Total 19.7386 4.06695 88 

Female single 24.0135 5.09497 74 

married 21.7317 4.75407 41 

divorced 30.0000 . 1 

Total 23.2586 5.09240 116 

Total single 22.6083 4.92344 120 

married 20.3855 4.74427 83 

divorced 30.0000 . 1 

Total 21.7402 4.98334 204 

 

Table IV-79: Levene’s test for marital status 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.885 4 199 .114 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + Marital + Sex * Marital 
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Table IV-80: Tests of between subjects effects for marital status 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
838.975a 4 209.744 9.933 .000 .166 

Intercept 7809.396 1 7809.396 369.818 .000 .650 

Sex 479.529 1 479.529 22.708 .000 .102 

Marital 198.831 2 99.416 4.708 .010 .045 

Sex *

Marital 
12.113 1 12.113 .574 .450 .003 

Error 4202.256 199 21.117    

Total 101459.000 204     

Corrected 

Total 
5041.230 203 

    

a. R Squared = .166 (Adjusted R Squared

= .150) 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-12: Graph of discrimination in different marital status groups of 

males & females 

 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and marital status on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into four marital status groups (Group1: Single; 

Group 2: Married; Group 3: Divorced; Group 4: Widow). The interaction effect 

between sex and marital status was not statistically significant, F (1, 199) = 

.574, p =.450. There was a statistically significant main effect for marital 

status, F (2,199) = 4.708, p = .010.  Effect size was small (partial eta squared 

= .045), Post hoc tests are not performed for Marital status because at least 

one group has fewer than two cases. The main effect for sex, F (1, 199) = 
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22.708, p = .000, therefore there was a statistically significant main effect for 

sex, effect size was moderate (partial eta squared = .102) 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*Marital status is more 

than .05, which means that the influence of marital status 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=23.258) than males 

(m=19.738)]. ‘Main effect’ for marital status is .010, which means that marital 

status groups [single (22.608), married (20.385) and divorced (30.000)] differ 

significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is 

.102, which is medium. It means that the actual difference in the mean values 

for males (19.738) and females (23.258) is moderate. Effect size for marital 

status is .045, which is small. It means the actual difference in the mean 

values of marital status groups is small i.e. 22.608, 20.385 and 30.000.  

 
2.6.3  Two- way ANOVA for Children: Here the impact of 

Children 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; Children: Group 1: No 

child = 1; Group 2: 1 child = 2; Group 3: 2-4 children = 3; Group 4: 5 

and more children = 4).  
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Table IV-81: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for children 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Children Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 

Male no children 20.8571 3.57033 14 

1 20.0000 . 1 

2to4 18.3889 4.59077 18 

5 & more 16.5000 3.62531 8 

Total 18.9024 4.24738 41 

Female no children 23.6667 5.50757 3 

1 20.4286 5.76938 7 

2to4 21.6154 4.49957 26 

5 & more 21.0000 2.94392 4 

Total 21.5000 4.57417 40 

Total no children 21.3529 3.92016 17 

1 20.3750 5.34355 8 

2to4 20.2955 4.76215 44 

5 & more 18.0000 3.95428 12 

Total 20.1852 4.57469 81 

 

Table IV-82: Levene’s test for children 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.555 7 73 .790 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of

the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

Children 
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Table IV-83: Tests of between subjects effects for children 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 

Type III
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

265.695a 7 37.956 1.967 .071 .159 

Intercept 13087.222 1 13087.222 678.274 .000 .903 

Sex 59.615 1 59.615 3.090 .083 .041 

Children 65.928 3 21.976 1.139 .339 .045 

Sex *
Children 

11.604 3 3.868 .200 .896 .008 

Error 1408.527 73 19.295    

Total 34677.000 81     

Corrected 
Total 

1674.222 80 
    

a. R Squared = .159 (Adjusted R Squared =
.078) 

   

 

Table IV-84: Multiple comparisons for children 

Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

    

(I) Children (J) Children 

Mean 
Differenc
e (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

no children 1 .9779 1.88331 .954 -3.9737 5.9296 

2to4 1.0575 1.25440 .834 -2.2406 4.3556 

5 & more 3.3529 1.65617 .188 -1.0015 7.7074 

1 no children -.9779 1.88331 .954 -5.9296 3.9737 

2to4 .0795 1.68831 1.000 -4.3594 4.5185 

5 & more 2.3750 2.00494 .638 -2.8964 7.6464 

2to4 no children -1.0575 1.25440 .834 -4.3556 2.2406 

1 -.0795 1.68831 1.000 -4.5185 4.3594 

5 & more 2.2955 1.43053 .382 -1.4657 6.0566 

5 & more no children -3.3529 1.65617 .188 -7.7074 1.0015 

1 -2.3750 2.00494 .638 -7.6464 2.8964 

2to4 -2.2955 1.43053 .382 -6.0566 1.4657 

Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) =
19.295. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-13: Graph of discrimination in different children groups of males & 

females 

 
 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and children on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into four children groups(Group1: No child; Group 2: 1 

child; Group 3: 2-4 children; Group 4 : 5 and more children). The interaction 

effect between sex and children was not statistically significant, F (3, 73) = 

.200, p = .896. There was also no statistically significant main effect for 

children and sex, F (3, 73) = 1.139, p = .339, F (1, 73) = 3.090, p = .083, 

respectively.  Effect size for children was small (partial eta squared = .045), 

and for sex was also small (partial eta squared = .041).  

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*children is more than .05, 

which means that the influence of children on gender discrimination is not 

different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .083, which means that 

males and females do not differ significantly in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores [score of females on discrimination is (m=21.500) and for 
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males (m=18.902)]. ‘Main effect’ for children is .339, which means that children 

groups [no child (21.352), 1 child (20.375), 2-4 children (20.295) and 5 and 

more children (18.000)] do not differ significantly in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is .041, which is small, which means 

that the actual difference in the mean values for males (18.902) and females 

(m=21.500) is of small size. Effect size for children is .045, which is also small. 

It means the actual difference in the mean values of children groups is also 

small i.e. 21.352, 20.375, 20.295 and 18.000.  

 
2.6.4  Two- way ANOVA for Domicile:  Here the impact of 

Domicile and Sex on the gender discrimination in workforce is assessed. 

Variables used here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in 

workforce). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Domicile: Group 1: Sindh 

(Rural) = 1; Group 2: Sindh (Urban) = 2; Group 3: Other Province = 3). 

 
Table IV-85: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for domicile 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Domicial Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male s(r) 19.6250 4.04145 64 

s(u) 19.6957 4.03884 23 

other province 25.0000 . 1 

Total 19.7045 4.03479 88 

Female s(r) 22.4091 4.45817 44 

s(u) 23.2812 5.45827 64 

other province 29.0000 4.08248 4 

Total 23.1429 5.14975 112 

Total s(r) 20.7593 4.41508 108 

s(u) 22.3333 5.34108 87 

other province 28.2000 3.96232 5 

Total 21.6300 4.98370 200 
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Table IV-86: Levene’s test for domicile 
 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

2.379 5 194 .040 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the

dependent variable is equal across groups. 

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

 

Table IV-87: Tests of between subjects effects for domicile 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 

Type III
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

773.177a 5 154.635 7.195 .000 .156 

Intercept 14341.146 1 14341.146 667.279 .000 .775 

Sex 79.803 1 79.803 3.713 .055 .019 

Domicile 114.709 2 57.355 2.669 .072 .027 

Sex * Domicile 7.229 2 3.614 .168 .845 .002 

Error 4169.443 194 21.492    

Total 98514.000 200     

Corrected 
Total 

4942.620 199 
    

a. R Squared = .156 (Adjusted R Squared =
.135) 
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Table IV-88: Multiple comparisons for domicile 

Discrimination in work force 

Tukey HSD 

    

(I) Domicial (J) Domicial 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

s(r) s(u) -1.5741 .66786 .051 -3.1514 .0033 

other province -7.4407* 2.12071 .002 -12.4495 -2.4320 

s(u) s(r) 1.5741 .66786 .051 -.0033 3.1514 

other province -5.8667* 2.13200 .018 -10.9021 -.8312 

other 

province 

s(r) 7.4407* 2.12071 .002 2.4320 12.4495 

s(u) 5.8667* 2.13200 .018 .8312 10.9021 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 21.492. 

   

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.    

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-14: Graph of discrimination in different domicile groups of males & 

females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and domicile on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into three domicile groups (Group1: Sindh (Rural); 

Group 2: Sindh (Urban); Group 3: Other Province). The interaction effect 

between sex and domicile was not statistically significant, F (2, 194) = .168, p 

= .845. There was also not a statistically significant main effect for domicile F 

(2, 194) = 2.669, p = .072, and sex F (1, 194) = 3.713, p = .055.  Effect size for 

domicile was small (partial eta squared = .027), and for sex was also small 

(partial eta squared = .019).  

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*Domicile is more than 

.05, which means that the influence of domicile on gender discrimination is not 

different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .055, which means that 

males and females do not differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores 

[score of females on discrimination is (m=23.142) and for males is 

(m=19.704)]. ‘Main effect’ for domicile is .072, which means that domicile 

groups [sindh (R) (20.759), sindh (U)( 22.333), and other province(28.200)] do 

not differ significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores. Effect size 

for sex is .019, which is small, which means that the actual difference in the 

mean values for males (19.704) and females (23.142) is of small size. Effect 

size for domicile is .027, which is also small. It means the actual difference in 

the mean values of domicile groups is very small i.e. 20.759, 22.333 and 

28.200.  

2.6.5  Two- way ANOVA for Post held:  Here the impact of 

Post and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. 

Variables used here are: 
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 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Post: Group 1: 

Paramedical = 1; Group 2: Nurse = 2; Group 3: Doctor = 3; Group 4: 

Professor = 4; Group 5: PST = 5; Group 6: HST= 6; Group 7: Lecturer 

(College) = 7; Group 8: University Professor = 8).  

 

 Table IV-89: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for post held 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Post Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male paramedicals 22.5294 3.67624 17 

nurse 21.3333 3.54024 21 

doctor 18.7500 4.27200 4 

professor 18.6667 2.88675 3 

primary teacher 22.0000 . 1 

hst 19.3750 3.06769 8 

lecturer(college) 18.1905 3.60026 21 

university professor 17.0000 4.16949 14 

Total 19.7640 4.05088 89 

Female paramedicals 25.6875 4.81274 16 

nurse 26.6429 5.27122 14 

doctor 19.5000 6.02495 6 

professor 17.6667 .57735 3 

primary teacher 24.5455 3.34845 22 

hst 25.6500 3.96398 20 

lecturer(college) 20.7143 3.75690 21 

university professor 18.3333 4.92322 15 

Total 23.2222 5.19468 117 

Total paramedicals 24.0606 4.49263 33 

nurse 23.4571 4.99613 35 

doctor 19.2000 5.13809 10 

professor 18.1667 1.94079 6 

primary teacher 24.4348 3.31424 23 

hst 23.8571 4.67233 28 

lecturer(college) 19.4524 3.85216 42 

university professor 17.6897 4.54425 29 

Total 21.7282 5.02616 206 
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Table IV-90: Levene’s test for post held 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.332 15 190 .186 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error

variance of the dependent variable is equal

across groups. 

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

Post 

 

Table IV-91: Tests of between subjects effects for post held 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

   

Source 

Type III Sum

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 
2042.903a 15 136.194 8.252 .000 .394 

Intercept 40788.394 1 40788.394 2.471E3 .000 .929 

Sex 157.196 1 157.196 9.524 .002 .048 

Post 1181.296 7 168.757 10.225 .000 .274 

Sex * Post 162.685 7 23.241 1.408 .204 .049 

Error 3135.874 190 16.505    

Total 102434.000 206     

Corrected 

Total 
5178.777 205 

    

a. R Squared = .394 (Adjusted R Squared =

.347) 
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Table IV-92: Multiple comparisons for post 

Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

     

(I) Post (J) Post 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

paramedicals Nurse .6035 .98575 .999 -2.4179 3.6248 

doctor 4.8606* 1.46649 .024 .3658 9.3554 

professor 5.8939* 1.80303 .028 .3676 11.4203 

primary teacher -.3742 1.10351 1.000 -3.7565 3.0081 

Hst .2035 1.04383 1.000 -2.9959 3.4028 

lecturer(college) 4.6082* .94504 .000 1.7116 7.5048 

university professor 6.3710* 1.03405 .000 3.2016 9.5403 

nurse paramedicals -.6035 .98575 .999 -3.6248 2.4179 

doctor 4.2571 1.45672 .074 -.2077 8.7220 

professor 5.2905 1.79508 .069 -.2115 10.7924 

primary teacher -.9776 1.09048 .986 -4.3200 2.3647 

Hst -.4000 1.03005 1.000 -3.5571 2.7571

lecturer(college) 4.0048* .92980 .001 1.1549 6.8546 

university professor 5.7675* 1.02014 .000 2.6407 8.8942 

doctor paramedicals -4.8606* 1.46649 .024 -9.3554 -.3658 

Nurse -4.2571 1.45672 .074 -8.7220 .2077 

professor 1.0333 2.09791 1.000 -5.3968 7.4635 

primary teacher -5.2348* 1.53885 .018 -9.9514 -.5182 

hst -4.6571* 1.49663 .044 -9.2444 -.0699 

lecturer(college) -.2524 1.42948 1.000 -4.6338 4.1290 

university professor 1.5103 1.48983 .972 -3.0560 6.0767 

professor paramedicals -5.8939* 1.80303 .028 -11.4203 -.3676 

nurse -5.2905 1.79508 .069 -10.7924 .2115 

doctor -1.0333 2.09791 1.000 -7.4635 5.3968 

primary teacher -6.2681* 1.86235 .020 -11.9763 -.5600 

hst -5.6905* 1.82763 .044 -11.2922 -.0888 

lecturer(college) -1.2857 1.77306 .996 -6.7202 4.1487 

university professor .4770 1.82206 1.000 -5.1076 6.0617 

primary 
teacher 

paramedicals .3742 1.10351 1.000 -3.0081 3.7565 

nurse .9776 1.09048 .986 -2.3647 4.3200 

doctor 5.2348* 1.53885 .018 .5182 9.9514 

professor 6.2681* 1.86235 .020 .5600 11.9763 

hst .5776 1.14326 1.000 -2.9265 4.0818 

lecturer(college) 4.9824* 1.05383 .000 1.7524 8.2124 

university professor 6.7451* 1.13433 .000 3.2684 10.2219 
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hst paramedicals -.2035 1.04383 1.000 -3.4028 2.9959 

nurse .4000 1.03005 1.000 -2.7571 3.5571

doctor 4.6571* 1.49663 .044 .0699 9.2444 

professor 5.6905* 1.82763 .044 .0888 11.2922 

primary teacher -.5776 1.14326 1.000 -4.0818 2.9265 

lecturer(college) 4.4048* .99117 .000 1.3668 7.4427 

university professor 6.1675* 1.07637 .000 2.8684 9.4666 

lecturer(colleg
e) 

paramedicals -4.6082* .94504 .000 -7.5048 -1.7116

nurse -4.0048* .92980 .001 -6.8546 -1.1549 

doctor .2524 1.42948 1.000 -4.1290 4.6338 

professor 1.2857 1.77306 .996 -4.1487 6.7202 

primary teacher -4.9824* 1.05383 .000 -8.2124 -1.7524 

hst -4.4048* .99117 .000 -7.4427 -1.3668 

university professor 1.7627 .98086 .623 -1.2436 4.7691 

university 
professor 

paramedicals -6.3710* 1.03405 .000 -9.5403 -3.2016 

nurse -5.7675* 1.02014 .000 -8.8942 -2.6407 

doctor -1.5103 1.48983 .972 -6.0767 3.0560 

professor -.4770 1.82206 1.000 -6.0617 5.1076 

primary teacher -6.7451* 1.13433 .000 -10.2219 -3.2684 

hst -6.1675* 1.07637 .000 -9.4666 -2.8684 

lecturer(college) -1.7627 .98086 .623 -4.7691 1.2436 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) =

16.505. 

    

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05

level. 
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Profile Plots 

 

 

Figure IV-15: Graph of discrimination in different post groups of males & 

females 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of Sex and Post on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into eight post groups (Group1: Paramedical; Group 2: 

Nurse; Group 3: Doctor; Group 4: Professor; Group 5: PST; Group 6: HST; 

Group 7: Lecturer (Colleges); Group 8: University Professor). The interaction 

effect between sex and post was not statistically significant, F (7, 190) = 1.408, 

p = .204. There was a statistically significant main effect for post, F (7,190) = 

10.225, p = .000.  Effect size for post was large (partial eta squared = .274). 

The main effect for sex, F (1, 190) = 9.524, p = .002, was also statistically 

significant. Effect size for sex was small (partial eta squared = .048). 
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 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*Post is more than .05, 

which means that the influence of marital status on gender discrimination is 

not different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .002, which means 

that males and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores 

[females are discriminated more (m=23.222) than males (m=19.764)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for post is .000, which means that post groups paramedical group (M = 

24.060, SD = 4.492) was significantly different from the doctors group (M = 

19.200, SD = 5.138), Professor group (M = 18.166, SD = 1.940), 

lecturer(college) (M = 19.452, SD = 3.852), and university Professor (M = 

17.689, SD = 4.544); nurse group(M = 23.457, SD = 4.996) was significantly 

different from PST (M = 24.434, SD = 3.314), lecturer(college) (M = 19.452, 

SD = 3.852), and university Professor (M = 17.689, SD = 4.544); doctor group 

was significantly different from PST (M = 24.434, SD = 3.314) and HST (M = 

23.857, SD = 4.672), lecturer(college) (M = 19.452, SD = 3.852) ; professor 

group was significantly different from PST and HST.  PST group was 

significantly different from lecturer (college) and university professor groups; 

HST group was significantly different from lecturer (college) and university 

professor group. Effect size for sex is .048, which is small, which means that 

the actual difference in the mean values for males (19.764) and females 

(23.222) is small. Effect size for post is .274, which is strong. It means the 

actual difference in the mean values of post groups is very large i.e., 24.060, 

23.457, 19.200, 18.166, 24.434, 23.857, 19.452 and 17.689. 
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2.6.6 Two- way Analysis of Variance for Social Class:  

Here the impact of Social Class and Sex on the gender discrimination in work 

force is assessed. Variables used here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Social Class: Group 1: 

Poor = 1; Group 2: Middle = 2; Group 3: Upper = 3). 

 

Table IV-93: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for social class 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

Sex SCLASS Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 

Male upper 15.7500 4.19325 4 

middle 19.2373 4.03151 59 

poor 21.5769 3.36063 26 

Total 19.7640 4.05088 89 

Female upper 20.3333 4.04145 3 

middle 21.9737 5.07011 76 

poor 26.6552 4.23654 29 

Total 23.1852 5.24921 108 

Total upper 17.7143 4.49868 7 

middle 20.7778 4.82479 135 

poor 24.2545 4.59153 55 

Total 21.6396 5.03225 197 
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Table IV-94: Levene’s test for social class 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error

Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work

force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.587 5 191 .166 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error

variance of the dependent variable is equal

across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + SCLASS + Sex

* SCLASS 

 

Table IV-95: Tests of between subjects effects for social class 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force    

Source 

Type III
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected Model 1222.471a 5 244.494 12.483 .000 .246 

Intercept 22956.336 1 22956.336 1.172E3 .000 .860 

Sex 223.941 1 223.941 11.434 .001 .056 

SCLASS 563.600 2 281.800 14.388 .000 .131 

Sex * SCLASS 55.455 2 27.727 1.416 .245 .015 

Error 3740.940 191 19.586    

Total 97213.000 197     

Corrected Total 4963.411 196     

a. R Squared = .246 (Adjusted R Squared
= .227) 
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Table IV-96: Multiple comparisons for social class 
Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

    

(I) 
SCLAS
S 

(J) 
SCLAS
S 

Mean 
Difference (I-
J) Std. ErrorSig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

upper middle -3.0635 1.71554 .177 -7.1158 .9888 

poor -6.5403* 1.77598 .001 -10.7354 -2.3452 

middle upper 3.0635 1.71554 .177 -.9888 7.1158 

poor -3.4768* .70795 .000 -5.1490 -1.8045 

poor upper 6.5403* 1.77598 .001 2.3452 10.7354 

middle 3.4768* .70795 .000 1.8045 5.1490 

Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 19.586.

  

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05
level. 

  

 
Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-16: Graph of discrimination in different social class groups of males 

& females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and social class on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into three social class groups (Group1: Poor; 

Group 2: Middle; Group 3: Upper). The interaction effect between sex and 

social class was not statistically significant, F (2, 191) = 1.416, p =.245. There 

was a statistically significant main effect for social class, F (2, 191) = 14.388, p 

= .000.  Effect size for social class was large (partial eta squared = .131). The 

main effect for sex, F (1, 191) = 11.434, p = .001 was also significant with 

small effect size (partial eta squared = .056). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Social class is more than 

.05, which means that the influence of social class on gender discrimination is 

not different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .001, which means 

that males and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores 

[females are discriminated more (m=23.185) than males (m=19.764)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for social class is .000, which means that social class groups: poor 

group (M =24.254, SD = 4.591) was significantly different from the upper 

group (M = 17.714, SD = 4.498) and middle group (M = 20.777, SD = 4.824). 

Effect size for sex is .056, which is small. It means that though the effect has 

reached statistical significance; the actual difference in the mean values for 

males (19.764) and females (23.185) is small. Effect size for social class is 

.131, which is large. It means the actual difference in the mean values of 

social class groups is very large i.e. 24.254, 20.777 and 17.714.  
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2.6.7  Two- way ANOVA for District:  Here the impact of District 

and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. Variables 

used here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; District: Group 1: 

Hyderabad= 1; Group 2: Jamshoro = 2).  

 

Table IV-97: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for district 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex District Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male hyderabad 19.8448 4.39618 58 

jamshoro 19.6129 3.37320 31 

Total 19.7640 4.05088 89 

Female hyderabad 22.6377 5.46640 69 

jamshoro 24.1224 4.67544 49 

Total 23.2542 5.18411 118 

Total hyderabad 21.3622 5.17882 127 

jamshoro 22.3750 4.74242 80 

Total 21.7536 5.02732 207 

 

 

Table IV-98: Levene’s test for district 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

3.254 3 203 .023 

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

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + District + Sex * District 
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Table IV-99: Tests of between subjects effects for district 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 

Type III
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

682.269a 3 227.423 10.205 .000 .131 

Intercept 88074.500 1 88074.500 3.952E3 .000 .951 

Sex 631.811 1 631.811 28.349 .000 .123 

District 18.597 1 18.597 .834 .362 .004 

Sex * District 34.917 1 34.917 1.567 .212 .008 

Error 4524.166 203 22.287    

Total 103163.000 207     

Corrected 
Total 

5206.435 206 
    

a. R Squared = .131 (Adjusted R Squared
= .118) 

   

 

Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-17: Graph of discrimination in different districts groups of males & 

females 
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 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and district on gender discrimination in work force. 

Subjects were divided into two district groups (Group1: Hyderabad; Group 2: 

Jamshoro). The interaction effect between sex and district was not statistically 

significant, F (1, 203) = 1.567, p = .212. There was also not statistically 

significant main effect for district, F (1, 203) = 0.834, p = .362.  Effect size for 

district was small (partial eta squared = .004). Post hoc tests are not 

performed for District because there are fewer than three groups.  The main 

effect for sex, F (1, 203) = 28.349, p = .000 was also significant with moderate 

effect size (partial eta squared = .123). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*District is more than .05, 

which means that the influence of district 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=23.254) than males (m=19.764)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for district is .362, which means that district groups [Hyderabad (21.362) 

and Jamshoro (22.375)] do not differ significantly in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is .123, which is medium, which 

means that the actual difference in the mean values for males (19.764) and 

females (23.254) is medium in size. Effect size for district is .004, which is very 

small. It means the actual difference in the mean values of district groups is 

very small i.e. 21.362 and 22.375.  
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2.6.8  Two-way ANOVA for Organization:  Here the impact of 

Organization and Sex on the gender discrimination in work force is assessed. 

Variables used here are: 

 One continuous independent variable (Gender Discrimination in work 

force). 

 Two categorical variables (Sex: Male/Female; Organization: Group 1: 

Health = 1; Group 2: Education = 2). 

Table IV-100: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for organization 

 Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Organization Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male health 21.3778 3.72515 45 

education 18.1136 3.72431 44 

Total 19.7640 4.05088 89 

Female health 24.5250 5.71542 40 

education 22.6026 4.79810 78 

Total 23.2542 5.18411 118 

Total 
 

health 22.8588 4.99322 85 

education 20.9836 4.92587 122 

Total 21.7536 5.02732 207 
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Table IV-101: Levene’s test for organization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table IV-102: Tests of between subjects effects for organization 

 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force    

Source 
Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta
Squared 

Corrected 
Model 

952.771a 3 317.590 15.157 .000 .183 

Intercept 90646.934 1 90646.934 4.326E3 .000 .955 

Sex 704.492 1 704.492 33.621 .000 .142 

Organization 325.004 1 325.004 15.510 .000 .071 

Sex *
Organization 

21.749 1 21.749 1.038 .310 .005 

Error 4253.664 203 20.954    

Total 103163.000 207     

Corrected 
Total 

5206.435 206 
    

a. R Squared = .183 (Adjusted R Squared = .171)    

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force 
 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

4.048 3 203 .008 

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

a. Design: Intercept + Sex + Organization + Sex *
Organization 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-18: Graph of discrimination in different organizations groups of 

males & females 

 

 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and organization on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into two organization groups (Group1: Health; 

Group 2: Education). The interaction effect between sex and organization was 

not statistically significant, F (1, 203) = 1.038, p = .310. There was a 

statistically significant main effect for organization, F (1, 203) = 15.510, p = 

.000.  Effect size for organization was moderate (partial eta squared = .071). 

Post hoc tests are not performed for Organization because there are fewer 

than three groups.  The main effect for sex, F (1, 203) = 33.621, p = .000 was 

also significant with large effect size (partial eta squared = .142). 
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 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for Sex*Organization is more 

than .05, which means that the influence of organization 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=23.254) than males 

(m=19.764)]. ‘Main effect’ for organization is .000, which means that 

organizations groups [Health (22.858) and Education (20.983)] differ 

significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores. Effect size for sex is 

.142, which is large, which means that the actual difference in the mean 

values for males (19.764) and females (23.254) is large in size. Effect size for 

organization is .071, which is medium. It means the actual difference in the 

mean values of organizations groups is moderate i.e. 22.858 and 20.983.  

2.6.9  Two- way ANOVA for Current Salary:  Here the 

impact of Current Salary 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; Current Salary: Group 1: 

Less than 5,000 = 1; Group 2: 5,100 – 8,000 = 2; Group 3: 8,100 – 

15,000 = 3; Group 4: 15,100 – 30,000 = 4; Group 5: 30,100 – 50,000 = 

5; Group 6: More than 50,000).  

 



  

 

195

Table IV-103: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for current salary 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex CSalary Mean Std. DeviationN 

Male less than 5,000 22.0303 3.20629 33 

5,000 to 8,000 18.8571 2.47848 7 

8100 to 15,000 20.5000 .70711 2 

15100 to 30,000 18.7500 3.83633 24 

30100 to 50,000 20.0000 3.52136 6 

more than 50,000 15.0000 1.73205 3 

Total 20.2000 3.72718 75 

Female less than 5,000 24.8824 3.79605 34 

5,000 to 8,000 26.4444 5.63718 9 

8100 to 15,000 23.2857 3.93072 14 

15100 to 30,000 18.9474 3.40708 19 

30100 to 50,000 18.6667 2.50333 6 

more than 50,000 18.0000 . 1 

Total 22.8916 4.74730 83 

Total less than 5,000 23.4776 3.77535 67 

5,000 to 8,000 23.1250 5.87509 16 

8100 to 15,000 22.9375 3.78539 16 

15100 to 30,000 18.8372 3.61169 43 

30100 to 50,000 19.3333 2.99495 12 

more than 50,000 15.7500 2.06155 4 

Total 21.6139 4.48738 158 
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Table IV-104: Levene’s test for current salary 
 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.345 11 146 .206 

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

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

 

Table IV-105: Tests of between subjects effects for current salary 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work
force 

   

Source 
Type III Sum
of Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 
Squared

Corrected 
Model 

1217.733a 11 110.703 8.315 .000 .385 

Intercept 22751.983 1 22751.983 1.709E3 .000 .921 

Sex 86.045 1 86.045 6.463 .012 .042 

CSalary 707.803 5 141.561 10.633 .000 .267 

Sex * C Salary 202.362 5 40.472 3.040 .012 .094 

Error 1943.716 146 13.313    

Total 76973.000 158     

Corrected Total 3161.449 157     

a. R Squared = .385 (Adjusted R Squared =
.339) 
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Post Hoc Tests  

Table IV-106: Multiple comparisons for current salary 
Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

     

(I) 
CSalary (J) CSalary 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

less than
5,000 

5,000 to 8,000 .3526 1.01527 .999 -2.5794 3.2846 

8100 to 15,000 .5401 1.01527 .995 -2.3919 3.4721 

15100 to 30,000 4.6404* .71296 .000 2.5814 6.6994 

30100 to 50,000 4.1443* 1.14374 .005 .8412 7.4473 

more than 50,000 7.7276* 1.87803 .001 2.3040 13.1512 

5,000  
to 8,000 

less than 5,000 -.3526 1.01527 .999 -3.2846 2.5794 

8100 to 15,000 .1875 1.29002 1.000 -3.5380 3.9130 

15100 to 30,000 4.2878* 1.06849 .001 1.2021 7.3735 

30100 to 50,000 3.7917 1.39338 .077 -.2323 7.8156 

more than 50,000 7.3750* 2.03969 .005 1.4845 13.2655 

8100 to
15,000 

less than 5,000 -.5401 1.01527 .995 -3.4721 2.3919 

5,000 to 8,000 -.1875 1.29002 1.000 -3.9130 3.5380 

15100 to 30,000 4.1003* 1.06849 .003 1.0146 7.1860 

30100 to 50,000 3.6042 1.39338 .107 -.4198 7.6281 

more than 50,000 7.1875* 2.03969 .007 1.2970 13.0780 

15100 to
30,000 

less than 5,000 -4.6404* .71296 .000 -6.6994 -2.5814 

5,000 to 8,000 -4.2878* 1.06849 .001 -7.3735 -1.2021 

8100 to 15,000 -4.1003* 1.06849 .003 -7.1860 -1.0146 

30100 to 50,000 -.4961 1.19123 .998 -3.9363 2.9441 

more than 50,000 3.0872 1.90733 .588 -2.4210 8.5954 

30100 to
50,000 

less than 5,000 -4.1443* 1.14374 .005 -7.4473 -.8412 

5,000 to 8,000 -3.7917 1.39338 .077 -7.8156 .2323 

8100 to 15,000 -3.6042 1.39338 .107 -7.6281 .4198 

15100 to 30,000 .4961 1.19123 .998 -2.9441 3.9363 

more than 50,000 3.5833 2.10659 .533 -2.5004 9.6670 

more 
than 
50,000 

less than 5,000 -7.7276* 1.87803 .001 -13.1512 -2.3040 

5,000 to 8,000 -7.3750* 2.03969 .005 -13.2655 -1.4845 

8100 to 15,000 -7.1875* 2.03969 .007 -13.0780 -1.2970 

15100 to 30,000 -3.0872 1.90733 .588 -8.5954 2.4210 

30100 to 50,000 -3.5833 2.10659 .533 -9.6670 2.5004 

Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) =
13.313. 

    

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.    
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-19: Graph of discrimination in different current salary groups of 

males & females 

 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to 

explore the impact of sex and current salary on gender discrimination in work 

force. Subjects were divided into six current salary groups(Group1: Less than 

5,000; Group 2: 5,100 – 8,000; Group 3: 8,100 – 15,000; Group 4: 15,100 – 

30,000; Group 5: 30,100 – 50,000; Group 6: More than 50,000). The 

interaction effect between sex and current salary was statistically significant, F 

(5, 146) = 3.040, p = .012. There was a statistically significant main effect for 

current salary, F (5, 146) = 10.633, p = .000.  Effect size for current salary was 

large (partial eta squared = .267). The main effect for sex , F (1, 146) = 6.463, 

p = .012, was also significant. Effect size for sex was small (partial ete squared 

= .042). 

 In the above results ‘interaction effect’ for sex*current salary is less than 

.05, which means that the influence of current salary on gender discrimination 
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is different for males and females. ‘Main effect’ for sex is .012, which means 

that males and females differ in terms of their gender discrimination scores 

[females are discriminated more (m=22.891) than males (m=20.200)]. ‘Main 

effect’ for current salary is .000, which means that current salary groups, less 

than 5,000 group (M = 23.477, SD = 3.775) was significantly different from the 

15,100 – 30,000 group (M = 18.837, SD = 3.611), 30,100 – 50,000 (M = 

19.333, SD = 2.994) and more than 50,000 group (M = 15.750, SD = 2.061). 

The mean score for the 5,100 – 8,000 group (M = 23.125, SD = 5.875) was 

significantly different from the 15,100 – 30,000 group (M = 18.837, SD = 

3.611), and more than 50,000 group (M = 15.750, SD = 2.061). The mean 

score for the 8,100 – 15,000 group (M = 22.937, SD = 3.785) was significantly 

different from the 15,100 – 30,000 group (M = 18.837, SD = 3.611) and more 

than 50,000 group (M = 15.750, SD = 2.061). The 8,100 – 15,000 group (M = 

22.937, SD = 3.785) did not significantly differ from less than 5,000 group (M = 

23.477, SD = 3.775), 5,100 – 8,000 group (M = 23.125, SD = 5.875) and 

30,100 – 50,000 (M = 19.333, SD = 2.994). More than 50,000 group (M = 

15.750, SD = 2.061) did not significantly differ from the 15,100 – 30,000 group 

(M = 18.837, SD = 3.611), 30,100 – 50,000 (M = 19.333, SD = 2.994). Effect 

size for sex is .042, which is small. It means that though the effect has 

reached statistical significance; the actual difference in the mean values for 

males (20.200) and females (22.891) is small. Effect size for current salary is 

.267, which is large. It means the actual difference in the mean values of 

current salary groups is large i.e.23.477, 23.125, 22.937, 18.837, 19.333 and 

15.750. 
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2.6.10  Two- way ANOVA for Education:  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 IV-107: Descriptive statistics for two-way ANOVA for education 
Dependent Variable:Discrimination in work force  

Sex Education Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male matric 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 88 

Female matric 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 matric 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 IV-108: Levene’s test for education 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error
Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:Discrimination in
work force 

F df1 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 IV-109: Tests of between subjects effects for education 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Discrimination in  
work force 

   

Source 
Type III  
Sum of Squares

 
df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial  
Eta Squared

Corrected 
Model 

1771.196a 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) 
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Post Hoc Tests 

Table IV-110: Multiple comparisons for education 
Discrimination in work force 
Tukey HSD 

     

(I) Education (J) Education 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

matric intermediate .8346 1.47385 .993 -3.4103 5.0795 

graduate / diploma 2.0000 1.06817 .423 -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 .941 -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 .423 -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. 
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Profile Plots 

 
Figure IV-20: Graph of discrimination in different education groups of males & 

females 

 

 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 (Group1: 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). 
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 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 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. 
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2.7  Wage Gap in Private Organizations 
 
 Data presented in the tables IV-111 and IV-112 is extracted from the 

questionnaire, which was used to collect primary data for this research. 

 
Table IV-111: No. of male & female employees on different posts in private 

organizations 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table IV-112: Salary range of male & female employees in private 

organizations 
 

Current Salary No. of Male 
Employees 

No. of Female 
Employees 

Less than Rs 5,000 33 34 
Rs 5,100 – Rs 8,000 7 9 
Rs8,100 – Rs 15,000 2 14 
Rs 15,100 – Rs 30,000 24 19 
Rs 30,100 – Rs 50,000 6 6 
More than Rs 50,000 3 1 
Total 75 83 

 
Income of the Male employees is calculated as: 
 
(33×2,500) + (7×6,550)+ (2×11,550)+ (24×22,550)+ (6×40,050)+ (3×60,000) 

82,500 + 45,850 + 23,100 + 541,200 + 240,300 + 180,000 

1,112,950 

Average Income of the male employees will be: 

1,112,950    = 14839.333 
    75 

Post Held No. of Male 
Employees 

No. of Female 
Employees 

Paramedical 17 16 
Nurse 21 14 
Doctor 4 6 
Professor 3 3 
P.S.T 1 22 
H.S.T 8 20 
Lecturers(Colleges) 21 21 
Professors(University) 14 15 
Total 89 117 
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Income of the Female employees is calculated as: 

(34×2,500) + (9×6,550)+ (14×11,550)+ (19×22,550)+ (6×40,050)+ (1×60,000) 

85,000 + 58,950 + 161,700 + 428,450 + 240,300 + 60,000 

1,034,400 

Average Income of the female employees will be: 

1,034,400    = 12462.651 
     83 

2.7.1  Education Attainment of Employees in Private   
Organizations 

 
Table IV-113: No. of male & female employees in different education levels in 

private organizations 
 

Education No. of Male 
Employees 

No. of Female 
Employees 

Matriculation 9 11 
Intermediate 3 10 
Graduation / Diploma 28 32 
Masters 34 52
M.Phil 9 1 
Ph.D 5 Nil 
Total 88 106 

 
Table IV-114: Earning Ratio of male & female employees in different education 

levels in private organizations 
 

 Males Females 
N Ratio N Ratio 

Age 31.11  31.32  
Employees 88  106  
Wage 14839.333  12462.651  
Matriculation 9 0.102 11 0.103 
Intermediate 3 0.034 10 0.094 
Graduation / Diploma 28 0.318 32 0.301 
Masters 34 0.386 52 0.490 
M.Phil 9 0.102 1 0.009 
Ph.D 5 0.056 Nil - 

Education attainment of male employees is calculated as: 

0.102+0.034 +0.318 + 0.386+ 0.102+0.056 = 0.998 

Average education attainment of Male employees is: 
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0.998 = 0.166333 
   6 
 
Education attainment of Female employees is calculated as: 

0.103+0.094 +0.301+0.490 +0.009 + 0 = 0.997 

 0.997 = 0.166166 
   6 
If we look at the education attainment indications for the employed sample, we 

find that, on average, female workers are qualified .100 percent less than 

males, but they are paid 16 percent less than males. 

 

3.  Impact of Gender Discrimination on Job 

Satisfaction & Motivation, Commitment & Enthusiasm, 

and Stress level 

 
3.1  Impact of Gender Discrimination on Satisfaction 

and Motivation (S&M).   

Here we assess what is the relationship between the gender 

discrimination at work force and satisfaction and motivation. Two continuous 

variables are needed for this analysis, which are: 

 Gender Discrimination at work force, and 

 Satisfaction and Motivation 
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Table IV-115: Correlation between GD and S&M 

  TDscrmnWF8 TSatMot 

TDscrmnWF8 Pearson Correlation 1 -.315** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 524 523 

TSatMot Pearson Correlation -.315** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 523 525 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Interpretation:  The relationship between perceived gender discrimination 

and Job satisfaction and motivation was investigated using Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to 

ensure no violation of the assumption of normality. There was a moderate 

negative correlation between the two variables, r = -.315, n = 523, p< .05.   

 

3.2 Impact of Gender Discrimination on Commitment 

and Enthusiasm (C&E).   

Here we assess the relationship between the gender discrimination at 

work force and commitment and enthusiasm. Two continuous variables used 

here are: 

 Gender Discrimination at work force, and 

 Commitment and Enthusiasm 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

209

 
Table IV-116: Correlation between GD and C&E 

 
 

  TDscrmnWF8 TComEnth 

TDscrmnWF8 Pearson Correlation 1 -.319** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 524 521 

TComEnth Pearson Correlation -.319** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 521 523 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

Interpretation:  The relationship between perceived gender discrimination and 

Commitment & Enthusiasm was investigated using Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no 

violation of the assumption of normality. There was a medium negative 

correlation between the two variables, r = -.319, n = 521, p< .05.   

 

3.3 Impact of Gender Discrimination on Stress level.   

Here we assess the relation of gender discrimination at work force on stress 

level. Two continuous variables are needed for this, which are: 

 Gender Discrimination at work force, and 

 Stress Level 

 Table IV-117: Correlation between GD and Stress Level 

  TDscrmnWF8 TStrsLvl 

TDscrmnWF8 Pearson Correlation 1 .240** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 524 502 

TStrsLvl Pearson Correlation .240** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 502 503 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Interpretation:  The relationship between perceived gender discrimination and 

stress level was investigated using Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the 

assumption of normality. There was a small positive correlation between the 

two variables, r = .240, n = 502, p< .05.   

 

4.  Influence of S&M, C&E and SL on Gender 

Discrimination 

Multiple Regression technique is used to answer the questions of how 

much variance in dependent variable can be explained by independent 

variables and what is the relative contribution of each independent variable to 

the dependent variable. Variables needed are: 

 One continuous variable (Gender Discrimination); and 

 Three continuous independent variables (Satisfaction & Motivation, 

Commitment & Enthusiasm and Stress Level) 

Table IV-118: Descriptive statistics for multiple regression 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Total discrimination 21.5820 4.98286 500 

TSatMot 27.6500 5.33220 500 

TComEnth 22.3420 3.61042 500 

TStrsLvl 30.1260 6.44400 500 
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Table IV-119: Correlations for multiple regression 

  Total 
discrimination TSatMot TComEnth TStrsLvl 

Pearson 
Correlation 

Total 
discrimination 

1.000 -.332 -.330 .241 

TSatMot -.332 1.000 .561 -.250 

TComEnth -.330 .561 1.000 -.339 

TStrsLvl .241 -.250 -.339 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) Total 
discrimination 

. .000 .000 .000 

TSatMot .000 . .000 .000 

TComEnth .000 .000 . .000 

TStrsLvl .000 .000 .000 . 

N Total 
discrimination 

500 500 500 500 

TSatMot 500 500 500 500 

TComEnth 500 500 500 500 

TStrsLvl 500 500 500 500 

 
 
 

Table IV-120: variables entered/removed for multiple regression 

 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 TStrsLvl, TSatMot,
TComEntha 

. Enter 

a. All requested variables entered.  

b. Dependent Variable: Total discrimination 

 
Table IV-121: Model summary for multiple regression 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the
Estimate 

1 .395a .156 .151 4.59180 

a. Predictors: (Constant), TStrsLvl, TSatMot, TComEnth 

b. Dependent Variable: Total discrimination 
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Table IV-122: ANOVA for multiple regression 
 

Model 
Sum of
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1931.652 3 643.884 30.538 .000a 

Residual 10457.986 496 21.085   

Total 12389.638 499    

a. Predictors: (Constant), TStrsLvl, TSatMot,
TComEnth 

  

b. Dependent Variable: Total
discrimination 
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Table IV-123: Coefficients for Multiple Regression 
 
 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95% Confidence
Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Zero-
order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 29.019 2.035  14.260 .000 25.021 33.017      

TSatMot -.190 .047 -.203 -4.066 .000 -.282 -.098 -.332 -.180 -.168 .681 1.468 

TComEnth -.236 .071 -.171 -3.323 .001 -.375 -.096 -.330 -.148 -.137 .643 1.555 

TStrsLvl .102 .034 .132 3.013 .003 .036 .169 .241 .134 .124 .880 1.136 

a. Dependent Variable: Total discrimination       
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 Table IV-124: Casewise diagnostic for multiple regression 
 

Case 
Number 

Std. 
Residual 

Total 
discrimination

Predicted 
Value Residual 

163 3.558 34.00 17.6640 1.63360E1 

a. Dependent Variable: Total discrimination  

 

Table IV-125: Residual statistics for multiple regression 

 
Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation N 

Predicted Value 16.4346 26.9739 21.5820 1.96750 500 

Std. Predicted
Value 

-2.616 2.740 .000 1.000 500 

Standard Error  
of Predicted Value 

.209 .967 .391 .126 500 

Adjusted 
Predicted Value 

16.3228 27.0189 21.5817 1.96882 500 

Residual -1.32356E1 16.33601 .00000 4.57798 500 

Std. Residual -2.882 3.558 .000 .997 500 

Stud. Residual -2.896 3.578 .000 1.001 500 

Deleted Residual -1.33585E1 16.52494 .00026 4.61573 500 

Stud. Deleted
Residual 

-2.918 3.622 .000 1.003 500 

Mahal. Distance .037 21.127 2.994 2.837 500 

Cook's Distance .000 .037 .002 .004 500 

Centered 
Leverage Value 

.000 .042 .006 .006 500 

a. Dependent Variable: Total
discrimination 

   

  

 Table IV-119 indicates the correlation of the variables of model. The 

independent variables show some relationship with dependent variable (above 

.3 preferably). In this research all the three scales( Satisfaction & Motivation, 

Commitment& Enthusiasm and Stress Level) correlate with gender 

discrimination as -.332, -.330 and .241 respectively. Also check that the 

correlation between the each of independent variables is not too high (.7). In 

this research the highest correlation between two variables (satisfaction & 
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motivation and commitment & Enthusiasm) is .56, which is less than .7; 

therefore all variables are retained, as shown in table IV-120. 

 Outliers are checked by inspecting the Mahalanobis distances that are 

produced by the multiple regression program and are present in table IV-125. 

To identify which cases are outliers, critical chi-square value is determined 

using the number of independent variables as the degree of freedom. Some of 

the key values are shown in table IV-126: 

Table IV-126: Degree of freedom value for different number of independent 

variables 

No. of 
independent 
variables 

Critical 
value 

No. of 
independent 
variables 

Critical 
value 

No. of 
independent 
variables 

Critical 
value 

2 13.82 4 18.47 6 22.46 
3 16.27 5 20.52 7 24.32 

Source: SPSS survival manual, p. 157. 
 

 As independent variables used here are 3 , therefore critical value of 

chi-square is 16.27. To find if any of the cases have a Mahalanobis distance 

value exceeding this value, we go to the maximum column of the Mahal. 

Distance in the residual statistics table. The maximium value of Mahal 

Distance is 21.127; this value exceeds the critical value. The cases having the 

value larger than the critical value are 11, 432 and 438(these are found by 

sorting Mah-1in descending order, the cases with the largest Mahal distance 

value will come at the top of the data file).Table IV-124 provides the 

information about the unusual cases. It gives information about the cases that 

have standardized residual value above 3.0 or below -3.0. In a normally 

distributed sample, 1 percent of cases are expected to fall outside this range. 

In this sample one case (163) is found with a residual value of more than 3, 

i.e. 3.558. It can be seen from the table that this person recorded a total 
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discrimination score of 34.000, but the model predicted a value of 17.664. To 

check whether this strange value is having any undue influence on the results 

for our model as a whole, we check the value of cook’s distance from table IV-

125. Cases with value larger than 1 are  potential problems. In this sample, the 

maximum value of a cook’s distance is .037, suggesting no major problems. 

Evaluating the model 

 The R Square value in table IV-121 tells how much of variance in the 

dependent variable (Gender Discrimination) is explained by the model 

(including the variables of Satisfaction & Motivation, Commitment & 

Enthusiasm and Stress level). In this research the value is .156, expressed as 

percentage it is 15.6 percent. This means that the model explains 15.6 

percentage of the variance in gender discrimination. 

Evaluating each of the independent variables 

 The table IV-123 lets us know that which of the variables included on 

the model contributed to the prediction of the dependent variable. As we are 

interested in comparing the contribution of each independent variable, 

therefore we will use the Beta values under the heading standardized co-

efficients. We look at the largest value (ignoring any negative sign). In this 

research, the largest beta co-efficient is -.203 which is for total satisfaction and 

Motivation. This means that this variable makes the strongest unique 

contribution to explaining the dependent variable, when the variance explained 

by all other variables in the model is controlled for. The beta value for 

commitment and enthusiasm is -.171, indicating a lesser contribution to 

explaining the dependent variable. Stress level made the lowest contribution 

(b = .132) to explaining the dependent variable. 
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 Next step is to check whether this value is making a statistically 

significant unique contribution to the equation. For this we check the significant 

value. The significant value for satisfaction and motivation, commitment and 

enthusiasm and stress level is .000, .001 and .003 respectively, which means 

that all of them are making a significant unique contribution to the prediction of 

the dependent variable. 

 The part correlation co-efficients, when squared, indicates the 

contribution of a variable to the total R squares. In other words, it tells how 

much of the total variance in the dependent variable is uniquely explained by 

that variable and how much R square would drop if it was not included in that 

model. In this research, satisfaction and motivation has part correlation 

coefficient of -.168, if we square this we will get .028, indicating that this 

variable uniquely explains 2.8 percent of the variance in the total gender 

discrimination. For commitment and enthusiasm, value is -.137; when squared 

we get .018. This indicates a unique contribution of 1.8 percent of the variance 

in the total gender discrimination. The part correlation co-efficient for stress 

level is .124, when squared it becomes .015; indicating 1.5 percent unique 

contribution to the explanation of variance in gender discrimination.  

 We can interpret the results as: This model, which includes satisfaction 

and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm and stress level, explains 15.6 

percent of variance in total gender discrimination. Of these three variables, 

satisfaction and motivation makes the largest statistically significant (p=.000) 

unique contribution (beta = 2.8 percent); commitment and enthusiasm makes 

the second largest statistically significant (p=.001) unique contribution (beta = 
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1.8 percent); stress level makes the lowest statistically significant (p=.003) 

unique contribution (beta = 1.5 percent). 

From the above conclusions a model is constructed as: 

                  G.Dc = a + b1SM + b2CE + b3SL 

In this model: 

GD = Gender Discrimination 

SM = Satisfaction & Motivation 

CE = Commitment & Enthusiasm, and 

SL = Stress Level 

Where GDc represents the Gender Discrimination as predicted by the 

equation (computed through R square). 

‘a’ denotes the Gender Discrimination, when all the other three explanatory 

variables have a value of zero simultaneously. 

‘b1’ represents the change in Gender discrimination associated with a unit 

change in SM variable, when the other variables are held constant. 

‘b2’ represents the change in Gender discrimination associated with a unit 

change in CE variable, when the other variables are held constant. 

‘b3’ represents the change in Gender discrimination associated with a unit 

change in SL variable, when the other variables are held constant. 

 

 



CHAPTER V 
 

 DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

1. Discussion of Findings 

Our analysis begins with the first and basic issue – discrimination against 

women in employment. In Hypothesis 1, we predicted that “females are 

discriminated more than males in employment in public sector than in private 

sector”. This discrimination was measured through Chi-square goodness of Fit 

test. The results of the test for public health department of district Hyderabad 

were, chi = 47.366 at 5 % of significance level [which is more than the critical 

value of chi at one degree of freedom (3.84)], which meant that females were 

discriminated more than males in employment. The results of the test for 

public education department of district Hyderabad were, chi = 0.492 at 5 % of 

significance level [which is less than the critical value of chi at one degree of 

freedom (3.84)], which meant that females were not discriminated more than 

males in employment. The results of the test for public health department of 

district Jamshoro were, chi = 42.603 at 5 % of significance level [which is more 

than the critical value of chi at one degree of freedom (3.84)], which meant 

that females were discriminated more than males in employment. The results 

of the test for public education department of district Jamshoro were, chi = 

273.009 at 5 % of significance level [which is much more than the critical value 

of chi at one degree of freedom (3.84)], which meant that females were 

discriminated more than males in employment.  
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 The results of the test for private health department of district 

Hyderabad were, chi = 11.56 at 5 % of significance level [which is more than 

the critical value of chi at one degree of freedom (3.84)], which meant that 

females were discriminated more than males in employment. The results of 

the test for private education department of district Hyderabad were, chi = 

902.5 at 5 % of significance level [which is more than the critical value of chi at 

one degree of freedom (3.84)], Here it was statistically proved that males are 

discriminated much more than females in employment. The results of the test 

for private health department of district Jamshoro were, chi = 85.94 at 5 % of 

significance level [which is more than the critical value of chi at one degree of 

freedom (3.84)], which meant that females were discriminated more than 

males in employment. The results of the test for privates education department 

of district Jamshoro were, chi = 353 at 5 % of significance level [which is much 

more than the critical value of chi at one degree of freedom (3.84)], Here again 

there was a reverse discrimination i.e., males were discriminated much more 

than females in employment.  

 From above analysis it is clear that out of four different public 

departments, there was discrimination against females in three departments; 

and out of four private departments, there was discrimination against females 

in two departments. Hence we reject the null hypothesis and accept the 

alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Females are not discriminated more than males in employment in 

public organizations than private organizations. 

HA:   Females are discriminated more than males in employment in public 

organizations than private organizations. 
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 In hypothesis 2, we predicted that “females are discriminated more in 

terms of training than males in public sector than in private sector”. Gender 

discrimination in trainings was measured through Chi-square for 

Independence test. The results of the test, for the public organizations, were; 

Chi (Yates’s Continuity Correction) (1, n=320) = 16.789, p = .000 and Phi = -

.235. These results meant that the proportion of males who were given 

chances of training was significantly different from the proportion of females 

who was given chances of trainings, though the association between males 

and trainings was small. For the private organizations results were, Chi 

(Yates’s Continuity Correction) (1, n=203) =0.553, p = .457 and Phi = -.063. 

These results meant that the proportion of males who were given chances of 

training was not significantly different from the proportion of females who was 

given chances of trainings; the association between males and trainings was 

small. 

 When we compare the results of public and private organizations, it is 

very clear that females were discriminated more than males in terms of 

trainings in public organizations than in private organizations. Hence we reject 

the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Females are not discriminated more than males in trainings in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

HA:   Females are discriminated more than males in trainings in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

 
 Hypothesis 3 inferred that “females are discriminated more in terms of 

assignments than males in public sector than in private sector”. For testing this 
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hypothesis we have used Chi-square for Independence test. The results of the 

test, for the public organizations, were; Chi (Yates’s Continuity Correction) (1, 

n=320) = 17.091, p = .000 and Phi = -.238. These results meant that the 

proportion of males who were given assignments was significantly different 

from the proportion of females who were given assignments, though the 

association between males and assignments was small. For the private 

organizations results were, Chi (Yates’s Continuity Correction) (1, n=197) 

=12.010, p = .001 and Phi = -.260. These results meant that the proportion of 

males who were given assignments was significantly different from the 

proportion of females who were given assignments; the association between 

males and trainings was small. 

 When we compare the results of public and private organizations, it is 

very clear that females were discriminated more than males in terms of 

assignments in both organizations, but the score of discrimination was more in 

public sector (17.091) than in private sector (12.010).  Hence we reject the null 

hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Females are not discriminated more than males in assignments in 

public organizations than in private organizations. 

HA:   Females are discriminated more than males in assignments in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

 
 Hypothesis 4 inferred that “females are discriminated more in terms of 

promotions than males in public sector than in private sector”. For testing this 

hypothesis we have used again Chi-square for Independence test. The results 

of the test, for the public organizations, were; Chi (Yates’s Continuity 

Correction) (1, n=249) = 0.701, p = .402 and Phi = -.062. These results 
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indicated that there was no gender discrimination in terms of promotions, the 

association between males and promotions was small. For the private 

organizations results were, Chi (Yates’s Continuity Correction) (1, n=163) 

=0.325, p = .568 and Phi = -.062. These results once again indicated that 

there was no gender discrimination in terms of promotions, the association 

between males and trainings was small. 

 When we compare the results of public and private organizations, we 

found from results that females were not discriminated in either of the sector. 

However the mean score of discrimination in public sector (0.701) was more 

than the mean score of discrimination in private sector (0.325). Hence we 

reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Females are not discriminated more than males in trainings in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

HA:   Females are discriminated more than males in trainings in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

 
 In hypothesis 5 we predicted that “females are more discriminated than 

males at work force in public organizations than in private organizations”. 

Gender discrimination at workforce was calculated through the T-Test. For 

public organizations, the results showed that there was significant difference 

for females (Mean = 23.103, SD = 4.706) and males (Mean = 19.679, SD = 

4.415); p = 0.000 (two-tailed). Hence it was clear that females were 

discriminated more than males at workforce in public organizations. For 

private organizations, the results showed that there was significant difference 

for females (Mean = 23.254, SD = 5.184) and males (Mean = 19.764, SD = 
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4.050); p = 0.000 (two-tailed). Hence it was clear that females were also 

discriminated more than males at workforce in private organizations. 

 When we compare the results of public and private organizations, it was 

very clear that females were discriminated more than males at workplace in 

both organizations, but the score of discrimination was more in private sector 

(23.254) than in public sector (23.103).  Hence we accept the null hypothesis 

and reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Females are not discriminated more than males at work place in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

HA:   Females are discriminated more than males at work place in public 

organizations than in private organizations. 

 
 Hypothesis 6 inferred that “the effect of age on gender discrimination in 

workforce is different for males and females in public organizations than 

private organizations”. This hypothesis was tested by two-way ANOVA. The 

results of the test for public organizations were: the interaction effect between 

sex and age (sex*age) was F(4,291)=3.010,p = 0.019; main effect for sex was 

F(1,291) =18.364, p = 0.000, and main effect for age was F(4,291) = 4.252, p 

= 0.002. The result of interaction effect meant that the influence of age on 

gender discrimination was different for males and females. Result of main 

effect for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.138) 

than males (mean = 19.731). Result of main effect for age indicated that 

females were discriminated more than males in all the five age groups. Hence 

we reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of age on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for 

females than males in public organizations.  



 225

HA:   The effect of age on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and age (sex*age) was F (4, 177) = 1.113, p = .352; main 

effect for sex was F (1,177) =10.279, P=0.002 and main effect for age was F 

(4,177) = 3.766, P = 0.006. The result of interaction effect meant that the 

influence of age on gender discrimination was not significantly different for 

males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were 

discriminated more (mean = 23.245) than males (mean = 19.788). Result of 

main effect for age indicated that females were discriminated more than males 

in all the five age groups. As the interaction effect between sex and age for 

private organizations was not statistically significant, therefore we accept the 

null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of age on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of age on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 We concluded from above results that the effect of age on gender 

discrimination in workforce was more for females than males in public 

organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 7 inferred that “the effect of marital status on gender 

discrimination in workforce is different for males and females in public 

organizations than private organizations”. This hypothesis was tested by two-

way ANOVA. The results of the test for public organizations were: the 

interaction effect between sex and marital status (sex*marital status) was 
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F(1,308) = .082, P = 0.774; main effect for sex was F(1, 308) = 31.931, 

P=0.000, and main effect for marital status  was F(3, 308) =.116, p = 0.951. 

The result of interaction effect meant that the influence of marital status on 

gender discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main 

effect for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.130) 

than males (mean = 19.679). Result of main effect for marital status indicated 

that females were not discriminated more than males in any of marital status 

groups. As the results were not statistically significant, therefore we accept the 

null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of marital status on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of marital status on gender discrimination in workforce is 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and marital status (sex*marital status) was F(1,199) = 

0.574, P = 0.450; main effect for sex was F(1,199) = 22.708, P = 0.000, and 

main effect for marital status was F(2,199) = 4.708, P = 0.010. The result of 

interaction effect meant that the influence of marital status on gender 

discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect 

for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.258) than 

males (mean = 19.738). Result of main effect for marital status indicated that 

females of marital status groups; single (22.608), married (20.385) and 

divorced (30.00)] differed significantly in terms of their gender discrimination 

scores. As the results were not statistically significant, therefore we accept the 

null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis: 
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H0:  The effect of marital status on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of marital status on gender discrimination in workforce is 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

 We concluded from above results that the effect of marital status on 

gender discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in 

public organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 8 inferred that “the effect of children 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 children (sex*children) was F (3, 228) = 

.725, P = 0.163; main effect for sex was F (1,228) = 27.370, P = 0.000 and 

main effect for children was F (3,228) = 2.437, p = 0.065. The result of 

interaction effect meant that the influence of children on gender discrimination 

was not different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant 

that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.065) than males (mean = 

19.508). Result of main effect for children indicated that females were not 

discriminated more than males in any of the children groups. As the results 

were not statistically significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and 

reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of children on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of children on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  
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 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and children (sex*children) was F (3, 73) = 0.200, P = 

0.896; main effect for sex was F (1, 73) = 3.090, P = 0.083 and main effect for 

children was F (3, 73) = 1.139, P = 0.339. The result of interaction effect 

meant that the influence of children on gender discrimination was not different 

for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were 

not discriminated more (mean = 21.500) than males (mean = 18.902). Result 

of main effect for children indicated that females were not discriminated more 

than males in any of the children groups. As the results were not statistically 

significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject the alternative 

hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of children on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of children on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 We concluded from above results that the effect of children on gender 

discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in public 

organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 9 inferred that “the effect of domicile 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 domicile (sex*domicile) was F (1, 305) = 

1.664, P = 0.198; main effect for sex was F (1,305) = 42.515, P=0.000 and 

main effect for domicile was F (2,305) = 0.450, P = 0.638. The result of 
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interaction effect meant that the influence of domicile on gender discrimination 

was not different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant 

that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.125) than males (mean = 

19.642). Result of main effect for domicile indicated that females were not 

discriminated more than males in any of the domicile groups. As the results 

were not statistically significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and 

reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of domicile on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of domicile on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for public organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and domicile (sex*domicile) was F (2, 194) = 0.168, P = 

0.845; main effect for sex was F (1,194) = 3.713, P = 0.055, and main effect 

for domicile was F (2,194) = 2.669, p=0.072. The result of interaction effect 

meant that the influence of domicile on gender discrimination was not different 

for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were 

not discriminated more (mean = 23.142) than males (mean = 19.704). Result 

of main effect for domicile indicated that females were not discriminated more 

than males in any of the domicile groups. As the results are not statistically 

significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject the alternative 

hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of domicile on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

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

females than males in public organizations.  

 It was concluded from above results that the effect of domicile on 

gender discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in 

public organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 10 inferred that “the effect of post 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 post (sex*post) was F (7, 302) = 2.212, P = .0331; main 

effect for sex was F (1,302) = 54.490, P = 0.000 and main effect for post was 

F (7,302) = 20.286, P = 0.000. The result of interaction effect meant that the 

influence of post on gender discrimination was different for males and females. 

Result of main effect for sex meant that females were discriminated more 

(mean = 23.103) than males (mean = 19.679). Result of main effect for post 

indicated that females were discriminated more than males in majority of the 

post groups. As the results were statistically significant, therefore we reject the 

null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of post on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

HA:  The effect of post on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and post (sex*post) was F (7, 190) =1.408, P = 0.204; 

main effect for sex was F (1,190) = 9.524, P = 0.002, and main effect for post 
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was F (7,190) = 10.225, P = 0.000. The result of interaction effect meant that 

the influence of post on gender discrimination was not different for males and 

females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were discriminated 

more (mean = 23.222) than males (mean = 19.764). Result of main effect for 

post indicated that females were discriminated more than males in majority of 

the post groups. As the results of interaction effect between sex and post were 

not statistically significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject 

the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of post on gender discrimination in workforce is not more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of post on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 It was concluded from above results that the effect of post on gender 

discrimination in workforce was different for females and males in public 

organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 11 inferred that “the effect of social class 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 social class (sex*sclass) was F (2, 306) = 

2.553, P = .080; main effect for sex was F (1,306) =30.885, P=0.000, and main 

effect for social class is F (2,306) = 4.810, P=0.009. The result of interaction 

effect meant that the influence of social class on gender discrimination was not 

different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that 

females were discriminated more (mean = 23.062) than males (mean = 
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19.679). Result of main effect for social class indicated that females were 

discriminated more than males in majority of the social class groups. As the 

results for the interaction effect between sex and social class were not 

statistically significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject the 

alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and social class (sex*sclass) was F (2, 191) = 1.416, P = 

.245; main effect for sex was F (1,191) =11.434, P=0.001, and main effect for 

social class was F (2,191) = 14.388, P=0.000. The result of interaction effect 

meant that the influence of social class on gender discrimination was not 

different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that 

females were discriminated more (mean = 23.185) than males (mean = 

19.764). Result of main effect for social class indicated that females were 

discriminated more than males in majority of the social class groups. As the 

result for the interaction effect between sex and social class was not 

statistically significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject the 

alternative hypothesis: 

H0: The effect of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is more 

for females than males in public organizations.  



 233

 It was concluded from above results that the effect of social class on 

gender discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in 

public organizations than private organizations. 

 
 Hypothesis 12 inferred that “the effect of district 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 district (sex*district) was F (1, 314) = 5.985, 

P = .015; main effect for sex was F (1,314) =46.846, P=0.000, and main effect 

for district was F (1,314) = 0.013, P=0.908. The result of interaction effect 

meant that the influence of district on gender discrimination was different for 

males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were 

discriminated more (mean = 23.103) than males (mean = 19.679). Result of 

main effect for district indicated that females were not discriminated more than 

males in any of the district groups. As the result for the interaction effect 

between sex and district was statistically significant, therefore we reject the 

null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of district on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of social class on gender discrimination in workforce is more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and district (sex*district) was F (1, 203) =1.567, P = 0.212; 

main effect for sex was F (1,203) = 28.349, P=0.000, and main effect for 

district was F (1,203) = 0.834, P=0.362. The result of interaction effect meant 
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that the influence of district on gender discrimination was not different for 

males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that females were 

discriminated more (mean = 23.254) than males (mean = 19.764). Result of 

main effect for district indicated that females were not discriminated more than 

males in any of the district groups. As the results for the interaction effect 

between sex and district was not statistically significant, therefore we accept 

the null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of district on gender discrimination in workforce is not more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of district on gender discrimination in workforce is more for 

females than males in public organizations.  

 We concluded from above results that the effect of district on gender 

discrimination in workforce was different for females and males in public 

organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 13 inferred that “the effect of organization 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 organization (sex*organization) was F (1, 

314) = 0.572, P = .450; main effect for sex was F (1,314) = 44.001, P=0.000 

and main effect for organization was F (1,314) = 0.233, P=0.630. The result of 

interaction effect meant that the influence of organization on gender 

discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect 

for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.103) than 

males (mean = 19.679). Result of main effect for organization indicated that 
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females were not discriminated more than males in any of the organization 

groups. As the result for the interaction effect between sex and organization 

was statistically not significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and 

reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of organization on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of organization on gender discrimination in workforce is more 

for females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and organization (sex*organization) was F (1, 203) = 

1.038, P = 0.310; main effect for sex was F (1,203) = 33.621, P=0.000 and 

main effect for organization was F (1,203) = 15.510, P=0.000. The result of 

interaction effect meant that the influence of organization on gender 

discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect 

for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.254) than 

males (mean = 19.764). Result of main effect for organization indicated that 

females were discriminated more than males in all of the organization groups. 

As the result for the interaction effect between sex and organization was 

statistically not significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and reject 

the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of organization on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of organization on gender discrimination in workforce is more 

for females than males in public organizations.  



 236

 We concluded from above results that the effect of organization on 

gender discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in 

public organizations than private organizations.  

 
 Hypothesis 14 inferred that “the effect of current salary 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 current salary (sex*CSalary) was F (5, 215) 

= 1.456, P = .206; main effect for sex was F (1,215) = 8.938, P=0.003 and 

main effect for current salary was F (5,215) = 10.807, P=0.000. The result of 

interaction effect meant that the influence of current salary on gender 

discrimination was not different for males and females. Result of main effect 

for sex meant that females were discriminated more (mean = 23.223) than 

males (mean = 19.956). Result of main effect for current salary indicated that 

females were discriminated more than males in majority of the current salary 

groups. As the result for the interaction effect between sex and current salary 

was statistically not significant, therefore we accept the null hypothesis and 

reject the alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of current salary on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of current salary on gender discrimination in workforce is 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

 The results of the test for private organizations were: the interaction 

effect between sex and current salary (Sex*CSalary) was F (5, 146) =3.040, P 

= .012; main effect for sex was F (1,146) =6.463, P=0.012 and main effect for 
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current salary was F (5,146) = 10.633, P=0.000. The result of interaction effect 

meant that the influence of current salary on gender discrimination was 

different for males and females. Result of main effect for sex meant that 

females were discriminated more (mean = 22.891) than males (mean = 

20.200). Result of main effect for current salary indicated that females were 

discriminated more than males in majority of the current salary groups. As the 

result for the interaction effect between sex and current salary was statistically 

significant, therefore we reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative 

hypothesis: 

H0:  The effect of current salary on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

HA:   The effect of current salary on gender discrimination in workforce is 

more for females than males in public organizations.  

 It was concluded from above results that the effect of current salary on 

gender discrimination in workforce was not different for females and males in 

public organizations than private organizations (It was more in private 

organizations than in public organizations).  

 
 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 
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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 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: 

H0:  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.  

 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: 

H0:  The effect of education on gender discrimination in workforce is not 

more for females than males in public organizations.  
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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. 

 
 In hypothesis 16, it was predicted that gender discrimination decreases 

the satisfaction and motivation level of employees. This hypothesis was tested 

by correlation. The results of the correlation were: Pearson Correlation (r) = -

0.315, n= 523, p< .05. The results showed that there was a negative relation 

between these two continuous variables, thus it confirmed our prediction that 

gender discrimination decreases satisfaction and motivation. On the basis of 

this analysis we reject the null hypothesis and accept alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Gender Discrimination does not decrease Job satisfaction & motivation. 

HA:  Gender Discrimination decreases Job satisfaction & motivation 

 
 In hypothesis 17, it was predicted that gender discrimination decreases 

the commitment and enthusiasm level of employees. This hypothesis was also 

tested by correlation. The results of the correlation were: Pearson Correlation 

(r) = -0.319, n= 521, p< .05. The results showed that there was a negative 

relation between these two continuous variables, thus it confirmed our 

prediction that gender discrimination decreases commitment and enthusiasm. 

On the basis of this analysis we reject the null hypothesis and accept 

alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Gender Discrimination does not decrease commitment and enthusiasm. 

HA:  Gender Discrimination decreases commitment and enthusiasm. 
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 In hypothesis 18, it was predicted that gender discrimination increases 

the stress level of employees. This hypothesis was also tested by correlation. 

The results of the correlation were: Pearson Correlation (r) = .240, n = 502, p< 

.05. The results showed that there was a positive relation between these two 

continuous variables, thus it confirmed our prediction that gender 

discrimination increases stress level. On the basis of this analysis we reject 

the null hypothesis and accept alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Gender Discrimination does not increase stress. 

HA:  Gender Discrimination increases stress 

 
 In hypothesis 19, it was predicted that females are paid less than males 

in public organizations than in private organizations. This hypothesis was 

tested through mean regression. The results for the public organizations were 

females were paid 3.27 percent less than males though they had .09 percent 

educational attainment more than males. On the basis of this analysis we 

reject null hypothesis and accept alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Females are not paid less than males in public organizations. 

HA:  females are paid less than males in public organizations 

 The results for the private organizations were females were paid 16 

percent less than males and their educational attainment level was just 0.1 

percent less than males. On the basis of this analysis we reject null hypothesis 

and accept alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Females are not paid less than males in public organizations. 

HA:  females are paid less than males in public organizations 
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 It was concluded from above results that gender wage gap was more in 

private organizations than in public organizations. 

 
 In hypothesis 20, it was predicted that Satisfaction and Motivation 

(S&M), Commitment and Enthusiasm (C&E) and Stress Level (SL) influence 

the gender discrimination. This was tested through multiple regression. The 

results of the test showed that the model [G.Dc = a + b1SM + b2CE + b3SL] 

explained 15.6 percent of variance in total gender discrimination. Of these 

three variables, S&M made the largest statistically significant (p=.000) unique 

contribution (beta = 2.8 percent), hence we reject null hypothesis and accept 

alternative hypothesis: 

Ho:  Satisfaction and Motivation does not influence Gender Discrimination. 

HA:  Satisfaction and Motivation influences Gender Discrimination. 

 In the above model, C&E made the second largest statistically 

significant (p=.001) unique contribution (beta = 1.8 percent). Hence we reject 

null hypothesis and accept alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Commitment and Enthusiasm does not influence Gender Discrimination 

H1:  Commitment and Enthusiasm influences Gender Discrimination 

 In the above model, SL made the lowest statistically significant (p=.003) 

unique contribution (beta = 1.3 percent). Hence we reject null hypothesis and 

accept alternative hypothesis: 

H0:  Stress Level does not influence Gender Discrimination 

H1:  Stress Level influences Gender Discrimination 

2.   Discussion of the previous studies and their 

comparison with the key findings of the present study 
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One of the key findings of this research is that females are discriminated more 

than males in employment in both organizations. However that discrimination 

is more in public organizations and less in private organizations. The study of 

Natalia et al (2004) has also confirmed gender discrimination in employment; 

their study has shown that men were preferred 85% in employment than 

women 69%. The study of Ziaullah (2008) provides some information in this 

regard. Through his study he attempted to review the latest trends of the 

organizations. Globalization has resulted in competition, which has compelled 

HRM to focus on managing diversity. This finding is backed by the research of 

Erik et al (2006) who conducted research in Sweden that there was no 

empirical support in their study that women have lesser career opportunities in 

the private sector than in public sector. 

This study has also found that females are discriminated more than males in 

human capital variables i.e., trainings and assignments, in both sectors. Same 

conclusion was also derived by Lane (2000) from his research that the 

constraints, namely, insufficient trainings provision, inadequate child care 

provision, inflexible working practice, hinder women’s career progression. 

These barriers not only restrict the type of the employment but covertly and 

persuasively affect negatively women’s acquisition of the skills, which will 

enable them to progress up the career hierarchy. The study of Eatzaz et al 

(2007) has also revealed that besides the level of the education other factors 

that affect the earning rate are experience and trainings. 

One of the findings of this study is that females are not significantly 

discriminated more than males in promotions (no glass ceiling) in both 



 243

sectors. However the scores, especially in the public organizations, confirmed 

that they are discriminated more than males. The study of Erik et al (2006) 

has also confirmed that in Sweden women suffer less from glass ceiling 

effects. This finding is also confirmed by the study of Lane (2004), who found 

out that female nurses are given lower grades, as compared to males, 

irrespective of their qualification and experience.  

Another key finding of this research is that females are discriminated more 

than males in both sectors; however, that biased behavior against females is 

more in private sector that in public sector. This finding is backed by the 

research of Siddique (2004) who concluded from his research that prevailing 

tribal, feudal and patriarchical structures are the basic factors behind the 

biased behavior against women. The study of Zeenat et al (2006) has also 

proved that working women face biased behavior of their spouses, the 

professional roles of women threatens the men’s sense of patriarchical power. 

More a working wife is successful in her job, more she looses her success as 

a wife. Nazimunnisa (2004) has also found the same thing from her research 

that the status of the women is marginalized in Bangladesh, esp from 

education point of view. As education is essential for access to resources, 

which are directly proportional with quality of life; therefore women are also 

deprived of the quality of life. Females faced biased behavior from institutions, 

policy makers and even from government. Uzma (2004) has shown through 

her research that females are subjugated and suppressed by their parents; 

they faced biased behavior from their relatives. Anwar (2005) has found out 

through his research that females were not only discriminated in education but 

also in provision of food-they are provided with lesser food as compared to 
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males. This proves that females are not considered even as humans. Susan 

et al (1998) have concluded from their research that decision makers – 

businessmen and management- support discrimination against females. 

Study of Habib (2000) has also revealed the same thing that females in 

Bangladesh face discrimination in Civil Services of Bangladesh from entry to 

higher posts. 

One of the key finding of the research is that females are discriminated more 

than males in wages, in both sectors. In public sector they are paid 3.27 

percent less than males though having 0.09 percent educational attainment 

more than males. In private organizations females are paid 16 percent less 

than males and their educational attainment was just 0.1 percent less than 

males. This is also confirmed from the study of Hiau (2006), who found out 

that gender wage gap prevailed in the private sector of Australia, and not in 

the public sector. Discrimination in gender wage gap is also confirmed in the 

research of Shah Parveen et al (2004); according to their study the average 

annual income of rural women is one tenth of their family. Average wages for 

females was Rs 47.21 as compared to average wages of males Rs 72.26. 

This is also confirmed from the study of Uzma (2004) that the income of the 

income of the females is not considered as the main financial source of the 

family, but is a supplementary to the income of the males. The study of the 

Eatzaz et al (2007) has also revealed that the women who live in the far flung 

areas have to be content with relatively lower wages. The study of Erik et al 

(2006) has also confirmed that there is a much gender gap in incomes at the 

top of the income distribution in Sweden. The study of Sabir et al (2007) has 

also confirmed that gender pay gap has widened, thought the gates for 
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females are opened in the workforce. There was a contraction in the gender 

pay gap at the top end of the wage distribution. This is also confirmed by the 

research of Farooq (2000) that means of the production are concentrated in 

the hands of males and thus the status of the females is deteriorated. The 

gender biased division of labor- males to production and females to 

reproduction and consumption- has adversely affected the earning capability 

and status of women. Hence the dominance of the males on income 

generation is proved from all these studies. 

Another finding of this research is that more the salary of the females less 

was the discrimination against them; more qualified the females were, less 

was the discrimination against them. The females of upper classes were 

discriminated less. This finding is also confirmed by the studies of the Uzma 

(2004), she concluded from her research that females from upper advanced 

families did not face any kind of gender discrimination. The study of Habib 

(2000) has also confirmed that there was no discrimination against women of 

upper class in Bangladesh. 

This research has also found that younger and middle aged women are 

discriminated more in public organizations and in private organizations 

younger females are discriminated more than the older ones. This finding is 

also confirmed from the research of Erik et al (2006) that gender penalty is 

larger for younger and older women and less for middle aged women. The 

study of Eatzaz et al (2007) has also revealed that the older women are on 

average found to work longer hours than the younger ones. 

One of the main findings of this study is that gender discrimination decreases 

satisfaction and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm and increases stress 
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level. The same conclusion is also found from the research of Habib (2000) 

that disparate treatment against women had implications for the morale, 

motivation and performance of the female employees. 

 

3. Conclusions 

 From the statistical analysis presented in the above section and the 

subsequent intensive discussions, the study identifies the following as the 

most significant conclusions. 

 
1. Females faced discriminatory behavior not only from their bosses and 

authorities, but also from their colleagues at the work place. 

 
2. It was found that females were discriminated more than males in 

employment, more in public sector than in private sector. However, in 

the education department of private sector there was no significant 

discrimination against females, rather there was reverse gender 

discrimination in the private education department of district 

Hyderabad. 

 

3. It was found that females were significantly discriminated in the 

chances of training as compared to males in both public and private 

organizations. 

 

4. It was also found that females were discriminated more than males, in 

terms of assignments, in both organizations i.e.  Public and Private. 
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5. The statistical analysis has also proved that there was gender 

discrimination, though not statistically significant, in the promotions in 

public and private organizations. Females having same credentials 

and experience are given less promotions as compared to their male 

counterparts. 

 
6. The statistical analysis has also revealed that females were prone to 

gender discrimination behavior at the work place, both in public and 

private organizations. However, that biased behaviors was more in 

public organizations than in private organizations. 

 
7. Analysis showed that Females were discriminated in all age groups 

as compared to males. This discrimination was significant in public 

organization and not in private organizations. In public organizations, 

females of age group 41-50 were discriminated less and age group 

31-40 was discriminate more. In private organizations, females of age 

group 41-50 were discriminated less and age group upto 20 were 

discriminated more. This meant that females were discriminated more 

in the start of their career and less in the mid of their career, both in 

public and private organizations. 

 
8. ANOVA for marital status showed that the influence of marital status 

on gender discrimination was not significantly different for males and 

females in both organizations. The mean scores on gender 

discrimination of females were significantly more than those of males, 

in both organizations. In public organizations, though the mean 

scores of females in each of the four marital status groups were more 
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than the males, but they were not statistically significant; however this 

difference was significant in private organizations. In public 

organization, females of “single” marital status group were 

discriminate more, whereas” widow” group were discriminated less. In 

private organizations “married” females were discriminate less and 

females of marital status group “divorced” were discriminate more. 

 
9. While assessing the effect of children on gender discrimination, 

analysis showed that there was no any statistically significant 

difference for males and females in both organizations. Not only this 

but also no any significant difference was found in any of the children 

group, though females were discriminated more than males in all 

children groups. Females of children group “1 child’ were 

discriminated less in both organizations; whereas females of “5 and 

more children” group were discriminated more in public organizations 

and females of “no children“were discriminated more in private 

organizations. 

 
10. Statistical analysis also proved that influence of domicile on gender 

discrimination was not different for males and females in both 

organizations. In public organizations, though both sexes differed in 

terms of their gender discrimination scores, but they did not differ 

significantly in domicile groups. Females of “Sindh (u)” domicile group 

were discriminated less and “other province” group were 

discriminated more in public organizations. In private organizations, 

both sexes neither differ significantly on their gender discrimination 
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scores nor on domicile groups. However females of “Sindh(r)” 

domicile group were discriminate less and “other province” more, in 

private organizations. 

 
11. ANOVA showed that the influence of post on gender discrimination 

was different for males and females in public organizations. Both 

sexes not only differed significantly in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores but also in majority of the post groups. Females 

of “professor” post group from health department and “lecturer” from 

education department faced lowest discrimination, whereas females 

of “paramedical’ post group from health department and “HST” from 

education department faced highest discrimination. In private 

organizations, the influence of post on gender discrimination was not 

significantly different for males and females, though they differed 

significantly in terms of their gender discrimination scores as well as 

in majority of the post groups. Females of “professor” post group from 

health department and “university professor” from education 

department faced minimum discrimination; whereas females of 

“nurse’ post group from health department and “HST” from education 

department faced maximum discrimination. It was concluded from 

these results that females working at lower ranks are discriminated 

more.  

 
12. Influence of social class on gender discrimination was not different for 

males and females in public organizations, though both sexes differed 

significantly not only in terms of their gender discrimination scores but 
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also in majority of the social class groups. Females of ‘upper class” 

social group were discriminated less, whereas females of “poor class” 

were discriminated more. In private organizations the influence of 

social class on gender discrimination was not different for males and 

females, though females were discriminated more than males in 

terms of their gender discrimination scores as well as in all three 

social groups. Females of “poor” social class faced highest 

discrimination whereas females of ‘upper’ social class faced lowest 

discrimination. It was concluded that females from poor class face 

more discrimination at the work place, where as upper class females 

enjoy the privilege of their social class at work place. 

 
13. Influence of education on gender discrimination was not different for 

males and females in public as well private organizations. Females 

were discriminated more than males in terms of their gender 

discrimination scores in both organizations. In both organizations, 

gender discrimination scores of females were higher than those of 

males, in all five education groups. Females of ‘Ph.D” education 

group face lowest discrimination and females of “intermediate” 

education group face highest discrimination in public organizations. In 

private organizations females of “MPhil” education group face lowest 

discrimination and females of “matriculation” group face highest 

discrimination. 

It was concluded from above results that education guards the women 

against discrimination i.e., higher the qualification of females, lower will be the 

discrimination against them and vice versa, in both organizations. 
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14. In public organizations, influence of district on gender discrimination 

was different for males and females. Females were discriminated 

more than males in terms of their gender discrimination scores. 

Though the gender discrimination scores of females were more than 

males in both district groups, but they were not significant. Females of 

Hyderabad district were discriminated more than the females of 

Jamshoro district. In private organizations, influence of district on 

gender discrimination was not different for males and females. 

Females differed significantly from males in terms of gender 

discrimination scores. Though the gender discrimination scores of 

females were more than males, but they did not differ significantly in 

district groups. Females of Jamshoro district faced more 

discrimination as compared to females of Hyderabad district. 

 
15. Influence of organization on gender discrimination was not different 

for males and females in private and public organizations. In terms of 

gender discrimination scores, females were discriminated significantly 

more than males in both organizations. Organizational groups, health 

and education, did not differ significantly in terms of gender 

discrimination scores in public organizations; whereas in private 

organizations they differed significantly. Gender discrimination scores 

of females in both organizations were more than the gender 

discrimination scores of males. Females of education department 

were discriminated more than females of health department, in public 
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organizations. In private organizations, females of health department 

were discriminated more than the females of education department. 

 
16. Influence of current salary on gender discrimination was not 

significantly different for males and females; whereas, it was 

significantly different in private organizations. When divided in current 

salary groups, females were discriminated significantly more than 

males in terms of gender discrimination scores, in both organizations. 

In public organizations, all the current salary groups differed from 

each other significantly; in private organizations, four out of five 

current salary groups differed from each other significantly. Females 

of current salary group” more than 50,000” faced lowest discrimination 

and “5,100 to 8,000” face highest discrimination, in both 

organizations. It was concluded that income is inversely proportional 

with the gender discrimination. This conclusion, thus, strengthens the 

conclusion drawn for the social class. 

 
17. Analysis showed a negative relation between GD and S&M; which 

means that gender discrimination resulted in low job satisfaction and 

motivation. 

 
18. Analysis also showed that gender discrimination was inversely 

proportional with commitment and enthusiasm, i.e., because of 

discrimination, women showed less commitment and enthusiasm 

towards their job. 
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19. A positive relation between gender discrimination and stress level was 

indicated through statistical techniques; which meant that higher the 

gender discrimination, higher will be the level of the stress. 

 
20. Analysis on the primary data also confirmed that females were paid 

less as compared to males and that wage gap was more in private 

sector than in public sector. Though females had almost an equal 

educational attainment level in both sectors. 

 

21. Analysis also predicted the influence of Satisfaction and Motivation 

(S&M), Commitment and Enthusiasm (C&E) and Stress Level (SL) on 

Gender Discrimination. The results of the test showed that the model 

[G.Dc = a + b1SM + b2CE + b3SL] explained 15.6 percent of variance in 

total gender discrimination. Of these three variables, S&M made the 

largest statistically significant (p=.000) unique contribution (beta = 2.8 

percent).  C&E made the second largest statistically significant 

(p=.001) unique contribution (beta = 1.8 percent). SL made the lowest 

statistically significant (p=.003) unique contribution (beta = 1.3 percent). 

 

 

4. Recommendations 
 

In the light of the results of the present study, the research suggests 

following recommendations for reducing gender discrimination against females 

and providing them equal chances at the work place. 
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1. Government should compel both public and private organizations to 

prepare annual reports regarding their human resource development. 

In that report they show how many male and female employees were 

appointed in the last year, what is the proportion of male and female 

employees in their total employment, trainings were given in which 

proportion to their male and female employees, how much percentage 

of female employees were given any kind of assignments and how 

many employees (males and females) were promoted. Such report 

must be submitted with the committee (mentioned above) via ministry 

of women development. Where they scrutinize the data and find 

whether any gender discrimination has occurred. 

 
2. Forms under the heading “gender discrimination at work force” should 

be introduced in each organization by the government and filling of 

which should be made mandatory for the employees of the 

organizations. Such forms assess the behavior of authorities, boss 

and colleagues at work place. These forms, to maintain secrecy, 

mention only the gender and not the name of the employee and 

should be filled in the presence of a neutral competent authority to 

extract the correct and accurate data. 

 
3. Acting on the Affirmative Action (AA), government must appoint the 

females in each organization with the right proportion of their 

availability in the labor market and thus correct the past number 

mistake in employment. 
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4. A separate quota for females should be fixed for trainings and 

assignments in each organization. 

 
5. A separate quota for females should be fixed for the administrative 

posts in each organization. 

 
6. To eliminate the gender wage gap, government must announce 

“equal Wage”, keeping in view the credentials and experience, for 

employed persons. 

 

5. Contribution of the Findings of Thesis to the 

Advancement of the Knowledge 

The under considered study provides a unique blend of research knowledge 

in the fields of Gender Discrimination, Social Sciences, Management 

Sciences and Organizational Behavior. This research has assessed and 

examined the gender discrimination in workforce in both-public and private- 

organizations and has also evaluated the impact of gender discrimination on 

the satisfaction and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm, and stress level 

of the employees. A model is also designed to show the impact of satisfaction 

and motivation, commitment and enthusiasm, and stress level on the gender 

discrimination. This Thesis disinters the knowledge to the employees, 

managers, owners, Human rights activists, HRM experts and policy makers. 

The findings of the research provide knowledge to the employees, especially 

female employees, about their rights regarding employment, assignments, 

trainings and assignments. This study also provides insight to the 
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management that how the loosening of one bolt of gender discrimination is 

scattering the whole engine of the morale of employees and ultimately of the 

organization. The findings also provide ample information to the Human 

Rights activists about the humans’ rights violations, especially in workforce. 

The findings also provide knowledge to the government and policy makers to 

take the steps of providing justice to both sexes in employment and at 

workplace- as guaranteed by the law. Information to the human resource 

managers is also provided regarding the violation of Equal Employment 

Opportunities (EEOs) and gives them opportunity to correct imbalances, 

injustices and past mistakes in employment. 

6. Gap in the Knowledge for this Research 

A considerable work has been done on this topical issue of gender 

discrimination in Pakistan. Some work is done on the discrimination in the 

upbringing of the male and female child; some have conducted research on 

the discrimination with females in rural and urban areas. Research on 

discrimination in gender pay gap is also conducted. In short, the research on 

this topical issue is conducted in the perspective of social sciences.  

The field which is chosen for this research is a maiden one, i.e., Gender 

Discrimination in workforce through Sticky Floor and Glass Ceiling Effects. 

Here gender discrimination is studied in the perspective of HRM. Gender 

Discrimination in workforce is a topic of Equal Employment Opportunity 

(EEO), which is a tool of Managing Diversity. Managing diversity is not only a 

hot topic in HRM but also in Organizational Behavior (OB). Gender 

Discrimination is assessed in public and private organizations of Pakistan, 

through Sticky Floor effects- Horizontal Discrimination – and through Glass 
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Ceiling effects – Vertical Discrimination. This research has also explored the 

gender discrimination in different demographic variables of the employees. 

Besides this, the effect of gender discrimination on the satisfaction and 

motivation, commitment and enthusiasm, and stress level of employees is 

also assessed. These job psychographic variables are very essential for the 

performance of the employees and ultimately for the productivity of the 

organizations. 

 

7. The Implications of the Individual Hypothetical 

Results 

The implication of the first hypothesis is that it will help in reducing the gender 

discrimination in employment in both sectors. This will help in providing Equal 

Employment Opportunities to both sexes and thus to comply the HRM laws, 

which will ultimately lead towards the equity and just in society. Second 

hypothesis will help in reducing the biased behavior towards females in 

chances of training and thus will help in providing equal chances of training to 

both sexes. Trainings enhance the knowledge of the person and induct 

professionalism in the employees; after education, training is the second 

important factor of career development. Third hypothesis will provide help in 

providing equal chances of assignments to both sexes. Assignments create, 

in employees, the sense of involvement in the organization, on one hand and 

on the other hand, provide experience to the employees. Thus assignments 

are essential not only for the career development of employees but also for 

productivity of the organizations. Fourth hypothesis will help in breaking the 

glass ceiling. Provision of equal chances of promotions to both genders will 
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help females to reach at the top management positions and thus their social, 

economical, intellectual and professional level can be enhanced. Fifth 

hypothesis will help in reducing the biased behavior against females at 

workplace which may result in the increased performance and productivity of 

the female employees. Sixth hypothesis will help in reducing the gender wage 

gap. Gender wage gap on one hand frustrates the female employees and on 

the other hand it is a blatant violation of Human Rights. Gender wage gap 

undervalues the economic capability of the females which will lead to their 

moral, social and economical degradation. It was proved that females in 

career building age group i.e., 31-40 are discriminated more as compared to 

other groups; seventh hypothesis will help in reducing the biased behavior 

against the female employees when they are at the transverse of their career. 

Eighth hypothesis will help in reducing gender discrimination behavior 

especially against married and divorced female employees. Ninth hypothesis 

will to reduce the biased behavior against the female employees who bear 5 

or more children. In hypothesis tenth it was proved that female employees of 

other provinces were discriminated more at workplace, hence special 

attention can be focused on that domicile group to reduce the biased behavior 

against those females. Eleventh hypothesis will help in eliminating gender 

discrimination against low post group female employees. Twelfth hypothesis 

will help in reducing biased behavior against those female employees who 

belong to poor group. It was proved that education guards the women against 

discrimination i.e. higher the qualification of the females, lower will be the 

discrimination against them, thus thirteenth hypothesis will help in minimizing 

gender discrimination against low qualified females. The implication of the 
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fourteenth hypothesis is to minimize the gender discrimination against less 

developed regions (distt. Jamshoro) group of female employees. Fiftenth 

hypothesis was designed to assess that females of which organization-health 

or education-were discriminated more. It was proved that females of 

education department in public sector and females of health department in 

private sector were discriminated more. In future this hypothesis will help in 

eradicating biased behavior from respective organizations of each sector. 

Sixteenth hypothesis was designed to assess that in which salary group 

females were discriminated more. It was proved that salary is inversely 

proportional with gender discrimination against females. Thus this hypothesis 

will help to guard the females with low wages/salary against discrimination. 

The implications of hypothesis number seventeenth was that if managers 

want to increase the job satisfaction and motivation level of employees, they 

must eradicate the gender discrimination as it is negatively related with it. 

Hypothesis eighteenth has proved that there exists a negative relation 

between gender discrimination and commitment and enthusiasm of the 

employees, thus if the owners or managers want to have a committed and 

enthusiastic employees for their organizations, they must root out the factor of 

gender discrimination from organization. A positive relation was proved 

between gender discrimination and stress level in nineteenth hypothesis, thus 

this hypothesis will help in reducing the stress level of the employees by 

reducing the gender discrimination against them. Eradication of the stress 

level is basic factor for the enhanced production. The twentieth hypothesis 

confirmed the gender wage gap, thus this hypothesis will help in eradicating 

that difference of wages between the males and females. In the twenty first 
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hypothesis a model was designed to predict the effect of Satisfaction and 

motivation, commitment and enthusiasm and stress level on the gender 

discrimination. It was proved that when there is low satisfaction and 

motivation, commitment and enthusiasm, and high stress level; it means that 

there exists gender discrimination. This hypothesis is an eye opener for 

owners and managers of the organizations as it tells them that a positive 

behavior at the workplace with all the employees is necessary for their 

morale. 

 

 8. Implications of the Overall Study  

This is a three prong study; first it has assessed that how females were 

discriminated at work place and where that gender discrimination prevailed 

more; second, the study has examined in detail the prevalence of gender 

discrimination in different demographic variable of female employees- a step 

farther than just assessing the gender discrimination; Third, The effect of 

gender discrimination on the employees was assessed and a model was also 

prepared in this regard. All the aspects of the study confirmed that females 

were discriminated more than males, only because of their gender. This study 

will be very helpful to managers, owners, government officials, human rights 

activists, HRM experts, Social scientists and also to the employees. This 

study has provided ample proof that how female employees are discriminated 

in employment, assignments, trainings, promotions, wages and through 

behavior at workplace. This study will help in acting upon the rule of 4/5th at 

the time of recruitment, so that both sexes can be given equal chance of 

appearing at the examination. This study will also help in providing Equal 
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Employment Opportunities (EEO) females according to their proportion in the 

society, by doing this HRM laws as well as our indigenous laws will be 

complied. Not only this, but the study will also help in providing equal chances 

of human capital variables i.e. trainings and assignments to the females so 

that women’s acquisition of the skills can be enhanced, which will enable 

them to progress up the career hierarchy. This study will also help the females 

in cracking the glass ceiling i.e. getting the equal chances of promotions, so 

that females can reach at the top management positions and thus their social, 

economical, intellectual and professional level can be enhanced. This study 

will also help in eradicating the biased behavior of bosses, colleagues and 

owners against the female employees, which is proving as a stumbling block 

in their career advancement. This research has examined in detail the 

prevalence of gender discrimination in different demographic variables of the 

employees and has provided ample information to curb the nuisance of 

gender discrimination at those levels where it prevails more in different 

demographic variables. This study will also help in minimizing the gender 

wage gap which is adversely affecting the earning capability and status of 

women. Hence the dominance of the males on income generation can be 

shattered. This study will also help in improving the productivity 

psychographic variables (increasing satisfaction and motivation, commitment 

and enthusiasm, and decreasing the stress level) of the female employees by 

just reducing the gender discrimination, so that they can contribute fully in 

optimizing the profits of organizations. The overall research is focused on 

eradicating gender discrimination in workforce which is essential, on one 



 262

hand, for the compliance of the laws of HRM and country and on other hand it 

is essential for human development and economic development. 

 

9.  Implications for Managers 

The prime aim of this research was to study the gender discrimination from 

HRM perspective, so its implications for the managers and owners are very 

much. This study has examined the gender discrimination in workforce and its 

impact on the employees. It was proved in this research that there was a 

gender discrimination from the each and every aspect of the practices of HRM 

i.e. recruitment, employment, assignments, trainings, promotions, wages and 

behavior; and that gender discrimination was decreasing the morale of 

employees – a issue of the organizational behavior. This study will help the 

mangers to act upon the rules of 4/5th and EEO/AA, so that both genders 

should be provided representation in workforce proportional to their 

representation in the relevant labor market. The managers should also 

provide equal chances of human capital variables (trainings and assignment) 

and promotions to both sexes. Gender discrimination will decrease the morale 

of the employees and thus makes one “m” (men) of the management 

defective. We know that of the five “Ms” of the management i.e. Men, Money, 

Material, Machines and Market, the first M i.e. Men makes the other Ms work 

properly. When there will be a defect in that M (Men) how can it make other 

Ms work properly. So this study is an eye opener for the managers to remove 

that defect of first M, by reducing the gender discrimination, otherwise the 

loosening of one bolt of gender discrimination may scatter the whole engine of 

the organization. 
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10.  Implications for Researchers 

This is the first study in Pakistan which is conducted to assess and examine 

the gender discrimination in workforce in both sectors i.e. public and private; 

and then find the impact of gender discrimination on the employees. 

Therefore this research will provide sufficient material, both primary and 

secondary, to the future researchers. Standard tools were used for primary 

data collection, data was quantified using standard techniques, reliability and 

normality tests of each of the continuous variables were conducted and finally 

standard techniques of statistics-through SPSS- were used for data analysis 

and for generalizing the results. This whole research methodology can be of 

great use to the future researchers, who intend to conduct the research on 

this topical issue. 

11.  Recommendations for Further Research 

Due to the shortage of the resources of time, energy and money; this study 

was restricted only to a certain parameters of gender discrimination in 

workforce i.e. employment, assignments, trainings, promotions, behavior at 

workplace, and wages. In order to explore Gender Discrimination in 

Workforce, further research may be conducted on:  

1. Gender Discrimination prevails from the very starting point of the 

career i.e. Recruitment, therefore the future researchers may evaluate 

the Gender Discrimination at the time of recruitment by applying 4/5th 

rule, so that both sexes must not be deprived of their rights to be 

appointed according to their proportion in labor market. 

2. This research has assessed gender discrimination in workforce only in 

services departments of public and private sector. A second 
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recommendation for further research is to assess the gender 

discrimination in manufacturing departments of both sectors. 

3. The future researchers may also conduct a comparative study of 

gender discrimination in workforce between manufacturing and 

services organizations of both sectors. 

4. It is also possible that because of the biological differences females 

may not be preferred for certain category of the jobs, works, 

assignments, trainings, etc. Therefore one recommendation for further 

research is a comprehensive study of the biological differences in both 

genders and their impact on the performance of the employees. 

5. Several other factors also need to be explored concerning gender 

discrimination in workforce such as domestic, social, religious and 

political etc. It is also possible that females may not be entering in 

workforce due to these factors. 

6. Future research is also recommended for measuring the reverse 

Gender Discrimination in workforce i.e. whether males are 

discriminated in certain categories of the jobs. 

7. The other area to be researched is that of the performance of the of the 

organizations, where there is a gender discrimination and where there 

is no any gender discrimination and then a comparative study can be 

conducted vis-à-vis gender discrimination on the performance of the 

organizations. 

8. It has also been observed that more females are entering in the job 

markets and are reaching at the higher hierarchy of the jobs. A study is 
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recommended to evaluate the breaking of brick wall and cracking of the 

glass ceiling. 
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