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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
As part of its commitment to ensuring equity in all aspects of employment, McGill University’s 
Provost and Vice-Principal (Academic) tasked an ad hoc Academic Salary Equity Working Group 
(“Working Group”) with conducting an in-depth equity analysis of tenure-track and tenured 
academic staff salaries. The Working Group was mandated to assess whether systemic inequities, 
on the basis of gender or any other protected ground, are reflected in these salaries. The 
particular questions it was asked to address were: 
 

1. Is there a salary differential among full-time tenure stream faculty that can be attributed 
to gender? 
 

2. Given that McGill is committed to employment equity for multiple designated groups, can 
systemic inequities be observed in University salary data on the basis of: race and 
ethnicity, gender identity/sexual orientation, Indigeneity, disability? 
 

3. How should the University correct identified salary gaps based on gender or any other 
prohibited ground of discrimination? 

 
Applying three separate statistical analysis methodologies to tenure-track and tenured academic 
staff salary data, the Working Group drew three conclusions: 
 

1) There are no significant differences between the salaries of men and women tenure-track 
and tenured academic staff, once controlling for key variables that affect salary, up to the 
95th percentile of the earnings distribution. These key mediating variables include rank, 
rank at time of hire, years since PhD, Faculty affiliation, and whether or not one holds a 
research or endowed chair. 
 

2) There are no systemic inequities in the salaries of tenure-track and tenured academic staff 
who self-identify as persons who are racialized, Indigenous, disabled, or of minority sexual 
orientation/gender identity, once controlling for key variables that affect salary (same as 
above) 
 

3) Although no systemic salary inequities exist among tenure-track and tenured academic 
staff, with the exception of gender-based salary differences above the 95th percentile of 
the earnings distribution, the University can take measures to try to mitigate the impact 
of some variables that can exert an inequitable impact on women’s salaries.  

 
In view of these findings, the Working Group recommends that the University : 
 

1) Undertake concerted efforts to mentor and encourage women Associate Professors to 
apply for promotion to the rank of Full Professor in a timely manner. 
 



2) Rigorously follow employment equity principles and practices to advance the equitable 
representation of women across all academic units, especially those where academic 
salaries are the highest. 
 

3) Rigorously follow employment equity principles and practices in the lateral recruitment 
of senior professors to the rank of Full Professor. 

  
The Working Group hopes that its analyses will reassure the McGill community about the 
University’s commitment to ensuring salary equity, and urges the University to maintain its 
ongoing efforts to ensure continued progress in the domain of employment equity.  
 
 
  



FINAL REPORT 
 
 

1) BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 
 
As part of its commitment to employment equity, McGill presents information through the 
Biennial Report to Senate on Employment Equity in the form of descriptive statistics. Included in 
these reports is the comparison of tenure-stream professors’ mean salaries by gender and rank. 
These reports have consistently shown that women’s salaries are lower than men’s salaries 
across all academic ranks, and in some cases these gaps were found to be statistically significant 
(p<0.05). 
 
McGill has examined the effects of gender on academic salaries on several occasions over the 
past two decades.1 Statistical models were run by internal working groups as well as external 
consultants, and in all cases, the results of these analyses did not support the presence of an 
institution-wide systemic salary inequity on the basis of gender. Rather, more specific and 
targeted concerns were raised, which were then addressed accordingly by administration. These 
analyses identified the same basic set of key variables which were found to help explain gender 
differences in salary; namely: rank, rank at time of hire, years since first rank at McGill/years since 
PhD, discipline (defined as Faculty affiliation, Departmental affiliation, or a grouping of the latter, 
depending on the analysis), and whether or not one holds a research or endowed chair.  
 
At the same time, concerns linger about perceived inequities in academic salaries. Specifically, 
an updated in-depth analysis was required to discern whether academic salaries at the University 
are equitable after key factors listed above are accounted for. This question required analysis 
with respect to gender as well as other grounds identified in McGill’s Employment Equity Policy. 
 
Accordingly, the Provost & Vice-Principal Academic struck the Academic Salary Equity Policy 
Working Group (WG) in May 2019 to address the following questions: 
 

 
1 After a study in 2000 of gender differences in academic salaries identified significant differences within several 

Faculties, the University implemented a compensatory policy with the aim of closing these gaps. In 2007 the 
University completed another study to assess whether that policy had successfully reduced gender-based salary 
differences. It found that women’s salary disadvantage had been significantly reduced but not entirely eliminated. 
It also found that the remaining difference in average salaries was almost entirely due to large differences at the 
very high end of the salary distribution. Using statistical methods (median regression) that reduce the effect of 
outliers, the study found that gender pay differentials disappeared once controls were introduced (for work 
experience, rank, and department). In other words, remaining overall differences were primarily due to the 
presence of a few highly paid men at the very top of the earnings distribution. It also found that the time to 
promotion was, on average, somewhat longer for women than for men, partly because such promotions (for both 
men and women) took longer in Faculties with a relatively high proportion of women faculty (Arts and Education) 
and partly because, in the Faculty of Medicine, women took more time to be promoted to Full professor than men.  
     As set out in this Report, the WG’s findings are similar to those of the 2007 study.  
 

https://mcgill.ca/senate/files/senate/09._d18-70_report_on_employment_equity_0.pdf
https://mcgill.ca/secretariat/files/secretariat/employment-equity-policy.pdf
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• Is there a salary differential among full-time tenure stream faculty that can be attributed 
to gender? 

• Given that McGill is committed to employment equity for multiple designated groups, can 
systemic inequities be observed in University salary data on the basis of: race and 
ethnicity, gender identity/sexual orientation, Indigeneity, disability? 

• How should the University correct identified salary gaps based on gender or any other 
prohibited ground of discrimination? 

 
WG’s full Terms of Reference are found at Appendix 1. Its composition was as follows:  

• Angela Campbell, Faculty of Law, Associate Provost (Equity & Academic Policies), Co-chair 

• Petra Rohrbach, Faculty of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, MAUT President, Co-
chair 

• Tynan Jarrett, Senior Employment Equity Advisor 

• Fabian Lange, Faculty of Arts 

• Charles Lavergne, Senior Project Director, Analysis, Planning & Budget 

• Erica Moodie, Faculty of Medicine 

• Johanna Nešlehová, Faculty of Science 

• Valérie Parsons, Director, Total Compensation  

• Irina Susan-Resiga, Senior Planning Analyst, Analysis, Planning & Budget 

• Axel van den Berg, Faculty of Arts 

• Li Zhou, Equity Project Coordinator  
 
To carry out its mandate, all WG members who participated in data analyses were given full 
access to salary data for tenure track and tenured academic staff, on condition of confidentiality. 
 

2) RESULTS  
 
Three distinct methodologies were independently undertaken to assess whether inequitable 
differences, by gender and/or by other equity characteristics, exist in salary and time to 
promotion from Associate to Full Professor for tenure-track and tenured academic staff. A 
comprehensive description of the methodologies and analyses carried out is set out in Appendix 
2, which was prepared by Professors Lange, Moodie, and Nešlehová. 
 
The data used for this analysis are as at June 2019 and comprise all tenure-stream academics, 
excluding: 

• Librarians, 

• Principal, Provost, and Vice-Principals (4 in total), and 

• Geographic Full-Time University (GFT(U)), which comprises ranked academics who 
are also medical doctors and whose salaries do not have a rank minimum. 

 
Data regarding self-identification as a member of a designated equity group (racialized person, 
Indigenous person, person with a disability, LGBTQ2+) were obtained from McGill’s Employment 
Equity survey as at September 2019.  
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The outcome variable used is rank salary, that is, salary from ranked appointments (Full, 
Associate, and Assistant); thus any administrative or award stipends are not included in this 
amount.  
 

a) Gender 
 
The Working Group found no systemic gender-based differentials in the salaries of tenure-track 
and tenured academic staff across the salary scale with the exception of the University’s very 
highest academic earners (the 95th percentile). 
 
When looking at salaries on their face, a difference appears between men and women such that, 
with all ranks combined and without adjusting for any other factors, the mean (median) salary 
for men and women, respectively, is $149,295 ($146,289) and $136,454 ($131,949). However, an 
overall mean or median alone is not informative. Neither reveals anything about factors other 
than gender that may contribute to the observed differences, nor do they provide a true 
indication of how salaries are distributed, and what type of variations may exist across the overall 
salary distribution. To illustrate this point, box plots are shown in Figure 1b below depicting salary 
by gender, with all ranks combined. As can be observed (Figure 1b), the distribution of men’s 
salaries is much more dispersed than that of women. 
 
Figure 1a. An explanation of a box plot 
 
A boxplot is a representation of the distribution of data based on 5 statistics: the minimum (lowest 
observation in your dataset), lower quartile (Q1: 25th percentile), the median (Q2: 50th percentile); 
upper quartile (Q3: 75th percentile) and the maximum (highest observation). A box plot gives a 
sense of how dispersed and/or skewed the distribution is. 
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Figure 1b. Box plots of salary by gender, all ranks combined 
 

 
 
To address the questions set forth in its mandate, the WG conducted a series of statistical 
analyses controlling for the effects of the key variables previously found to affect salary. It also 
examined salary differences at different levels of the overall salary distribution. 
 
The WG first inspected the main factors likely to affect salaries. As shown in Table 1 below, 
gender differences exist for all of these variables. That is, compared to women, men, on average:  

• are more likely to be Full Professors, 

• are more likely to hold positions in higher-paying Faculties, 

• are somewhat more likely to hold a research or endowed chair,  

• have more years since the PhD2, and 

• are promoted from Associate to Full Professor in less time.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 The WG ran analyses that controlled for both time since PhD and time since hire and found no differences in the 
way in which these variables affected salaries. As can be expected, these two variables are highly correlated, 
however time since PhD was used since time since hire does not account for the fact that professors may come to 
McGill at varying points in their career trajectory (e.g., being hired at the rank of Full professor). 
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Table 1. Summary of key variables by gender 
 

 Women 
(total n=542) 

Men 
(total n= 1,013) 

 n % n % 

Rank     

   Assistant 138 25.5% 168 16.6% 
   Associate 248 45.8% 392 38.7% 

   Full 156  28.8% 453 44.7% 

Faculty Affiliation     

   Management 25 4.6% 55 5.4% 
   Agriculture & Environmental Sciences 29  5.4% 62 6.1% 

   Arts 139 25.6% 187 18.5% 

   Dentistry 10 1.8% 10 1.0% 

   Education 43 7.9% 33 3.3% 

   Engineering 27 5.0% 130 12.8% 

   Law 20 3.7% 24 2.4% 

   Medicine 163 30.1% 264 26.1% 
   Science 72 13.3% 202 19.9% 

   Music 14 2.6% 46 4.5% 

Research or Endowed Chair (% yes) 104 19.2% 265 26.2% 
Time since PhD (average) 19.5 years 23.7 years 

Time to Promotion from  
Associate to Full Professor (average) 

10.4 years 8.5 years 

 
 
The WG’s three distinct analyses showed that when controlling for these factors affecting salary, 
there was no gap between men and women in the 0-90th percentiles of the salary distribution.  
 
The WG thus decided to analyze further the subpopulation of top-earning professors (top 10% 
men (n=102) and top 10% women (n=54)). It thus looked at starting salaries and made the 
following findings: 
 

• Overall, the difference in the mean starting salaries of the top 10% of women and the top 
10% of men was not statistically significant (see Appendix 3, Table 8). 

• While top salary earners are represented in all ranks and Faculties, the highest proportion 
is found in the Faculties of Management and Medicine. 
 

The full findings of this analysis of top 10% men and women earners are set out in Appendix 3. 
 
Having found that starting salaries do not explain observed disparities among the top 10% of men 
and women earners, the WG then considered the impact of rank at time of initial McGill 
appointment. Top-earning faculty members are more likely to have been hired as Associate or 
Full professors. Indeed, it was found that once this factor was accounted for, the gender 
differential in salaries could now be explained up to the 95th percentile of the salary distribution. 
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Significant differences do remain between the top 5% of male earners (n=51) and the top 5% of 
female earners (n=27). 
 
In sum, then, the WG concludes that there is no gender-based salary inequity for tenure track 
and tenured academic staff, with the exception of very top earners, that is, above the 95th 
percentile.  
 

b) Race 
 
Similar to its analysis regarding gender, the WG found no significant differences between the 
salaries of racialized and non-racialized tenure-track and tenured academic staff salaries once it 
accounted for key variables that affect compensation. 
 
Prima facie, a salary difference appears to exist between persons who do and who do not identify 
as racialized such that with all ranks combined across the University, and not adjusting for any 
other factors, the mean (median) salary for racialized and non-racialized persons, respectively, is 
$138,444 ($129,009) and $145,798 ($141,890). 
 
Figure 2. Box plots of salary by racialized vs. non-racialized, all ranks combined 
 

 
 
Much like gender, the variables that affect salary are not evenly distributed between racialized 
and non-racialized professors. Specifically, as shown in Table 2 below, racialized professors, on 
average, have fewer years since the PhD, and are less likely to be a Full Professor. However, 
racialized persons are more likely to be appointed in higher-paying Faculties (e.g., Management 
and Engineering). Gender appears to be balanced among both groups and there is no significant 
difference with regards to the average time to promotion from Associate to Full Professor nor 
the likelihood of holding a research or endowed chair.  
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Table 2. Summary of key variables by racialized versus non-racialized 
 

 Racialized 
 

(total n=207) 

Non-racialized/ 
did not self-identify* 

(total n= 1,348) 

 n % n % 

Rank     
   Assistant 64 30.9% 242 18.0% 

   Associate 79 38.2% 561 41.6% 

   Full 64 30.9% 545 40.4% 

Faculty Affiliation     
   Management 19 9.2% 61 4.5% 

   Agriculture & Environmental Sciences 12 5.8% 79 5.9% 

   Arts 32 15.5% 294 21.8% 

   Dentistry 2 1.0% 18 1.3% 

   Education 7 3.4% 69 5.1% 

   Engineering 38 18.4% 119 8.8% 

   Law 7 3.4% 37 2.7% 
   Medicine 51 24.6% 376 27.9% 

   Science 34 16.4% 240 17.8% 

   Music 5 2.4% 55 4.1% 
Gender = Male 131 63.3% 882 65.4% 

Research or Endowed Chair (% yes)  53 25.6% 316 23.4% 

Time since PhD (average) 18.1 years 22.8 years 

Time to Promotion from  
Associate to Full Professor (average) 

8.6 years 9.1 years 

* Individual either self-identified as not being racialized, or did not self-identify at all. 
 
Accounting for the same key variables that affect compensation showed that the differences 
between the salaries of professors who are, and are not, racialized can be mostly explained by 
characteristics such as years since the PhD, Faculty, rank, and the holding of a research or 
endowed chair. Beyond these factors, the evidence did not yield a finding of earning differences 
between faculty who self-identify as racialized and those who do not.  
 

c) Indigenous Persons, Persons with a Disability, LGBTQ2+ Persons 
 

The number of academic staff who self-identify as being members of one or more of these three 
equity groups is comparatively small. Nevertheless, in line with the WG’s mandate, an analysis 
was conducted in regard to their salary earnings. To assess these faculty members’ salaries, the 
WG compared observed salaries at five percentiles (10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, 90th) of salary ranks, 
adjusted for years since the PhD, Faculty, gender, rank, and the holding of a research or endowed 
chair. Details of this analysis and the conclusions presented below may be found in Appendix 4. 
 
The data set included nine Indigenous academic staff, and salaries for all were above the bottom 
10th percentile. Taking into account all five predicted percentiles and the sample size, the 
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observed rank salaries show no significant anomalies when adjusted for years since PhD, Faculty, 
gender, rank, and the holding of research and endowed chair. 
 

The data set included 57 persons identifying as having a disability. Taking into account the 
sample size, the observed rank salaries show no significant anomalies, when adjusted for years 
since PhD, Faculty, gender, rank, and the holding of research and endowed chair. This conclusion 
applies in particular to rank salaries below the bottom and above top 10th percentiles, 
respectively.  
 
The data set included 61 persons who self-identified as LGBTQ2+. Taking into account the sample 
size, the observed salaries show no significant anomalies above the bottom 10th percentile, when 
adjusted for years since PhD, Faculty, gender, rank, and the holding of research and endowed 
chair. This conclusion applies in particular to rank salaries above the top 10th percentile. The only 
slight discrepancy that was detected pertained to salaries below the bottom 10th percentile. 
While the model predicts about 6.1 rank salaries below the bottom 10th percentile, 10 were 
actually observed. These 10 cases include salaries that appear to be unusually low when adjusted 
for years since PhD, Faculty, gender, rank, and the holding of a research or endowed chair. 
However, this count is too small to allow for a general, and statistically significant, conclusion. 
 
Analyses looked at intersectional factors and found that three of the 10 individuals who fell below 
the 10th percentile had self-identified as members of more than one underrepresented group. 
 
As set out in the Recommendations, below, the WG is of the view that the 10 cases of individual 
rank salaries that fall below the 10th percentile from among the rank salaries of the 61 staff 
members who self-identified as LGBTQ2+ persons should be reviewed to determine the cause 
for the anomalies and to make salary adjustments where corrections are warranted. Thus far, 
the evidence does not show systemic bias against faculty who self-identify as members of these 
underrepresented groups. 
 

3) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

a) Findings  
 

Based on its analyses, the WG responds to the three questions it was asked to investigate and 
answer as follows: 
 

• Is there a salary differential among full-time tenure stream faculty that can be attributed 
to gender? 

 
Once key mediating variables are accounted for, there are no significant differences between the 
salaries of men and women tenure-track and tenured academic staff. Specifically, time since PhD 
and Faculty explains most of the variance observed between overall mean/median salaries 
between women and men except for the top 10th percentile of earners. Much of this difference 
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above the 90th percentile can be explained by rank at hire, up to the 95th percentile of the 
earnings distribution where gender-based salary differentials are observed.  

 

• Given that McGill is committed to employment equity for multiple designated groups, can 
systemic inequities be observed in University salary data on the basis of: race and 
ethnicity, gender identity/sexual orientation, Indigeneity, disability? 

 
While a few individual anomalies are observed and warrant attention, the WG did not find 
systemic inequities in the salaries of tenure-track and tenured academic staff who self-identify 
as members of these designated groups. 
 

• How should the University correct identified salary gaps based on gender or on any other 
prohibited ground of discrimination? 

 
While the WG was reassured to find no systemic inequities in the salaries of men and women 
among most tenure track and tenured academic staff (that is, in the 0-95th percentiles) and in the 
salaries of those who self-identify as members of other designated equity groups, three points 
merit attention: 

 
1. Evidence that women continue to take longer to be promoted to the rank of Full 

Professor. 
2. Women’s relative underrepresentation in high-paying Faculties and among those hired at 

Associate or Full Professor rank.  
3. Women’ s relative underrepresentation among the very highest earners at the University.  
 

Accordingly, the WG makes the following recommendations.  
 
b) Recommendations  

 
Based on the Findings set out above, the WG makes the following recommendations: 

 
Time to Promotion: WG analyses demonstrated that men are promoted to Full Professor up 
to 17% sooner than women. As such, the WG recommends that Deans and Chairs work 
proactively to mentor and encourage women Associate Professors to apply for promotion in 
a timely manner. To this end, the University should continue providing information sessions 
for faculty members about the promotions process to demystify it and to ensure fair 
processes. The University has surpassed a target set in 2017 in the Provost’s Strategic 
Academic Plan of 25 percent women among all Full Professors, which is encouraging. We 
recommend setting a new target for the next 5 years, which could be integrated into the 
forthcoming Strategic EDI3 Plan for McGill, of 35 percent by 2025. This is an ambitious but 
reachable target, in our view. 

 
3 This 5-year Plan (2020-2025), which sets goals and metrics for equity, diversity and inclusion at McGill, is 
forthcoming to Senate and the Board in spring 2020. 
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Faculty/Academic Unit of Appointment: Mean salaries differ considerably from one unit to 
the next across the University. The WG found the highest salaries at McGill held by faculty 
members in the Desautels Faculty of Management and in the Faculty of Medicine. Based on 
its analyses, the WG found that the academic unit in which a faculty member is appointed 
will have a significant impact on salary over a career. While McGill is committed to equity in 
all aspects of hiring and employment, that commitment strikes the WG as especially critical, 
from a salary equity perspective, in units with the highest academic earners. Rigorous 
application of employment equity principles and practices, focused on proactive recruitment 
to ensure excellent, diverse candidate pools will help advance equitable representation. As 
more women are appointed to units with the highest salaries, women’s mean salaries at 
McGill overall will increase.   
 
Rank at Appointment: A minority of professors at McGill (6.1%) are recruited to the 
University at the rank of Full Professor. Among this group, men significantly outnumber 
women (7.4% of men (n=75) vs. 3.7% of all women (n=20)) (see Appendix 3, Table 6). WG 
analyses demonstrated that a higher rank at the time of appointment had the effect of 
increasing gender salary differentials and, as such, makes two recommendations: 
 
a) Similar to the point made just above, employment equity protocols are especially 

important in the context of recruiting “stars” or senior Full Professors, recognizing that 
this happens with greater frequency for men. In lateral recruitment processes, proactive 
measures are needed to ensure strong representation of excellent candidates who are 
women and/or underrepresented group members in the pool of candidates, as this will 
increase the likelihood of senior appointments from among these populations. 
 

b) The WG recommends that the Provost’s office remain supportive of opportunities for 
senior appointments, when they present themselves, that could enhance diversity among 
Full Professors. Hiring licenses could be planned for and issued on a case-by-case basis in 
instances where a Faculty encounters an outstanding prospective candidate for Full 
Professor. This would stand to boost women’s representation among the highest earners 
and could enhance the presence of senior colleagues from other underrepresented 
groups. These colleagues could be excellent role models for more junior professors, 
students, and trainees from such groups who will benefit from seeing themselves 
reflected in the University’s top academic ranks. 

 
In addition to these three structural recommendations, the Associate Provost, as a co-chair of 
the WG, has committed to examine the analyses identified in Part 2(c) above and to report back 
to the WG on whether corrections are required and, if so, what measures can be taken. 
 
The WG was of the view that periodic (e.g., at least every three years) salary analyses should be 
undertaken within McGill’s Committee on Academic Staff Compensation (CASC) to assess the 
progress of salary equity at the University. 
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The WG is grateful for the opportunity to have worked on this topic of vital importance to equity 
at McGill and hopes that the information herein is useful to Senate and that the 
recommendations that it sets out will be seriously considered and implemented.  



Provost’s Working Group on Salary Equity 
Terms of Reference 

McGill University undertakes an ongoing review of gender differentials in academic staff compensation as part 
of its overall commitment to employment equity. Data on differences between women and men’s average 
salaries and average merit awards, at different ranks, are presented as part of the Provost’s biennial report to 
Senate, a document that is publicly available. 

In 2018, the Committee on Academic Salary & Compensation (CASC) examined whether observed salary 
differentials in all ranks of the tenure stream could, in a systemic way, be attributable to gender. An evaluation 
supported by the Analysis, Planning & Budget group within the Office of the Provost & Vice-Principal (Academic) 
was undertaken and a presentation was delivered on the topic to the CASC in May 2018. This analysis 
demonstrated that while the data might suggest prima facie that gender is a basis for disparate salaries (with 
women receiving lower average salaries than men at all ranks), a more granular assessment reveals several 
variables that help explain variances in salary. Moreover, modeling for an across-the-board, flat-rate increase in 
women’s salaries demonstrated that such a measure would not meaningfully address inequities. While some 
anomalous salaries do exist, these can and should be addressed in a targeted way using the anomaly envelope 
that is made available annually for tenure track and tenured academic staff.  

Given that questions about salary differences by gender continue to present, and given that the information 
presented to CASC has not been widely communicated, it is opportune to consider a review of this issue, resulting 
in a report shared with the McGill community. This should aim to enhance understandings about whether, 
controlling for all relevant variables, gender-based salary differentials exist and, if so, how these should be 
addressed. 

Consequently, a Working Group on Gender Salary Equity is charged with examining three questions: 
1) Is there a salary differential among full-time tenure stream faculty that can be attributable to gender?
2) Given that McGill is committed to employment equity for multiple designated groups, can systemic

inequities be observed in University salary data on the basis of: race and ethnicity, gender
identity/sexual orientation, Indigeneity, disability?

3) How should the University correct identified salary gaps based on gender or any other prohibited ground
of discrimination?

The Working Group shall have access to salary information and other relevant University data needed to address 
these questions.*  Its investigation shall control for relevant variables, namely: years since highest degree, rank, 
and disciplinary area/academic unit.  

The Working Group will carry out this mandate and set out its analysis, findings, and recommendations in a 
report submitted to the Provost and Vice-Principal (Academic) by 15 December 2019. The Report will be made 
public and presented to Senate in the winter 2020 term.  

Composition 
• Associate Provost Equity & Academic Policies (co-chair)
• President, MAUT (co-chair)
• 3 academic staff members, mutually agreed upon by the University and MAUT, with the disciplinary

expertise required to support an analysis of salary data at the University
• 2 members of the Analysis, Planning & Budget group (resource persons)
• Director, Total Compensation (resource person)
• Senior Employment Equity Advisor (resource person)

* All members of the Working Group will sign and abide by confidentiality agreements.

APPENDIX 1: WORKING GROUP TERMS OF REFERENCE



APPENDIX 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF SALARY ANALYSES 

Introduction 

We undertook several distinct, yet complementary analyses to understand whether there exists inequity 
in salaries and time to promotion to Full Professor at McGill by gender and by racialized minority status. 
The data on which we base our analysis consists of 1555 individuals currently in ranked positions at McGill. 
We employed descriptive analyses to examine whether there are differences in salaries after adjusting for 
Years since the PhD, Faculty, and whether an individual holds a chair or internal awards such as a CRC, 
James McGill Chair, or William Dawson Fellowship.  

To ensure that our results are robust to methodological choices, we performed three complementary 
analyses that differ in their basic assumptions (e.g., in terms of how salaries vary by different adjustment 
variables, or whether the salary follows a specific distribution). These are propensity score reweighting, 
permutation tests, and quantile regressions. As all three arrive at substantively the same conclusions, we 
believe our results to be robust to the use of different methodologies.  

We also considered the question whether gender has an impact on time to promotion from Associate to 
Full Professor. For this purpose, we estimated Kaplan-Meier survival curves which show the fraction of 
the population by gender (or minority status) that had not yet been promoted at a given time since 
obtaining the PhD.  

We repeated the primary analyses for racialized minority groups. Non-response was high (367 missing 
values, or 23.6%). We assumed non-response was equivalent to not being a member of a racialized 
minority.1  The number of individuals reporting to be members of a racialized minority is relatively small 
(207 out of 1555) which resulted in less statistical precision in our estimates.  

 

Findings 

Gender analysis 

Table 1 summarizes the key variables considered in our analysis. With the exception of holding a chair, all 
variables exhibit imbalance between genders: men are, on average, slightly older, further from their PhD, 
more likely to be Full Professors, more likely to hold positions in the faculties of Science or Engineering, 
and experienced a shorter time to promotion from Associate to Full Professor. The average (median) 
salary for men and women, respectively, are $149,295 ($146,289) and $136,454 ($131,949); these values 
do not account for differences in years since PhD, Faculty, and so on. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 As a sensitivity analysis, we repeated the analyses using only data from those who responded to McGill’s 
Employment Equity survey. 
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Table 1. Summary of key variables by gender 

 Women 
N=542 

Men 
N=1013 

Ranked salary 136,453 (33,453) 149,294 (3,903) 
Rank   
   Assistant 138 (25.5%) 168 (16.6%) 
   Associate 248 (45.8%) 392 (38.7%) 
   Full 156 (28.8%) 453 (44.7%) 
Hired at Rank   
   Assistant 453 (86.0%) 787 (80.5%) 
   Associated 55 (10.4%) 117 (12.0%) 
   Full 19 (3.6%) 74 (7.6%) 
Age 50 (11) 53 (12) 
Years since PhD 19.5 (10.6) 23.7 (12.2) 
Faculty   
   Management 25 (4.6%) 55 (5.4%) 
   Agriculture & Env 29 (5.4%) 62 (6.1%) 
   Arts 139 (25.6%) 187 (18.5%) 
   Dentistry 10 (1.8%) 10 (1.0%) 
   Education 43 (7.9%) 33 (3.3%) 
   Engineering 27 (5.0%) 130 (12.8%) 
   Law 20 (3.7%) 24 (2.4%) 
   Medicine 163 (30.1%) 264 (26.1%) 
   Science 72 (13.3%) 202 (19.9%) 
   Music 14 (2.6%) 46 (4.5%) 
Chairs and internal awards (y/n) 104 (19.2%) 265 (26.2%) 
Time to Promotion to Full* 10.4 (5.4) 8.5 (4.3) 
Racialized minority  
       (yes/no or non-response) 

76 (14.0%)           131 (12.9%) 

Note: Unless followed by a %, numbers in parentheses refer to standard deviations. 
*Data on time to promotion only available for 407 women and 635 men.  
 

All three analytic approaches that were employed came to the same conclusions. For the bulk of the 
distribution, there are no statistically significant differences between salaries across gender. In contrast, 
statistically significant differences exist between the salaries of males and females at the top 10% of the 
earnings distribution that cannot be explained by characteristics such as years since PhD, Faculty, or 
holding a chair. Whether or not these differences are directly attributable to gender or explained by 
variables not at our disposal cannot be determined through descriptive analyses of the type performed 
here.  

Results from propensity reweighting are shown in Table 2. The raw (or unadjusted) results presented in 
the second row show that women’s salaries are lower than men’s throughout the salary distribution, 
varying from 12% less than men’s salaries in the 99th percentile of the distribution to 4% less in the lowest 
salary percentile (Percentile 1). However, once rank, time since PhD, holding a named chair and Faculty 
and department are taken into account, the reweighted results show that virtually all of the difference in 
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the ‘raw’ salaries between men and women up to the 90th percentile can be explained by the control 
variables. Only at the top of the earnings distribution, from the 90th percentile upward, there remains a 
significant gender differential that is not explained by these variables and may therefore be due to direct 
gender discrimination or other factors that are not controlled for here. 

 

Table 2. Female-Male Earnings ratio across the distribution – raw and reweighted to match 
characteristics to male population 

Percent 
 -ile 

1 5 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 95 99 

(1) Raw 0.96 
(.026) 

0.94 
(.021) 

0.91 
(.016) 

0.93 
(.017) 

0.92 
(.015) 

0.91 
(.017) 

0.91 
(.018) 

0.91 
(.015) 

0.91 
(.018) 

0.93 
(.019) 

0.92 
(.015) 

0.90 
(.025) 

0.88 
(.038) 

(2) Faculty 
and Time 
since PhD 

0.99 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.90 0.90 

(3) Row (2) 
+ Rank and 
Chair  

1.00 
(.022) 

1.02 
(.019) 

0.99 
(.014) 

1.01 
(.012) 

1.01 
(.013) 

1.01 
(.013) 

0.99 
(.014) 

0.99 
(.019) 

1.00 
(.014) 

0.99 
(.016) 

0.95 
(.020) 

0.95 
(.034) 

0.91 
(.030) 

(4) Row (3) 
+ Rank at 
hire 

0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01 0.99 0.96 0.97 0.90 

Note: The table presents in row (1) the raw wage ratio between men and women located at the different percentiles of the wage 
distribution. In row (2), the table shows the wage ratio at the different percentiles that obtains when the female population is 
reweighted to match the male populations with respect to time-since-PhD and Faculty. Row (3) also matches rank (interacted 
with Faculty) and Chair. Row (4) also reweights the data to account for rank at first hire as a proxy for outside offers extended to 
possible “star” academics. For all rows, the distribution of the outcome variable (salary) conditional on characteristics is given by 
the gender specific distribution. Standard errors are in parentheses. 

 

The analysis of time to promotion from Associate to Full Professor considered data from 1151 individuals 
(769 men and 382 women), 44% of whom have been promoted (511, of whom 377 are men). Figure 1 
shows the fractions of the population that have not been promoted from time in rank of Associate for 
both men and women. As observed in Figure 1, men (blue) are promoted to Full Professor significantly 
faster than women, with a median time to promotion of 11 years for men and 16 years for women. These 
differences exist across the four largest Faculties (although not significant in Engineering, where power is 
low due to the fact that there are only 16 women to be analysed). 
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Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier curve showing time to promotion by gender, unadjusted for other variables. P-
value (log-rank test) may be unreliable due to the crossing of the probability curves. 

 

Using statistical models to adjust for Faculty and time since the PhD suggested that men are promoted 
approximately 17% sooner than women overall. For example, if a woman took 16 years to be promoted, 
a man from the same Faculty and with the same number of years since PhD would be expected to be 
promoted in 16x(1-.17) = 16x0.83 = 13 years. Additional adjustments attenuated this finding: further 
controlling for maternity leaves, age, and holding a CRC2 or William Dawson Scholarship narrowed the 
promotion time ratio to 0.93 (95% CI: 0.83-1.05). Analyses stratified by rank suggest that the differences 
in promotion time do not persist in Arts or Engineering. 

 

Racialized minority analysis 

As shown in Table 3, racialized minority Faculty members are, on average, slightly younger, more recently 
graduated from their PhD, less likely to be Full Professors, more likely to hold positions in the faculties of 
Management or Engineering, and experienced a shorter time to promotion from Associate to Full 
Professor. The average (median) salary for who are, and are not, members of a racialized minority are 
$138,444 ($129,009) and $145,798 ($141,890), respectively; these values do not take into account any 
differences in years since PhD, Faculty, and so on. 
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Table 3. Summary of key variables by racialized minority status 

 Racialized minority 
N=207 

Not known to be 
racialized minority* 

N=1348 
Ranked salary 138,444 (35,920) 145,798 (37,3753) 
Rank   
   Assistant 64 (30.9%) 242 (18.0%) 
   Associate 79 (38.2%) 561 (41.6%) 
   Full 64 (30.9%) 545 (40.4%) 
Hired at Rank   
   Assistant 177 (85.5%) 1,098 (81.4%) 
   Associate 22 (10.6%) 163 (12.1%) 
   Full 8 (3.9%) 87 (6.5%) 
Age 48 (12) 53 (12) 
Years since PhD 18 (11) 23 (12) 
Faculty   
   Management 19 (9.2%) 61 (4.5%) 
   Agriculture & Env 12 (5.8%) 79 (5.9%) 
   Arts 32 (15.5%) 294 (21.8%) 
   Dentistry 2 (1.0%) 18 (1.3%) 
   Education 7 (3.4%) 69 (5.1%) 
   Engineering 38 (18.4%) 119 (8.8%) 
   Law 7 (3.4%) 37 (2.7%) 
   Medicine 51 (24.6%) 376 (27.9%) 
   Science 34 (16.4%) 240 (17.8%) 
   Music 5 (2.4%) 55 (4.1%) 
Chairs and internal awards (y/n) 53 (25.6%) 316 (23.4%) 
Time to Promotion to Full** 8.6 (4.3) 9.1 (4.7) 
Male gender 131 (63.3%) 882 (65.4%) 

Note: Note: Unless followed by a %, numbers in parentheses refer to standard deviations. 
*Individual either reported that they were not a racialized minority or did not respond to the question 
**Data on time to promotion only available for 56 racialized minorities and 455 other individuals. 
 

All three analytic approaches that were employed came to the same conclusions: for most of the 
distribution, differences between the salaries of those who are, and are not, members of racialized 
minorities can be explained by characteristics such as years since PhD, Faculty, or holding a chair. 
However, there is some evidence that racialized minorities outearn their non-minority peers at the 
bottom of the distribution and earn less at the top, even though the latter results are not statistically 
significant. 

As an example, results from the weighted percentiles distribution are shown in Table 4, which has the 
same structure as Table 2.  
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Table 4. Ratio of Earnings of Members of Racialized Minorities to those not members across the 
distribution – raw and reweighted to match the distribution of those not in the minority group 

Percent 
 -ile 

1 5 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 95 99 

(1) Raw 1.07 
(0.02) 

1.01 
(0.02) 

0.97 
(0.03) 

0.95 
(0.01) 

0.92 
(0.02) 

0.91 
(0.02) 

0.92 
(0.03) 

0.93 
(0.03) 

0.95 
(0.04) 

0.99 
(0.03) 

0.97 
(0.02) 

0.94 
(0.02) 

0.95 
(0.11) 

(2) Faculty 
and Time 
since PhD 

1.09 1.05 1.04 0.99 0.99 1.01 1.00 1.06 1.06 1.07 1.01 0.96 1.14 

(3) Row (2) + 
Rank and 
Chair  

1.06 
(0.03) 

1.01 
(0.02) 

0.99 
(0.03) 

0.98 
(0.02) 

0.97 
(0.01) 

0.96 
(0.02) 

0.97 
(0.02) 

0.98 
(0.02) 

1.00 
(0.03) 

0.99 
(0.03) 

0.97 
(0.03) 

0.93 
(0.07) 

0.94 
(0.11) 

(4) Row (3) + 
Rank at hire 

1.07 1.01 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.96 0.93 1.00 

Note: The table presents in row (1) the raw wage ratio between those not a member of racialized minorities and those part of a 
racialized minority at different percentiles of the wage distribution. In row (2) it shows the wage ratio at the different 
percentiles that obtains when the minority population is reweighted to match the non-minority population with respect to 
time-since-PhD and Faculty. Row (3) also matches rank (interacted with Faculty) and Chair. Row (4) also reweighs the data to 
account for rank at first hire as a proxy for outside offers extended to possible star academics. For all rows, the distribution of 
the outcome variable (salary) conditional on characteristics is given by the group specific distribution. Standard errors are in 
parentheses. 

 

The analysis of time to promotion from Associate to Full Professor considered data from 1151 individuals 
(135 members of racialized minorities and 1016 others), 44% of whom have been promoted (511, of 
whom 56 are members of racialized minorities). As observed in Figure 2, the promotion time for members 
of racialized minorities (red) is largely identical to that of others, with a median time to promotion of 7 
and 8 years, respectively. Differences emerge beyond the median, however the numbers of observations 
entered into the analysis are small and the differences found might well be due to chance. Using statistical 
models to adjust for Faculty and time since PhD again we find no significant difference in time to 
promotion to Full Professor. 
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Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier curve demonstrating time to promotion by racialized minority membership, 
unadjusted for other variables.  

 

Summary of Findings 

By using multiple different but complementary approaches to analysis, we observe that there are no 
significant differences between the salaries of men and women or between racialized minorities and the 
majority group across most of the range of the salary distribution, once some other key variables affecting 
salaries are controlled for. However, we did observe important differences in the top 10% of salaries 
between genders across the university at the ranks of Associate and Full Professor, which equate to an 
advantage of over $6000 for men. At the same time, men’s salaries appear to be more variable overall, 
with lower salaries at the bottom 10% of the distribution. 

Analyses of the time to promotion to Full Professor are suggestive of a difference in promotion times 
between men and women that is explained in part, but perhaps not entirely, by age and holding a chair. 
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SUB-APPENDIX 2-A. Methodological details 

We employed descriptive analyses to examine the difference between men and women on rank salaries 
and other key variables that could contribute to differences in the relationship between gender and salary 
including rank, age, years since PhD, Faculty of employment, and having a chair.  

To examine whether there exist differences in the distributions of salaries between the genders, three 
complementary analyses were undertaken: weighted percentiles, permutation tests, and quantile 
regressions, which we now briefly describe: 

1. Weighted percentiles are obtained by reweighting the female sample using propensity 
weights to have the same distribution along the characteristics listed above, so that 
statistics such as various percentiles of the salary distribution can be computed for the 
female and male samples with the effect of other factors removed. The statistics arrived 
at in this manner do therefore not impose restrictions on the distribution of wages 
conditional on characteristics. To implement this method, propensity of being female in 
the sample is estimated using a Probit model. The richest specification controls for the 
Faculty interacted with rank as well as years since PhD and a dummy for whether one 
holds one or more endowed positions. We also estimated a specification (not reported) 
using average male salary by department within faculties as an explanatory variable and 
results are substantively the same.  

2.  A permutation test asks “how likely is it that a difference that we observe between two 
values is by chance?”. The approach is to “scramble” one variable – in this case, gender – 
in the dataset, so that we break any links between that variable and all others. Having 
artificially broken the link between gender and other variables, we can re-analyse the data 
to see if the difference is still observed and if so, whether it is more or less extreme than 
what was observed in the original data.  
- In this case, we will focus on two forms that account for asymmetry, since the salaries 

have a long right tail (that is, there are a small number of high salaries). 
- The first form of regression that we used considers a linear regression for the log-

transformed salaries. This form of regression reduces the effect of the long right tail, 
to allow us to examine whether the median (centre) of the salary distributions is 
similar between men and women. We fit a single model to both genders and examine 
the impact of gender on the average log-transformed salary. 

- The second form of regression assumed a Gamma distribution, which is characterized 
by two parameters, one of which summarizes how extreme the long right tail is 
(reflecting whether one gender has meaningfully higher “top” salaries). This is called 
the dispersion parameter. We fit a separate Gamma model to each gender and 
compare the ratio of the dispersion parameters. 

3. Quantile regression assumes that the quantile of the response Y given the vector of 
covariates X at level 𝜏 is 

Q𝜏(Y | X) = X𝛽𝜏 

where the parameters 𝛽𝜏	typically depend on the quantile level 𝜏.	The model is fitted 
similarly as least squares regression, except that a different loss function is minimized. 
This approach is more robust to outliers and can explore the effect of covariates beyond 
the mean (see, e.g. Quantile Regression by Koenker, Cambridge University Press, 2005). 
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The inference procedures are implemented in the R project for Statistical Computing in 
the package quantreg. We used the latter for all analyses performed. 

- We used rank salary (RANK_SAL) as the response. 
- The covariates were gender, years since PhD (SINCE_PHD2) and its square, holding 

a chair (see its description earlier in this document), Faculty, and Rank. We also 
considered age, but dropped it from the analysis because it was not significant. 

- The quantile levels chosen were 𝜏=(10%,	25%,	50%,	75%,	90%). 
- To illustrate the differences between men and women, we constructed plots of the 

quantiles as a function of time since PhD; results are shown for the faculties of Arts, 
Medicine and Science because these are the faculties for which there are enough 
observations per rank and gender.  
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SUB-APPENDIX 2-B. Additional details on gender analysis results 

 

Men (blue) have a somewhat longer right-hand tail, the distribution of the salary is peaked to the right of 
the women’s salary distribution for Assistant and Associate Professors, and the men have a higher 
maximum salary at each rank.  

 

Weighted percentiles  

Table 2 above shows the results from 3 specifications. Row 1 shows salaries by minority status for different 
percentiles in the gender specific distribution in the raw data. Row 2 shows the differences at the same 
percentiles after accounting for the time since receipt of PhD as well as the Faculty unit. Implicitly, this 
specification also accounts for the variation in other variables that correlate with the controls. Row 3 also 
adjusts for current rank and whether the individual holds a chair. Row 4 adjusts for the rank at hire. In the 
raw data, we observe a significant difference in salaries over most of the distribution. Time since PhD and 
Faculty accounts for almost the entire salary gap for the bottom 90 percent of the salary distribution. 
However, a gap remains for the top 10 percentiles of the gender-specific distributions. This gap cannot be 
accounted for using the other mediating variables.  

 

Permutation Tests 

Using linear regression on log (base 2) transformed salaries to understand the impact of gender on the 
centre of the salary distribution, we observe little effect: back-transforming to the original (not-logged) 
scale, the find the central tendency of male salaries are  at most 1% higher at any rank. Further, these 
differences in salary are not extreme relative to what we would expect due to chance as estimated by our 
random permutations of gender (with 10%, 36%, and 24% of the values computed under random 
permutations of gender being more extreme than those observed in the real data). 

Using the Gamma modelling approach to understand the upper tail of the distribution, the ratio of 
dispersion parameters is 1.5 (57.9 in men vs. 37.9 in women) after adjusting for years since PhD (modelled 
quadratically), Faculty, having an endowed chair, and age for all ranks combined. If we randomly permute 
gender (but maintain the same gender ratio as in our database) many times (5000), and recalculate this 
ratio of dispersion parameters, we can see what the distribution of that ratio would look like if gender 
was unrelated to the salary distribution’s right tail. Doing so suggests that the observed ratio of 1.5 is 
unusual, lying in the top 1% of observed ratios.  

Repeating the above approach within each rank, a similar pattern holds (Figure B.1). The ratio (percent 
more extreme following permutation) for the ranks of Assistant, Associate, and Full Professor, 
respectively, are 1.5 (13%), 1.9 (<1%), and 2.0 (2%). 
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Figure B.1. Salary distribution (L) and empirical cumulative distribution (R) by gender (blue=men; 
red=women), unadjusted for other variables. Top row: Assistant Professor, middle: Associate Professor, 
bottom: Full Professor. 
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Quantile Regressions 

We have first run a full quantile regression model for salary as a function of gender, adjusting for time 
since PhD and its square, holding an endowed chair, age, and Faculty, and examined the effect of gender; 
𝜏 is the vector (10%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 90%). A Wald test was used to test whether gender was needed in 
the model2. The p-value of the test is 2.2 times 10-16, that is, essentially zero. This means that gender is a 
significant predictor for some of the quantile levels. Investigating in greater detail, we run the same test 
for the same nested models, but separately for each level of 𝜏. The results are summarized in Table B.1 
below; significant results are highlighted in bold font. The conclusion is that significant differences 
between men and women exist, but only at the 10% centile and the 90% centile level, respectively. 
Differences at the median level (50%) and at the quartile levels (25% and 75%) are not significant. 

 

Table B.1. Summary of quantile regression fit 
𝜏 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 
p-value 0.001 0.518 0.169 0.210 <0.001 
Coefficent of 
GENDER 

 
-2589.4 

 
-392 

 
-1013.4 

 
980.7 

 
6330.3 

 

Table B.1 also reports the coefficient for gender in the quantile regression; the baseline category is female. 
For example, this means that the 10% centile of rank men’s salaries are $2589 less on average than the 
10% centile of rank salary for women, and that the 90% centile of rank salary for men is $6330 more on 
average than the 90% centile of rank salary for women. These results again support the findings that the 
rank salary distribution of men is more dispersed than that of women, and has heavier tails, particularly 
on the right (as the entire salary distribution is skewed to the right). All the other covariates (time since 
PhD, holding a chair, Faculty, and rank) are highly significant.  

To illustrate, we focussed on the three biggest faculties: Arts, Medicine, and Science, and fit separate 
quantile regression models separately for each rank and Faculty. These models thus allow the effect of 
gender and years since PhD to vary by rank and Faculty. The fitted quantiles are shown in Figures B.2-B.3.  

 
2 Bassett, G. and R. Koenker (1982). Tests of Linear Hypotheses and L1 Estimation, Econometrica, 50, 1577–83. 
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Figure B.2. Scatter plot of years since PhD and rank salary for Full (left column) and Associate (right 
column) Professors in the Faculties of Arts, Science, and Medicine. Salaries of men are in blue and of 
women in red. The estimated quantiles are indicated by full (median), dashed (quartiles) and dotted (10% 
and 90% centile) lines, respectively. 
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Figure B.3. Scatter plot of years since PhD and rank salary for Assistant Professors in the Faculties of Arts, 
Science, and Medicine. Salaries of men are in blue and of women in red. The estimated quantiles are 
indicated by full (median), dashed (quartiles) and dotted (10% and 90% centile) lines, respectively. 

 

Time to Promotion Analyses 

As noted above, the analysis of time to promotion from Associate to Full Professor considered data from 
1151 individuals (769 men and 382 women), 44% of whom have been promoted (511, of whom 377 are 
men). This analysis excludes one individual for whom the time to promotion was missing, and two 
individuals whose time to promotion was zero. The differences observed in Figure 4 are seen across the 
four largest Faculties (although not significant in Engineering, where power is low as there are only 16 
women to be analysed); see Figure B.4. 
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Figure B.4. Kaplan-Meier curve of time to promotion by gender, for the four largest faculties: Arts (top 
left), Engineering (top right), Medicine (bottom left), and Science (bottom right). P-value (log-rank test) 
may be unreliable due to the crossing of the probability curves. 

 

A Cox proportional hazards model adjusted for Faculty and time since PhD estimated the hazard ratio for 
promotion to be 1.4 (95%CI: 1.2-1.8) for men relative to women. Adjusting for whether a maternity leave 
was taken did not change these estimates; further adjustment for age and holding an endowed chair 
reduced the hazard ratio to 1.2 (95%CI: 0.97-1.51). Note, however, that we do not know whether these 
chairs were obtained after promotion. Restricting the chairs to only CRC2 and William Dawson 
Scholarships had no appreciable impact on the estimated hazard ratio: 1.2 (95%CI: 1.00-1.56). 

Using an accelerated failure time model, we observe that men reach promotion to Full Professor in 
approximately 0.83 (95%CI: 0.74-0.94) of the time taken for women to be promoted. Note that this 
estimate is somewhat less than was observed in Figure B.4: if a woman took 16 years to be promoted, a 
man from the same Faculty and with the same number of years since PhD would be expected to take 
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16x0.83 = 13 years to be promoted, so that this 3 year gap is less than the 5 year gap observed in the 
unadjusted Kaplan-Meier plot. Additional adjustments attenuated this finding, with no significant 
difference found after adjusting for maternity leaves, age, and holding a CRC2 or William Dawson 
Scholarship narrowing the promotion time ratio to 0.93 (95% CI: 0.83-1.05). 
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SUB-APPENDIX 2-C. Additional details on racialized minority analysis results 

 

As observed in Figure C.1, racialized minorities (red) have similar right-hand tails, however the maximum 
salaries differ and the peak in the salary distribution for racialized minorities is lower.  

 

 

Figure C.1. Salary distribution (L) and empirical cumulative distribution (R) by racialized minority 
membership (red=yes, blue=no or not reported), unadjusted for other variables (all ranks combined).  

Weighted percentiles  

Table 4 above shows the results from the same specifications used to analyse gender differentials, 
except that the specifications adjusted for gender. In the raw data, we observe a salary gap among 
racialized minorities and others for the top 90 percent of the distribution. These differences are fully 
accounted for by the mediating differences and there is no evidence of a disparity in salaries by 
racialized minority status conditional on basic characteristics.  

 

Permutation Tests 

Using linear regression on log (base 2) transformed salaries to understand the impact of racialized 
minority status on the centre of the salary distribution, we observe little effect: back-transforming to the 
original (not-logged) scale, the find the central tendency of salaries are 2% lower for racialized minorities 
but that these differences in salary are not anomalous relative to what we would expect due to chance. 

Using the Gamma modelling approach to understand the upper tail of the distribution, the ratio of 
dispersion parameters is 1.5 (60.6 in racialized minorities vs. 40.9 in those who are not) after adjusting 
for years since PhD (modelled quadratically), Faculty, having an endowed chair, and age for all ranks 
combined. If we randomly permute racialized minority status many times  and recalculate this ratio of 
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dispersion parameters, we can see what the distribution of that ratio would look like if racialized 
minority status was unrelated to the salary distribution’s right tail. Doing so suggests that the observed 
ratio of 1.5 is unusual, lying in the top 3% of observed ratios. 
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SUB-APPENDIX 2-D. Limitations 

The analyses performed are subject to some limitations, outlined below, however we are reassured by 
the fact that the broad conclusions of different approaches seem to agree in terms of their conclusions. 

Limitations for salary analyses: 

- Analyses that stratify by rank cannot account for imbalances that arise due to any effects of 
gender on promotion. 

- Analyses that adjust for holding a chair do not account for any effects of gender on receiving 
an endowed chair. 

Limitations for promotion analyses: 

- We do not know the timing of maternity leaves, or at what career stage (rank) they were taken 
in. Our analyses assume that the maternity leaves were taken at the Assistant Professor level. 
If the leave was known to have been taken at the Associate Professor level, the “stop the clock” 
could be taken into account by reducing the time to promotion by an amount of time 
equivalent to the leave. Doing so might reduce the average difference in time to promotion 
but we are unable to say by how much. 

- The Cox models employed in the analysis assume the effect of gender does not change over 
time, however that is unlikely to hold and results may therefore not accurately reflect the 
changing nature of the impact of gender on the probability of being promoted over time and 
thus across cohorts. 

 

 



APPENDIX 3: TOP 10% SALARY EARNERS 

The total population that we are looking at is 1,555 as at June 2019. The following tables focus on the 
top 10% highest salaries. 

 

 

 

We are missing four records for male academics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1a. TOP_10_OVERALL
F M Total

Desautels Faculty Management 13 36 49
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci 3 3
Faculty of Arts 3 15 18
Faculty of Dentistry 2 2 4
Faculty of Education 2 2 4
Faculty of Engineering 14 14
Faculty of Law 5 5
Faculty of Medicine 8 35 43
Faculty of Science 2 14 16

Total: 30 126 156

Table 1b. TOP_10_OVERALL included in salary calculation

F M Total

Desautels Faculty Management 13 36 49
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci 2 2
Faculty of Arts 3 15 18
Faculty of Dentistry 2 2 4
Faculty of Education 2 2 4
Faculty of Engineering 14 14
Faculty of Law 5 5
Faculty of Medicine 8 33 41
Faculty of Science 2 13 15

Total: 30 122 152
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Top 10% overall, men and women combined 

 

 

 

Table 2. TOP_10_OVERALL - average starting salary in constant 2018 dollars

F M Total

Desautels Faculty Management $162,165 $177,013 $173,074
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci $70,794 $70,794
Faculty of Arts $151,303 $139,166 $141,189
Faculty of Dentistry $195,269 $96,063 $145,666
Faculty of Education $75,952 $85,998 $80,975
Faculty of Engineering $126,138 $126,138
Faculty of Law $132,963 $132,963
Faculty of Medicine $108,688 $129,576 $125,500
Faculty of Science $104,069 $99,178 $99,830

Total: $139,404 $139,031 $139,104

Note: the difference between the two total means is not statistically significant
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Table 3a. TOP_10_OVERALL - Average years since start at McGill

F M Total

Total top 10 population 21 23 23
Excluding Management 23 27 26

Table 3b. TOP_10_OVERALL - Average years since PhD
F M Total

Total top 10 population 29 30 30
Excluding Management 33 36 35

Table 4. TOP_10_OVERALL - by faculty and current rank

Full Associate Assistant Total
Desautels Faculty Management 13 26 10 49
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci 3 3
Faculty of Arts 17 1 18
Faculty of Dentistry 4 4
Faculty of Education 4 4
Faculty of Engineering 14 14
Faculty of Law 5 5
Faculty of Medicine 43 43
Faculty of Science 16 16

Grand Total 119 27 10 156
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Table 5. TOP_10_OVERALL - by faculty and starting rank

Full Associate Assistant Total

Desautels Faculty Management 1 10 38 49
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci 1 2 3
Faculty of Arts 12 1 5 18
Faculty of Dentistry 2 1 1 4
Faculty of Education 4 4
Faculty of Engineering 7 3 4 14
Faculty of Law 2 2 1 5
Faculty of Medicine 11 6 26 43
Faculty of Science 6 1 9 16

Total 42 24 90 156

Table 6. Rank at hire, total population

Full Associate Assistant Total

Female 20 58 464 542
Male 75 127 811 1,013

Total: 95 185 1,275 1,555

Full Associate Assistant Total

Female 3.7% 10.7% 85.6% 100%
Male 7.4% 12.5% 80.1% 100%

Total: 6.1% 11.9% 82.0% 100%

Rank at hire

Table 7. TOP_10_OVERALL - rank at hire

Full Associate Assistant Total

Female 26.7% 13.3% 60.0% 100%
Male 27.0% 15.9% 57.1% 100%

Total: 26.9% 15.4% 57.7% 100%
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Top 10% females and top 10% males viewed separately 

 

 

 

 

Table 8. Top 10 male / top 10 female - average starting salary in constant 2018 dollars

# $ # $
Desautels Faculty Management 33 $176,186 18 $163,350
Faculty of Agric Environ Sci 1 $65,073 0
Faculty of Arts 10 $139,982 5 $142,264
Faculty of Dentistry 2 $96,063 3 $168,250
Faculty of Education 2 $85,998 2 $75,952
Faculty of Engineering 9 $133,707 0
Faculty of Law 4 $123,728 2 $119,310
Faculty of Medicine 27 $140,832 21 $99,511
Faculty of Science 11 $103,863 3 $88,773

Total 99 $144,307 54 $127,832

Top 10% male Top 10% female
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APPENDIX 4: SMALL UNDERREPRESENTED GROUPS 
 

Introduction 
 
The WG also investigated indigenous persons, persons with a disability, and LGBTQ2+ Persons. 
The sizes of these groups are small (9, 57, and 61, respectively); again, a non-response was 
assumed to be equivalent to not being a member of the particular group. Because of the small 
sample sizes, we used a fitted quantile regression model to detect potential anomalies. More 
details on quantile regression may be found in Appendix 2. 

Findings 

We could not detect any significant anomalies for Indigenous Persons, Persons with Disability, 
and LGBTQ2+ Persons; details of this analysis are provided below. We only detected a few salaries 
of LGBTQ2+ Persons which seem somewhat low compared to the quantiles predicted from the 
quantile regression model.  
 
Details of the analyses performed 
 
To detect anomalies in each of the above underrepresented groups, we have considered a 
quantile regression model with rank salary as a response, adjusting for time since PhD and its 
square, holding an endowed chair, rank, and faculty. Because it was seen earlier (viz. Appendix 
2) that time since PhD and rank may play a different role in different faculties, the interaction 
between faculty and each of rank, time since PhD, and the square of time since PhD were 
included in the model. The following steps were then performed for each of the groups in turn. 

- For a given group, the model was fitted to the sample that EXCLUDES the members of the said 
group. That is, for example, to examine the salaries of Indigenous Persons, the model was fitted to 
the sample which excludes those who identified themselves as Indigenous Persons.  

- For each person in a given group, the above quantile regression model was used to predict the 10%, 
25%, 50%, 75%, and 95% quantile of this person’s salary, given this person’s gender, rank, time 
since PhD, faculty, and whether the person is holding and endowed chair.  

- For each person in a given group, the predicted quantiles were compared to the actual salary. 
 

For each group, it was counted how often the actual salary lies BELOW the predicted quantile, 
for each of the quantile levels. The rationale for doing this is that if there are no significant 
differences, these counts should roughly correspond to the predicted counts, i.e., to 𝜏 × 𝑛 100& , 
where n denotes the size of the group and 𝜏 = (10,25,50,75,90). The predicted counts 
correspond to how often the actual salary lay BELOW the quantile predicted from the model. 

Indigenous Persons. The data base contains 9 Persons who self-identified as Indigenous Persons. 
Out of these, 8 are women and 1 is a man, none holding a chair. We also observed that only one 
identified him/herself as a racialized minority. The predicted and observed counts are as follows:  
 

𝜏 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 
predicted 0.9 2.25 4.5 6.75 8.10 
observed 0 0 2 4 6 
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From these findings, we conclude that there is no anomaly here, i.e., there is no evidence that 
Indigenous Persons are paid less than comparable non-Indigenous persons. The counts are too 
small to make statements about statistical significance, however. 
 
Persons with Disability. The data base contains 57 Persons who identified as having a Disability. 
Out of these, 26 are women and 31 are men, 15 hold an endowed chair, and 5 identified as a 
racialized minority. The predicted and observed counts are as follows:  
 

𝜏 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 
predicted 5.7 14.25 28.5 42.75 51.30 
observed 6 10 26 39 52 

 
From these findings, we conclude that there is no anomaly here, i.e., there is no evidence that 
Persons with a Disability are paid less than comparable persons not reporting a disability. The 
counts are too small to make statements about statistical significance, but the observed counts 
correspond rather well to the predicted counts over the entire range of the quantile levels 
investigated. 
  
LGBTQ2+ Persons. The data base contains 61 Persons who identified as LGBTQ2+. Out of these, 
23 are women and 38 are men, 9 hold an endowed chair, 10 identified as a racialized minority, 
and 12 identified as having a disability. The predicted and observed counts are as follows:  
 

𝜏 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 
predicted 6.1 15.25 30.50 45.75 54.90 
observed 10 19 33 45 54 

 
From these findings, we conclude that if any, there is a slight anomaly at the low end of the 
salary distribution. The sample size is too small for this anomaly to be tested for statistical 
significance, however. The difference is really only at the 10% centile, the predicted and 
observed counts in any other bracket between the quantiles match nicely. What seems to be 
happening here is that there a few LGBTQ2+ persons with an unusually low salary. To 
investigate this further, we have run the same quantile regression model at the 1% quantile 
level; while the model would predict 0.61 persons in this bracket, the observed count is 7 (with 
IDs 179, 522, 596, 768, 840, 841, 1099). The differences between the actual and predicted 
salary at the 1% quantile level range from $153 to $13007 and four are less than $1000. 
However, it is clearly not possible to draw a conclusion based on this, as 7 persons is too few to 
make a general statement, and the quantile regression model may be unstable at such a low 
quantile level.  
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