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Abstract: In this paper, we show the first descriptive ewitk of factors explaining
gender wage differences from a unique questionrsaireey that was carried out on a
representative sample for the Czech Republic. Weemle large wage differences
related to gender; without any reasons, Czech waosaem on average 77.80% of men’s
wages. The survey uncovers that there is a numbelifierences among men and
women which may help to explain the wage differance
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Introduction

Gender wage gap represents one of the most impadaearch issues in the field of
labour economics. There is a lot of research pafietscover this theme. Typically,
wage regressions and decomposition of wage diféerebetween men and women are
applied. The decomposition is used to express #neqf wage difference that can be
explained by objective characteristics of men andnen and the unexplained part that
may then be ascribed to gender wage discriminaoom the methodological point of
view, the methods by Oaxaca (1973) and Blinder §).9@r that of Juhn, Murphy and
Pierce (1993), are those that are applied moshofet still some problems appear,
though. One of the most crucial of them can beesged in the following question: Are
all the necessary independent variables includedvilage equations? If some variables
were omitted — for instance if men were more highhdowed with respect to these
omitted variables — then discrimination would bemstimated. On the contrary, some
of the variables included may reflect discriminatiflike occupation (segregation) or
tenure and other gender-specific factors) and idiscation may be underestimated.
Thus the residual gap may reflect other factorgrothan discrimination. But still, such
studies may be instructive (Blau and Kahn, 2000).

Mincer (1974) was the first to express the relati@tween human capital (education,
age and/or experience) and wages. Later, some atlthors, e.g. Dickens and Katz
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(1987), Krueger and Summers (1987, 1988), or A{lE996), modified Mincer's wage
regression by adding a labour status descriptiba ffosition in one’s employment,
working hours, type of employment contract, andlifjoation requirements), corporate
factors (how large a company is, commercial and-ecwmmmercial sectors, and
industries), institutional factors (legislation pgotion of employment and the minimum
wage), and regional factors. Regarding the gendegrevgap, family wage gap has been
comprehensively explored. Research on this topit fba divided into two groups
according to the core of interest, which is: (1yitahstatus (e.g. Hill, 1979; Korenman
and Neumark, 1991; Gray, 1997), or (2) childrery.(@Mincer and Polachek, 1974;
Becker, 1985; Joshi and Davis, 2002; Fuchs, 1988y,B-erber and Winkler, 2009;
Waldfogel, 1998).

The papers mentioned above study the issue masthy &n economic point of view.
But recent research, which prefers a sociologipgk@ach, shows that an unexplained
part of wage differences between men and women lbeagaused by their different
preferences regarding work-family balance (see déigkim, 2008). Personality
characteristics (e.g. Duckworth and Quinn, 2009nl&hd et al., 2011; Borghans et al.,
2009) and soft skills (e.g. Bacolod and Blum, 20BGck and Spitz-Oener, 2007; or
Borghans, ter Weel and Weinberg, 2006) are alsaliglgted.

So far, studies referring to the Czech Republic atier transitive economies have
focused especially on changes in labour marketsgluransformation periods, and
their influence on wage differences between men wancthen. As Véernik (2001)
shows, the introduction of a market economy hastéedn increase of disparities in
earnings more similar to those in the ,West". Jd@af2001 and 2003) shows that in the
Czech Republic, women’s hourly wages are up to 306%er than those of men,
whereas in the Slovak Republic the wage differeésdewer, especially in the public
sector. In both republics, approximately two thimfswage differences in the private
sector are explained by discrimination factorstajila (2005) also says that segregation
of women into low-wage jobs (despite introducindidiacrimination policies) is a
significant source of wage differences between am@hwomen in the Czech Republic.

There are several studies focusing on the Czechlub®iepwhich suggest that an
unexplained part of wage differences between menvamen may be caused by their
different preferences referring to work-family bade (see e.g. HaSkova et al., 2003;
Kiizkova et al., 2006, Filipova and Machova, 2011).addition, Mysikova (2007)
shows that a part of gender wage gap may be exgldig a decision of many women
not to participate in the labour market.

This paper is part of a project that tries to fugether different approaches researching
different aspects of wage differentials between raed women, and develop wide

model of wage determinants in order to uncoveffdlotors explaining gender wage gap
and to be able to dig deeper into a potential erist of gender based wage
discrimination. As part of the project, a surveysweonducted on a representative
sample of employees in the Czech Republic in 20lle survey was based on a
guestionnaire including 64 questions covering wiaspects of work and family life,

preferences, personality and other characterisifcemployees and their jobs (see
details in Methodology and data). The whole proagmee birth to a unique survey

which can help us shed some light on the factoptaiing gender wage gap as a whole.
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In this paper, we are bringing first descriptivesuis of the survey to show some
interesting differences between men and womendarCttech Republic.

The paper is organized as follows: The next sea&stribes the survey - the process of
conducting the survey and factors it covers. Thedtlsection deals with some
interesting descriptive statistics speaking ofatighces in responses of men and women.
The descriptive analysis is divided according tffedént areas of factors which help
explain gender wage gap. This part is followed tyatusions.

The survey on the gender wage gap

We ended up with a questionnaire of a total of &éstjons covering the following

employee characteristics and topics:

» respondent characteristics such as gender, retggrobtained automatically by the
survey criteria,

» characteristics of families and households,

« information about respondents and income of thaitners,

» education,

» work experience, current and previous job and wede characteristics,

» preferences - job related,

» preferences - related to family and life roles,

» psychological characteristics,

» health/beauty characteristics.

The survey was conducted through face-to-face tstreid interviews with interviewers

using a laptop (CAPI). The respondents were ciszehthe Czech Republic. Further

information about the collection process used engtirvey is described below.

» Dates of data collection: October 23 - November2D4.1.

» Methodology: standardized face-to-face interviesinig a laptop (CAPI).

» Population of respondents: employees aged 25 -eB4sy(a representative sample
for the Czech Repubilic).

» Selection of respondents: quota sampling; quotaracheristics: gender, age,
education, region, community size representativepda for the Czech Republic.

» There were a total of 481 trained interviewersipgating in the data collection.

e 1984 questionnaires were collected in total.

» The average interview length was 30.7 minutes.

The sample was selective in order to be represeattdr the Czech Republic on the

basis of the following criteria of population sttue: sex, age, highest education
achieved, region and size of municipality of resm® Unless otherwise agreed,
respondents were chosen randomly according to guothie home area of interviewers.
The interviews were conducted in the householdsegpondents, one person per
household. All respondents were asked at the endtefview whether they would be

willing to take part in the second stage of theveyr

Given the method of data capture (CAPI), the mijasf control was reached by the
means of electronic questionnaire. The CAPI systamaured correct and complete
filling of questionnaires, and did not allow anyoate of inappropriate respondent.
Further logic data control was carried out on thpoeted data in SPSS. This part of
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control focused on deeper logical relations amoagables and control of answers in
the open questions. In case of incomplete or anabiguanswers were provided,
respondents were asked again to make them mors@r@&ata was then supplemented
by the employer identification number and ISCO 88ssification on the basis of
respondents’ description. By reason of ISCO clasgibn the relevant variables
(education, gender, occupation name, job descniptiod name of employer) were
recorded to the web application of the partner agé&allup Europe.

The field control by phone included 30% of all dqumsnaires. On the basis of this
control, 21 questionnaires from 5 interviewers wexeluded from the database. The
whole process resulted in a unique quality survhiclvwe are going to describe in the
next session and take advantage of in analysé®ifuture research papers.

Basic differences according to gender
a) Income and financial pressure on economic actiyi of individuals

Since the data were gathered with an intention nalyse wage differences, its
description should start with this category. Theamgross monthly wages from main
job declared by respondents was CZK198.91 (standard deviation CZK 7,919.91).
Considerable wage differences were identified betwgenders because women earn
77.80% of men’s wages. The mean gross monthly wagehes 22,558.98 CZK
(standard deviation CZK 8,434.87) in case of mam] 47,550.09 CZK (standard
deviation CZK 6,331.19) in case of women.

Table 1: Influence of losing respondent’s total inome on family’s standard of
living

Indicator Total Males Females
Standard of living WOULD Frequency 1626 87y 749
significantly decrease Share (%) 81.96 83.68 80.02
Standard of living WOULD NOT | Frequency 358 171 18y
significantly decrease Share (%) 18.04 16.3p 19.98
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936
Share (%) 100.0( 100.00 100.00

The wage level, however, does not say anything talloe: financial pressure on
economic activity of an individual. It was approxitad by influence that a loss of
individual’'s income would have on family’s standaodl living. Results show that
income of 81.96% of respondents is very importamt family’s standard of living
because its loss would lead to its significant dase. This pressure is slightly higher in
the case of men (83.68%) than in the case of wdi8@08%).

® The mean of gross monthly wage was counted omakes of whole sample, where 93.55% of
respondents had a full-time job (95.80% of men ahd3% of women) and 6.45% had a part-
time job. However, the mean of gross monthly wag@ot significantly affected by part-time
workers because the average gross wage of fulltiorkers is CZK 20,516.23.
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b) Education and work experience

Educational structure of respondents correspondthéoone of Czech Republic. It

shows that most often, lower secondary educatidn08% of men in comparison to

32.80% of women) is the level of education readhednen; in the case of women it is
higher secondary education (38.46% in comparisdh 82.16% of men). Higher levels

of education, i.e. higher professional schools tntiary education (not segregated into
different degrees), do not represent as signifiaganider differences as described,
however, there is a prevalence of women.

It is possible also to mention the field of stu@enerally, the most frequent fields of
study (47.38% and 39.52% of respondents respegtieee humanities and technical
sciences. These are followed by agriculture anedstoy (4.99% of respondents), health
and medical fields of study (4.46%), natural sce&an(2.77%), art (0.71%) and military
sciences (0.20%). There are, of course, huge diftars in representation of genders
among particular fields of study. Men are overreprged in technical sciences (61.35%
of men compared to 15.06% of women), agriculture &orestry (6.01% of men
compared to 3.84% of women) and military (0.38%mafn compared to no women
whatsoever), while women are overrepresented in amities (28.53% of men
compared to 68.48% of women), health and mediedtidi of study (1.05% of men
compared to 8. 23% of women), natural sciences3¢2a.4f men compared to 3.10% of
women) and art (0.19% of men compared to 1.28% ofmen). It is obvious that
different fields of study are rewarded differently the labour market.

Table 2: Educational attainment

Indicator Total Males Females
. Frequency 85 43 42
Elementary education
Share (%) 4.28 4.10 4.49
. Frequency 769 462 30/7
Lower secondary education
Share (%) 38.76 44.08 32.80
Frequenc 697 337 360
Higher secondary education guency
Share (%) 35.13 32.16 38.46
Frequenc 124 52 74
Higher professional school q y -
Share (%) 6.35 4.96 7.91
Frequenc 105 4( 65
University, bachelor degree quency f
Share (%) 5.29 3.82 6.94
. . Frequency 200 112 88
University, master degree
Share (%) 10.08 10.69 9.40
Frequenc 2 2 @
University, doctor degree gquency
Share (%) 0.1Q 0.19 0.00
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936
Share (%) 100.0( 100.00 100.00
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A match of field of study is, however, also verypontant factor for an individual’s
productivity, and subsequently for his/her waget @so for efficiency of expenditures
on education). The results show that 59.08% of lgeaork in a job entirely or partly
related to their field of study, while 27.67% ofeth work in totally different area.
Although there is nearly no difference between gemcamong those working in the
field of their study (the difference of 1.23 ppt)is sharpened by focusing on those only
who reported entire match of job and field of st(the difference of 4.09 pp.).

Table 3: Match of job and field of education

Indicator Total Males Females
. Frequency 610 302 308
Match entirely
Share (%) 30.75 28.82 3291
More or less match Frequency 562 311 251
Share (%) 28.33 29.68 26.82
Frequenc 263 154 1009
Rather do not match 9 y 1
Share (%) 13.26 14.69 11.65
Do not match at all Frequency 549 281 268
(I work in another field) Share (%) 27.67 26.81 28.63
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936
Share (%) 100.0( 100.00 100.00

Total work experience of respondents, includingrentr employer, is 16.38 years on
average (standard deviation 8.81 years). The meak experience of men is 3.05 years
longer than work experience of women, which carpbedown to women’s absence
from the labour market due to maternity leave. Memean work experience is 17.82
years (standard deviation 9.02 years) and that @fewn is 14.77 years (standard
deviation 8.27). Focusing on work experience relatecurrent employer, i.e. tenure, it
is 7.43 years in average (standard deviation 6€z8s)y for all respondents. However,
men’s tenure is 1.23 year longer on average in eoispn with women. Mean tenure is
8.01 year (standard deviation 6.88 years) in cdseen and 6.77 years (standard
deviation 6.05 years) in case of women. Men alstngh their employers more often
than women (3.08 and 2.93 employers, where theoregmt had main job for more
than 6 months, respectively), although the diffeecis not substantial.

It can be assumed that on-the-job education/trginplay significant role in
determination of labour market outcomes (such gsl@yment, prestige or wage). The
survey shows that the most common form of furthevetbpment of an individual is
informal education because self-education, e.theénform of reading books relevant to
a job, was undertaken by 33.72 % of respondentiseidast 12 months. A similar share
of respondents (31.05 %) also stated educationiftigiprovided by their employer.
Personal development through activities ensuredrbyndividual himself/herself (and
without any financial support from the employeryaser as it was identified for 13.16
% of respondents.

It is also possible to find some gender differeniceasage of these forms of personal
development. Employers provide education/trainimgrien more often (the difference
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being 2.35 pp.), while women work on their develenmmby their own through self-
provided education/training (the difference bein@24pp.) or informal education (the
difference being 5.34 pp.).

Table 4: Education/training relevant for performed job in last 12 months

Indicator Total Males Females

Education/training provided by Frequency 616 337 279
employer Share (%) 31.05 32.16 29.81
Education/training not provided by | Frequency 261 118 148
employer Share (%) 13.16 11.26 15.28
Self-education (reading books relat¢drrequency 669 327 34p
to jobs etc.) Share (%) 33.72 31.2D 36.94
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936

Share (%) 100.0( 100.00 100.00

c¢) Job characteristics and preferences related tdhem
Different mechanisms/ways of obtaining the curjebtwas stated by respondents.

Table 5: Way of obtaining current job

Indicator Total Males | Females

Frequenc 597 304 293
Somebody recommended me for this job 9 y

Share (%) 30.09 29.01 31.30

Frequenc 484 251 23b
Somebody told me about this job/vacancy quency

Share (%) 24.5( 23.95 25.11

Frequenc 297 154 148
Asking for a job without advertised vacancy 9 y -

Share (%) 14.9 14.6P 15.28

Frequenc 231 136 95
Job was offered to me by my current employer i y a

Share (%) 11.64 12.98 10.15
On the basis of advertisement in media Frequency 189 X 8

Share (%) 9.07 9.16 8.97

Frequenc 122 61 61
Intermediated by an employment office 9 y

Share (%) 6.15 5.82 6.52

Frequenc 16 12 4
Found my own firm, | am its employee quency ‘_

Share (%) 0.81 1.1% 0.43
Other Frequency 55 34 21

Share (%) 2.77 3.24 2.24
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936

Share (%) 100.00 100.00 100.00
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The survey reveals that personal recommendatitireisnost common way of getting a
job in the Czech Republic (in 30.09% of cases)pfeéd by personal information on
the job (24.50% of cases). It also suggests lovcieffcy of a job intermediation by
employment office because it was mentioned only &%5% of respondents.
Surprisingly, there are only negligible differences using mechanisms/ways of
obtaining job mentioned between genders. The migsifisant differences (but still
small in magnitude) can be found in the case admenendation which is more typical
for women (the difference being 2.29 pp.), anddiadfer from an employer which is
more typical for men (the difference being 2.83) pp.

Since job characteristics can influence wage lsighificantly, they were taken into
account as well. However, the survey focused maimthe characteristics which are
connected to a need to balance work and family difel so they can be gender sensitive.
Respondents have opportunity to use flexitime it62% of cases (30.06% of men,
27.03% of women), change of workload from fulltinee part time and vice versa in
18.15% of cases (15.27% of men and 21.37% of woraed)work at home in 10.89%
of cases (11.74% of men, 9.94% of women). As steam what has been stated, the
most significant gender difference can be idertifie the case of change of workload
(the difference of 6.10 pp.) It suggests that wornan prefer employers who enable
part time jobs.

Table 6: Preferences of job characteristics

Indi Job security Job flexibility Personal self-fulfilment
naic.
T M F T M F T M F

. Freq. 110 76 34 49¢ 200 204 377 223 1s4
Exclusively
wage 22)are 554 | 725 363 250 2786 2119 190 21|28 16.45

Freq. 394| 245] 149 108D 572 sl7 1054  g50 504

Rather
wage 22)“ 19.86| 23.38| 1592 5489 5488 5504 53|13 51.48 8B
Rather Freq. 1063] 521 542 308 143 160  4b8  J2e 232
given job

characterist 22)“ 5358 | 49.71| 57.91 152F 1345 17.p9 2308 2156 7%
ICS

Exclusively | Freq. 417 206 211 96 a1 55
given job

characterist ng‘re 21.02| 19.66| 2254 484 391 588 479  4les 491
ICS

©

5 49 16

Freq. 1984 1048 93¢ 1984 1048 9B6 1984 1048 936

Total Share
%) 100.0 | 100.0/ 100.d 100.0 100/0 10Q.0 10D.0 1Q0.0 .01PpO

Note: T in the table is the abbreviation for Totdlfor Males and F for Females.

Respondents were inquired for their preferenceseming chosen job characteristics.
Since it is expectable that everybody would préfetter job characteristic, they were
related to wage. Thus, the respondents have tosehbetween the generally preferred
job characteristic and wage level. An importanceja§ security, job flexibility,

personal self-fulfilment, demands and/or stresateel to work and good interpersonal
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relationship was discussed related to wage levelit Ahows, the job security is more
important than wage level for 74.60% of responde@izod interpersonal relations at
workplace are approximately of the same importaagavage because there is only
slight prevalence of respondents who prefer thet4@%b) to wage (46.52%). The
other job characteristics were preferred to a tedsgree than wage, i.e. less demanding
and stressful work were preferred by 32.61% ofa@adents, personal self-fulfilment by
27.87% of respondents and job flexibility by 20.1&%sespondents.

There are, however, significant differences betwewm and women. In general, the
wage preferences are substantially higher in thee caf men regardless the job
characteristics the wage is related to. The magtifsiant differences can be found in
the case of interpersonal relationships at worlglglee share of men preferring wages
is 13.44 pp. higher than that of women), demandkoarstress related to work (11.87
pp. difference) and job security (11.08 pp. differe), i.e. in the case of the most
important job characteristics (see above). Jobiliity and personal self-fulfilment

represent only small differences between gendefd (3p. and 3.46 pp., respectively)

Table 7: Preferences of job characteristics

Less demanding and Good interpersonal
Indicator stressful work relations at workplace
Total Males | Femaleg Tota] Males Females
Exclusively Frequency 308 196 11p 197 127 70
wage Share (%) 15.52 18.70 11.97 9.93 12]12 7.48
Rather Frequency 1029 569 460 726 427 299
wage Share (%) 51.86 54.29 49.15 36.69 40{74 31.94
Rather given job Frequency 540 238 30p 8242 388 434
characteristic Share (%) | 27.22 2271 32.26 4143 37|02 46.37
Exclusively given | Frequency 107 45 62 239 106 183
job characteristic | Share (%) 5.39 4.29 6.62 12.05 10/1 1421
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936 1984 1048 936
Share (%) 100.4 100.p 100.00 100.0 10p.0 100.00

d) Family and work

This part of the survey focused on identificatidmespondents’ attitudes towards roles
of men and women in households and differences detwhe attitudes declared and
reality. First, roles of “breadwinner” and “housaimtenance person” were discussed.

Concerning the role of “breadwinner”, it is possilib say that respondents’ attitudes
strongly correspond with the traditional idea ofrmend women roles in the family
(breadwinner should be a men for 58.32% of respatsgdenen and women equally
40.57%, and women 1.11%). However, women are irrdke of “breadwinner” more
often than the attitudes suggest because in 14df2¥e cases, a women is really the
one ensuring an adequate income for a Czech fanig. the role of man as a
“breadwinner” is still very strong because 58.32%respondents think that a man
should play this role in the family and it is true 55.19% of cases. Differences in
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preferences and in perceived reality mainly arey weteresting in this case. Although
both genders see a man more responsible for egsadiequate family income, women
emphasize their role as a “co-breadwinner” (theaéqantribution of both genders was
mentioned more often by women, i.e. the differencehe frequency of this answer
between genders is 15.01 pp.) The differences swars on real responsibility for
ensuring family income are much more interestingalnbse both men and women
perceive their role of “breadwinner” more strondghan would correspond to their
attitudes: men (women) prefer to play a role ofifgrbreadwinner” in 65.37% (1.07%)
of cases, and they really play this role in 70.5@®8.14%) of cases. It shows that
although substantial part of respondents (33.49%ai and 48.50% of women) thinks
that both genders should ensure family income égual reality there is one of them
more responsible for this task (equal ensuringhefincome stated 22.81% of men and
32.37% of women).

Table 8: Responsibility for ensuring an adequate icome for a family

R Reality in respondent’s
Indicator Respondents’ attitude household
Total Males Femalesg Tota Males Females

Exclusively Frequency 311 19% 11p 423 336 87
aman Share (%) 15.6§ 18.61 12.39 2182 32/06 9.29

Frequency 844 49 356 6712 403 269
Rather a man -

Share (%) 42.64 46.76 38.03 33.87 38}45 28.74
Man and Frequency 805 351 454 542 289 303
oman Share (9 057  33.4p 880 27.82 22]81 323
equally are (%) 40.5 A4 48.5 7. 1 2.37
Rather Frequency 15 9 € 98 2b 13
a woman Share (%) 0.76 0.86 0.64 4.94 2.89 7180
Exclusively Frequency 7 3 4 190 D 181
awoman Share (%) 0.35 0.29 0.43 9.58 0.86 1934
Parents that | Frequency Not Not Not 59 36 23
| live with Share (%) relevant | relevant | relevant 297 3.44 2.46
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936 1984 1048 936

Share (%) 100.G 100.0 100j0 100.0 10p.0 100.0

Attention was also paid to the role of “house meaince person” who is responsible
for meal preparation, dish washing, house clearshgpping, washing and ironing and
taking care of children. In this case the respotgleattitudes revealed traditional

understanding of family roles (men are responsibiethis role in 2.78% cases, both
genders are responsible equally in 42.69% of caselswomen are responsible in
54.54% of cases). Similarly to the case of the ddwinner” role, real division of

housework suggests that equal sharing of the wlkess frequent than respondents
would prefer (respondents divide responsibility fmusework equally in 20.94% of

cases in comparison with 42.69% of respondentsadagl this situation as preferred)
and it is more gender specialized (men in 10.19%asés, women in 66.18% of cases).
Gender differences in attitudes and perceptiorealitly can be found here, too. Men see
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women in this role more often than women themsel(#£&87% of women see
themselves as those responsible for housework @ilttaare in comparison with 60.5%
of men). As in the case of “breadwinner”, the parfance of this role is by both
genders perceived more strongly than would corms$pm their attitudes: 17.46%
(74.79 %) of men (women) are convinced about thele of “house maintenance
person” in reality, although they would prefer thitation in 3.72% (47.87%) of cases.

Table 9: Responsibility for ensuring housework ancathild care

Indicator Respondents’ attitude Reallt%érlljggigcl)dndent’s
Total Males Femaleg Total Maleg Females

Exclusively | Frequency 16 13 3 138 133 5
a man Share (%) 0.81 1.24 0.32 6.96 12.69 0}53
Rather Frequency 39 26 13 64 50 14
a man Share (%) 1.97 2.48 1.39 3.23 477 1|50
Man and Frequency 847 375% 47p 416 217 199
woman
equally Share (%) 42.69 35.78 50.43 20.97 20(71 21.26
Rather Frequency 909 516 398 716 419 367
awoman Share (%) 45,87 49.24 41.99 39.11 39(98 38.14
Exclusively Frequency 173 118 56 537 194 343
awoman Share (%) 8.72 11.26 5.88 27.07 18/51 36.65
Parents that| Frequency Not Not Not 53 35 18
I live with Share (%) | relevant| relevant| relevant 267 3.34 1.92
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936 1984 1048 936

Share (%) 100.0¢ 100.00 100.00 100|00 100.00 100.00

These results correspond to the order of life af&anily, working career, hobbies &
free time, non-paid activities) which was declafegl respondents regarding their
preferences and energy used in these areas atrébenp (respondents put the most
important area on the first place). Focusing ornviddal’s preferences, it is possible to
conclude that family is the most important areawerybody’s life (order value being
1.63) followed by working career (order value beiB@2). There are significant
differences between genders because importanceodd wareer in comparison with
family is much closer in the case of men (the défee of 0.15 points) than in the case
of women (the difference being 0.67 points), whiltows relatively higher men’s
preferences of working care®The real energy used in these areas, however, riies
correspond to the preferences because there isngackreer at first place (order value
being 1.58) and then family (order value being 1L.93ere is a significant difference
between genders also in this case because menedelatively more energy to work
than to family in comparison with women (the difface between order values is 0.56

6 Respondents stated family as the most importarat iaré6.9% of cases (47.0% of men and
67.9% of women) and work career in 29.2% of ca86s7% of men and 22.0% of women).
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in the case of men and 0.12 in the case of worh&hjs observation was also verified
by the real number of hours worked which was deddy respondents (to avoid bias
due to different workload, only full-time jobs wihD hours per week were taken into
account). Men spend at work 2.26 hours per weelertttan women. Men stated 43.94
hours on average (standard deviation 7.65 hougsp®Servations), while women stated
41.68 hours on average (standard deviation 5.17sh@807 observations). It suggests
that although both men and women have to give reneggy to working career relative
to family (than declared preferences suggests)elative differences in the family and
working career order suggest that both gendersvidtheir preferences. Other life areas
do not represent substantive differences in prefee and real energy given to these
areas (not even gender differences are taken qotmuat).

Table 10: Average order of life areas

Respondents’ general Energy devoted to the areas
Indicator preferences at present
Total Males | Females Total Males Femalgs
Mean 1.63 1.78 1.46 1.98 2.09 1.75
Famil
y Std. 082| o085 074 083 o8 0.76
deviation
Mean 2.02 1.93 2.13 1.58 1.53 1.63
Working career | Std. i
L 0.82 0.83 0.79 0.74 0.7 0.73
deviation
Y.
Hobbies & free g/k;an 2.46 2.39 2.53 2.59 2.49 2.71
time t L 0.77 0.79 0.74 0.64 0.78 0.61
deviation
Non-paid Mean 3.90 3.91 3.88 3.90 3.90 3.01
activities (charity, | Std. 4 A
societal org., etc.) deviation 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.3 0.38 0.36
Number of Number 1984 1048 936 1994 1048 986
respondents

Note: 12.9% of respondents participate in non-paitivities such as charity and humanitarian
activities, religious activities, ecological acties, work with children, work in societal
organizations etc. (11.5% of men and 14.4% of women)

e) Psychological traits

Method of data gathering (incl. its time limitatjoamployed in this survey made it
impossible to use a standard psychological tesméasure psychological traits of
respondents. Moreover, a survey pilot showed thastions from standardized tests (in
English) had to be adapted for Czech environmeherdfore, statements describing
certain types of behaviour were created, and refgus were asked to specify to what
degree they agree with the statements. This mewasl used for approximation of
respondents’ psychological traits.

! Respondents stated family as the area where thaypgst of their energy at present in 35.3% of
cases (27.1% in the case of men and 44.4% of woemahyvork career in 56.2% of cases (61.2%
of men and 50.6% of women).
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“Need to excel and be better than others” was dedlby 52.62% of respondents. It can
be pointed out that it is possible to find sigrafit gender difference here because the
share of men with this need was 6.99 pp. highem that among women. “Giving up
reaching of set goal when it proves to be difftullas admitted by 31.70% of
respondents. This trait was more mentioned by wo(dedil pp. in comparison with
men). “Being proud of myself” was stated by 76.56%aespondents, and there is no
significant difference between genders (only 0.a3ip favour of men).

Table 11: Psychological traits

Need to excel in what the  Giving up reaching of set
Indic respondent does, and be goal when it proves to be Be proud of myself
' better than others in it difficult
T M F T M F T M F
Freq. 235 143 97 8 38 ap 480 252 28
ves  [I'Share | ol 1365 o084 408 368 449 24h0 2405 2436
(%) ) ' ' ' ) ' ' '
Freq. 809 443 364 549 270 279  10B9 g51 488
Rather B
yes (So " ;’re 40.78| 42.27| 3910 27.6f 2576 2981 52|37 52.58 145D.
Freq. 764 389 374 971 52 449 404 J21 183
Rather B
no (S%?re 38.51| 37.02| 40.17 4894 4981 4797 20|36  21.09 5519
Freq. 176 74 103 384 218 166 61 b4 37
No Share I ’ 4
) 887| 7.06| 1090 1935 2040 17.74 3p7 229 395
Freq. 1984| 1048 93¢ 1984 1048 oBs 1984  1pas 936
Total Share
) 1000| 1000/ 1004 1000 100j0 100.0 10p.0  1Q0.0 .01pO

Note: T in the table is the abbreviation for Tofdl for Males and F for Females.

From other traits a belief in ability to affect owife, i.e. locus of control can be stated.
70.87% of respondents believe that events in thisdr are consequences of their
decisions and actions, while 29.13% of them belibe¢ they are determined by fortune
and coincidences. There is a substantial differémeesponses between genders. When
compared to women, men more often believe that éineyable to control their lives (the
difference being 7.34 pp).. Respondents were akedito evaluate risks in the job area
which they are prepared to take (on scale fromrthiorisk to 10 for very high risk).
The mean value of risk for all respondents is §98@ndard deviation being 2.33), i.e. in
the middle of the scale. Men, however, declaredhdiigeadiness to take risks (mean
being 5.48, standard deviation being 2.25) than &mortmean being 4.49, standard
deviation 2.29).
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Table 12: Psychology traits

Events in your life are consequences of fortune
i and coincidence, or consequences of you
Indicator action and decisions

Total Males Females
Entirely a consequence of | Frequency 391 227 164
my decisions & actions Share (%) 19.71 21.66 17.52
Rather a consequence of myFrequency 1015 552 463
decisions & actions Share (%) 51.16 52.67 49.47
Rather consequence of Frequency 496 227 26P
fortune & coincidences Share (%) 25.00 21.6p 28.714
Entirely a consequence of | Frequency 82 43 40
fortune & coincidences Share (%) 4.13 4.01 4.217

Y

Total Frequency 198 1048 936
Share (%) 100 10( 10D

f) Sources of wage differences

This descriptive analysis cannot reveal all potdrgources of wage differences. Do
they stem from personal and job characteristics& We can suppose, and therefore,
the previous sections dealt with description ofspaal characteristics (including

personal preferences regarding family roles, jobratteristics and relation between
family and work) and to some extent job charadiiesstoo.

Do the wage differences stem from discrimination®ah be pointed out that 7.96% of
respondents think that they are discriminated again comparison with their
colleagues of the opposite gender. This figure, éh@r; is very raw because there is a
big difference between genders. Only 3.91% of nienktthat they are discriminated
against; among women the feeling of being discratgd against prevails with 12.50%
of respondents.

Table 13: Sense of wage discrimination in compariso with opposite gender
colleagues

Indicator Total Males | Females

F 158 41 11y
| feel discriminated against requency

Share (%) 7.96 3.91 12.50
I do not feel discriminated against Frequency 161 897 720

Share (%) 81.50 85.59 76.92

Frequenc 209 110 9P
I do not have opposite gender colleagues q y

Share (%) 10.53 10.50 10.58
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936

Share (%) 100.00 100.00 100.00
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The perception of discrimination in case of woman be strengthened by the fact that
women are less often rewarded according to obgctiveasurable criteria than men.
Objective way of wage setting was stated by 59.@%omen (entirely objective by
25% and rather objective by 34.94%), while it wtetesd by 68.51% of men (entirely
objective by 29.01% and rather objective by 39.50%)

The survey among employees also reveals that tiser® considerable difference
between men and women in asking for higher wagedy @1.77% of women have
asked for wage increase, in contrast to 57.16%exf who have done the same.

Table 14: Asking for wage increase

Indicator Total Males | Females
Frequenc 99(Q 599 391

Yes, | have asked for wage increase el y - —
Share (%) 49.90 57.16 41.97
Frequenc 994 449 545

No, | have never asked for wage increase quency >
Share (%) 50.10 42.84 58.23
Total Frequency 1984 1048 936
Share (%) 100.0( 100.00 100.00

As was suggested above, this paper provides fastription of factors which might
explain gender wage gap in the Czech Republichénftiture, we will use the unique
survey to conduct a number of separate analyseghich we will dig deeper into roles
of particular factors in explaining gender wage.gap

Conclusions

The paper brings the very first descriptive analydia unique questionnaire survey that
was carried out as a part of a research projedindewith the issue of gender wage
discrimination. The survey is representative fa @zech Republic with respect to sex,
age, the highest level of education achieved, regéimd the size of municipality or
residence. Besides the differences between menwamden considering objective
characteristics such as education achieved or wxpkrience, the results actually show
significant differences between men and women linha! fields that were researched,
i.e. family-work balance, preferences on job chimastics, psychological traits, and
sense of discrimination. All the differences suggtsat division of family roles
according to gender is very deeply rooted in thedbzsociety, while Czech women
earn 77.80% of men’s wages on average. The findsuggport the stated hypothesis
saying that a part of wage differences between amhwomen may be explained by
their different preferences on the labour market.

The hypothesis will be tested applying quantitatimethods in future researches in
order to prove that inclusion of family role andrso other subjective characteristics
into wage regression and gender wage differenceormeasition leads to better
explanation of men’s and women’s wages, as wetifahe wage differences between
them.
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