B Y D AV I D L . S C H R O E D E R

AND

KA R L E . R E I C H A R D T, C M A

For the second year in a row, the average salary for members of the
Institute of Management Accountants (IMA®) did not increase by a statistically significant amount. Members who responded to IMA’s 18th Annual
Salary Survey for 2006 reported an average salary of $95,268, representing
a 2.7% increase over the amount reported in 2005. In 2006, 78% of
respondents reported receiving an average salary increment of $5,871.
Increases ranged from $50 to $162,000, with a median of $4,000 and mode
of $3,000. The average increase is only slightly larger than the 2005

But not all of the compensation news is negative. The
average total compensation increased 5.5% to $113,965 in
2006, which is statistically significant because the average
increment of additional compensation of $24,707 (76%
of the respondents) is statistically significant. We will
H OW T H E S U RV E Y WA S C O N D U C T E D
The salary survey was mailed during December 2006 to a random sample of 4,651 IMA members. The sample was selected to represent the
membership of IMA in the United States geographically. The questionnaire packet included a return envelope and a separate postcard to
indicate return of the survey. A follow-up survey was sent in January
2007 to those who had not returned the postcard from the first mailing.
The sample size was selected to allow for a 95% confidence level of
estimating the population mean within plus or minus 3% based on the
expected return rate.
A total of 1,667 questionnaires was returned, yielding an overall
response rate of 36%. Of this number, there were 1,549 usable questionnaires representing 33% of persons surveyed. This response rate
allows for a 95% confidence level for all data on the survey because
those persons responding to the survey represented the IMA membership proportionately for those demographics IMA maintains.

make appropriate comparisons among this year’s compensation figures by the various demographics identified
and compare these results with those of the prior 17 years
to provide insight, identify changes, and track trends
regarding the compensation and demographics of the
IMA membership.1
Table 1 displays the average compensation for the five
most recent salary surveys (2002-2006). All of the 2006
values in this table are the highest that they have ever
been, with increases ranging from 2.7% (average salary)
to 7.4% (20th percentile for average salary).
Table 2 presents the demographics for the “average”
IMA member for 2006. Most of the values for the demographic measures are within the ranges that have been
observed in the past—especially over the past five years—
but there are some notable changes. The proportion of
IMA members with spouses who are employed outside
the home (65%) is the fewest since 1991 (62%), while the
only measures that are “firsts” for 2006 are the fewest
average number of children supported by members (1.2)
and the greatest number of persons who report having
the Certified Financial Manager (CFM®) designation
(9%). None of these changes in demographics is considered statistically significant for 2006.
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increment of $5,738 (reported by 74% of respondents).
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NATURE OF COMPENSATION MEASURES

Table 1: COMPARISON OF UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR 2002-2006
The compensation terms used in this study
20th
80th
are:
Years
Range
Mean
Median
percentile percentile
◆ Average salary—the mean of all
Average Salary
members’ annual salary.
2006 $20,000 to $375,000 $95,268
$86,831 $65,000 $120,000
◆ Average total compensation—the
$84,550 $60,500 $116,450
2005 $10,000 to $640,000 $92,746
mean of all members’ salary plus any addi2004 $ 9,600 to $415,000 $91,054
$83,000 $62,250 $114,000
tional compensation (bonuses, profit plan
$79,900 $58,900 $107,000
2003 $23,000 to $560,000 $87,108
payments, etc.) reported by members (not
2002 $19,000 to $555,000 $83,235
$75,000 $55,000 $103,225
all members will have this additional
Average Total Compensation
compensation).
2006 $20,000 to $865,000 $113,965
$95,000 $68,335 $142,000
◆ Average household income—mean of
2005 $23,000 to $677,400 $108,030
$91,823 $63,715 $136,500
all members’ salary plus additional com2004 $22,000 to $570,000 $104,944
$90,000 $65,000 $134,250
pensation plus spouse’s income (not all
2003 $16,600 to $603,000 $ 99,620
$86,000 $61,275 $124,000
members have spousal income).
2002 $19,200 to $600,000 $ 94,165
$80,000 $58,000 $117,000
Additional compensation was received
by 76% of the respondents in this year’s
average compensation figures for men are all greater than
study—the highest in the past four years (71%, 70%,
those for women: average salary ($102,089 vs. $81,679),
69%, respectively, in 2005, 2004, and 2003). The mean
average additional compensation ($29,989 vs. $13,151),
amount of $24,706 represents a 27% increase over 2005,
and average total compensation ($125,481 vs. $91,022).
an amount that is statistically significant. The major
All of these differences in compensation between men
sources for additional compensation are bonuses and
and women are statistically significant.
profit sharing, as reflected in Table 3. None of the five
Figure 1 compares the average compensation figures
other identified types of “additional” compensation is
above 10%, which is consistent with the data
from the last two years.
Table 2: “AVERAGE” IMA MEMBER
As in prior years, more men (78%) than
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
women (71%) received additional compensaMedian
age
46
45
45
46
44
tion, and the mean amount is greater. This
Female
33%
36%
28%
33%
31%
year, men received an average additional comMale
67%
64%
72%
67%
69%
pensation of $29,989 (median amount,
Degrees
$12,000) compared to an average of $13,151
Baccalaureate
99%
99%
99%
98%
98%
(median amount, $6,600) for women. Both of
43%
49%
48%
47%
49%
Advanced
these differences are statistically significant.
Years
of
experience
Obviously, these differences will contribute to
5
6
5
5
6
Current position
the gender gap that we have examined over
9
9
9
10
9
employer
Current
time in this salary survey. Are the differences
In field
19
18
19
19
18
due to demographic differences between men
Family
status
and women, or do women receive less comMarried
81%
80%
83%
81%
83%
pensation because there’s an equity problem
Spouse
employed
outside
home
65%
67%
66%
67%
67%
in the marketplace?
Percent with children

MALE/FEMALE COMPENSATION
When comparing compensation by gender,
this year is no different from previous years—
men earn more money than women. More
men than women (79% vs. 76%) had salary
increases, and the average salary increase was
$6,158 for men vs. $5,293 for women. The
24
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59%

58%

66%

62%

63%

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.3

1.3

Any certification

67%

66%

65%

69%

66%

CMA

48%

45%

42%

48%

41%

CPA

37%

36%

36%

39%

40%

CFM

9%

8%

5%

6%

6%

Average number of children
Certification percentages

Table 3: SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION
Sources

Number

Percentage

Bonus

637

58%

Profit sharing

220

20%

Other

112

10%

Stock options

37

3%

Overtime

30

3%

Summer school teaching

25

2%

Auto allowance

17

2%

Retirement match/contribution

16

1%

1,094

100%

Percents are rounded.

for men vs. women for the past five years. The average
salary and average total compensation for women are less
than those of men in each year from 2002 to 2006, but
there’s at least some positive information for women’s
compensation in 2006. First, women’s average salary stated as a percentage of men’s is 80%, up from 79% in 2005.
Second, the difference in compensation between women
and men ($20,410) is less than the difference reported
last year ($21,081). Third, the increase in average salary in
2006 as compared to 2005 is 3.3% for women vs. 1.9%
for men—though the increases in average salary for both
women and men aren’t statistically significant. The result
of these changes is a slight decrease in the average salary
gap for women.
The results for average total compensation, however,
aren’t nearly as bright. Women’s average total compensation stated as a percentage of men’s (73%) is the lowest in
five years (76% in 2005). The difference between the
average total compensation of women and men this year
Figure 1: AVERAGE SALARY AND TOTAL COMPENSATION BY GENDER
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is $34,459—also the largest difference in the past five
years. The increase in average total compensation for men
was 6.4%, a statistically significant amount and the greatest percentage increase over the past five years for men.
That dwarfs the 1.1% increase that women received, an
increase that isn’t statistically significant. While the difference in average salary between women and men decreased ever so slightly, the salary gap in terms of total
compensation is getting bigger. It’s apparent that women
don’t have the same opportunities for additional compensation as men do.
By focusing on some of the demographic characteristics that appear in Table 2, we might be able to explain
why some of these differences in compensation between
genders occur:
◆ Female members are younger (44 vs. 46), a statistically significant difference.
◆ The proportion of women vs. men with a master’s
degree (41% vs. 48%) is statistically significant.
◆ The proportion of women without professional certification of any kind (37%) is greater than that of men
(31%). Furthermore, this carries over to type of certification, too: A smaller number of women than men have the
CPA (36% vs. 38%), CMA (46% vs. 49%), and CFM (6%
vs. 11%). The only difference in certification that is statistically significant, however, is with the CFM (the one with
the fewest respondents).
◆ In terms of experience, women have been in the
field a shorter time than men (17 years vs. 20; statistically
significant), have been with their employer for a shorter
time (eight years vs. 10), and have had less time in their
position (five years vs. six).
◆ The proportion of women in lower-/entry-level and
middle-management positions is greater than that of men
(68% women vs. 51% men), while the proportion of
women in top- and senior-level management positions is
the opposite (32% women vs. 49% men).
◆ Women support fewer children than men do (0.90
vs. 1.36), a statistically significant amount.
The percentage of men and women in each of five
salary ranges in 2006 is presented in Figure 2. More
women (55%) are in the lower ranges ($20,000-$80,000)
compared to 45% in the higher ranges, while 66% of men
are in the higher ranges and only 34% in the lower.
There has been some overall movement in 2006 as
compared to last year, when 62% of the women were in
the three lower categories and 62% of the men occupied
the two upper categories. Thus, there has been a slight
shift in the proportion of women to the upper categories
June 2007
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from the lower three categories—the largest shift occurring in the $80,000-$100,000 salary range. At the same
time, if women are younger, if fewer have a master’s
degree, if fewer have a professional designation, and if
they are less experienced, then the fact that there aren’t as
many women in senior- and top-level management positions may be attributed in part to these factors. If there
are proportionately fewer women in the upper positions,
it follows that their average compensation will be less
than that of men.
Figure 3 compares men’s and women’s compensation
by age. In each of the five age categories, the average
salary and average total compensation for women are less
than for men. Two years ago, in 2004, the average salary
and average total compensation for women in the 19-29
age category exceeded those of men in that category.
This year, women’s compensation stated as a percentage
of men’s is 81% for average salary and 74% for average
total compensation. The two highest percentages for average salary are 84% for the first two age categories—last
year these same two figures were 90% and 88%, respectively. For average total compensation, the percentages
range from a high of 82% for the 19-29 age category to a
low of 73% for the 40-49 age category. Last year saw much
more disparity with a range from 90% for the 19-29 age
category to 57% for the 60+ category. The fact that the
percentage for average total compensation (74%) is less
than that for average salary (81%) reinforces the notion
that women have fewer opportunities for additional compensation and, if they do get it, the additional compensation isn’t as great as that of their male counterparts.
One item of interest not directly observable from
Figure 3 is that the proportion of women in the first three
age categories exceeds that of men (8.4% vs. 3.7%, 24.9%
vs. 21.8%, and 37.6% vs. 34.6%, respectively), while more
men than women are in the upper two categories (31.5%
vs. 25.4% and 8.3% vs. 3.7%, respectively). This again
shows that women in the sample population are younger
than men.
Table 4, which compares women’s and men’s compensation by years in the field, shows that average compensation increased for each years-in-field category for both
men and women, but the disparity between women’s and
men’s compensation is again evident. While the compensation increases for women in each category, women also
earn less than their male counterparts in every years-infield category for both average salary and average total
compensation. The last column of Table 4 shows the compensation of women as a percentage of men’s, and the
26
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Figure 2: PERCENTAGE OF MEN AND WOMEN IN SALARY RANGES
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Figure 3: AVERAGE SALARY AND TOTAL COMPENSATION BY
AGE AND GENDER
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highest percentage is 84% (more than 20 years)—last year
there were three categories equal to or greater than that
percentage amount. Last year, women’s percentage of
men’s average total compensation was 78.9% or greater
for all of the categories except for the more-than-20-years
category. This year, that category is the only one as high as
78%. The number of women in each of the first four
years-in-field categories exceeds that of men. Only in the
more-than-20 category does the proportion of men
exceed that of women, and the difference is huge (53% vs.
39%). This table again shows that women have fewer
opportunities for additional compensation. Furthermore,
even though the highest percentage value for women’s
compensation as a percent of men’s is greatest for the
more-than-20 experience category, there are so few
women in this category that the compensation of men still
dominates. Consequently, we can likely say that the number of years in the field contributes to the gender gap.
Figure 4 shows that proportionately more men than
women are in top- and senior-level management positions, while the reverse is true for middle- and entry-level

areas: average salary for lower-/entrylevel management and middle management (93% and 90%, respectively) and
average total compensation for lower-/
entry-level management (93%). Thus,
78.8%
the average salary and the average total
82.8%
compensation of women are closer to
82.4%
those of men in lower-/entry-level and
79.3%
middle management than reported in
84.0%
2005. In addition, the average salary for
women in top management is closer to
76.6%
men’s in 2006 as compared to 2005
70.7%
(86% vs. 82%). The same can’t be said
75.7%
for average total compensation (73% for
69.6%
2006 vs. 79% for 2005). The really con78.0%
fusing statistic is the senior-management
level, where women’s compensation stated as a percentage of men’s is only 68% for average salary
but 82% for average total compensation, but this could
be due to the small proportion of women at this level.
The lower-/entry- and senior-management positions are
the only categories where women’s average total compensation stated as a percentage of men’s is higher than average salary.
Interestingly, the average salary and average total compensation for women in the lower-/entry-level positions
increased a little over $4,000 and $6,000, respectively,
from 2005—percentage increases of 7.3% and 9.8%,
respectively—while the compensation for both figures
for men didn’t increase at all. At the same time, the average salary for women in the senior-management level
decreased 21% in 2006 from 2005 (the decrease in average
total compensation was less than 1%). The average total

Table 4: COMPENSATION COMPARISONS BY YEAR S IN THE FIELD
Women

Men

All

Average Salary
1 to 5

$ 57,396

[52]

$ 72,853

[64]

$ 65,924

6 to 10

$ 71,201

[90]

$ 86,017 [127]

$ 79,872

11 to 15

$ 80,960

[87]

$ 98,306 [168]

$ 92,378

16 to 20

$ 82,125

[85]

$103,529 [130]

$ 95,067

More than 20 $ 92,717 [203]

$110,317 [541]

$105,515

Average Total Compensation
1 to 5

$ 60,515

[52]

$ 79,047

[64]

$ 70,739

6 to 10

$ 76,058

[90]

$107,551 [127]

$ 94,489

11 to 15

$ 88,608

[87]

$117,090 [168]

$107,372

16 to 20

$ 90,621

[85]

$130,116 [130]

$114,501

More than 20 $106,735 [203]

$136,901 [541]

$128,670

Number of responses shown in brackets.

positions. Men appear to dominate the upper echelons of
management where the compensation is greater, and
women occupy the lower levels of management where the
compensation is lower. There’s no doubt that this disproportionate distribution has an impact on the average compensation of women and contributes to the gender gap.
Figure 5 presents the average and total compensation
by gender and management level. While the average
compensation increases for both genders as they
progress through the management ranks, the average
compensation of women is less than that of men at all
four management levels, and the difference spikes up
disproportionately at the senior level. All these differences in average compensation by management level are
statistically significant.
Figure 5 differs from the other information presented thus far in that women’s compensation calculated
as a percentage of men’s is greater than 90% for three

Women as
a percent
of men

Figure 5: COMPENSATION BY MANAGEMENT LEVEL AND GENDER
Figure 4: MANAGEMENT LEVEL BY GENDER
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Table 5: COMPENSATION AND SUPERVISORY RESPONSIBILITY
WOMEN
Average
Total
Salary
Compensation

MEN
Average
Salary

ALL
Average
Total
Salary Compensation

Total
Compensation

No supervisory responsibility

$65,833

$ 71,290

[114]

$ 82,801

$ 91,437

[186]

$ 76,354

$ 83,781

[300]

Some supervisory responsibility
but not head of a major department

$79,108

$ 86,808

[160]

$ 89,820

$103,158

[256]

$ 85,700

$ 96,869

[416]

Head of a major department but do
not report directly to CEO/Board

$89,392

$101,733

[111]

$112,037

$139,233

[233]

$104,730

$127,133

[344]

Head of a major department and
report directly to CEO/Board

$97,732

$111,449

[96]

$117,554

$154,312

[308]

$112,843

$144,126

[404]

Little or no supervisory responsibility
and report to CEO/Board

$74,638

$ 83,568

[31]

$ 91,183

$114,370

[39]

$ 86,856

$100,729

[70]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

compensation for men in top management increased
12.4% in 2006. These were the only large increases/
decreases in 2006 (other changes for women and men
ranged from 0.7% to 6.7%).
There are more men than women who have a certification in three management levels—top (79% vs. 65%),
senior (71% vs. 62%), and lower/entry (59% vs. 50%). In
addition, women are slightly younger than men in the
same three management levels (top: 1.5 years; senior:
1.5 years; and lower/entry: 2.8 years). In the middlemanagement level, there are more certified women than
men (67% vs. 63%), and their ages are essentially the
same (0.5 years). Thus, women are closest to men in
compensation in the middle-management level where
there is the largest proportion of women, more women
than men are certified, and their ages are the closest.
Table 5 presents the average compensation of the
respondents based on their perceived level of supervisory
responsibility in their current position. As with other
tables comparing average compensation by gender,
women earn less than men regardless of the nature of the
position. In addition, when women’s compensation is stated as a percentage of men’s, the percentages for average
total compensation are less than for average salary in each
category of responsibility—again indicating that women
have fewer opportunities for additional compensation.
Last year, the proportion of women was less than men
in only one category, “Head of a major department and
report directly to CEO/Board.” The same is true this year,
and the proportion of women respondents is 18.8% as
compared to 30.1% for the men. The proportions are
almost identical for those who head a major department
but don’t report directly to the CEO/Board. The proportion of women is greater in the other three categories:
“No supervisory responsibility” (difference of 4.1%),
28
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“Some supervisory responsibility but not head of a major
department” (difference of 6.3%), and “Little or no
supervisory responsibility and report to CEO/Board”
(difference of 2.3%), which is also the smallest category.
The two supervisory responsibility areas that appear to
have the highest rank are “Head of a major department
and report directly to CEO/Board” and “Head of a major
department but do not report directly to CEO/Board.”
Both average compensation figures for these areas are the
highest for women, men, and all (women and men combined), with those reporting directly to the CEO/Board
the higher of the two.
When compared to men, the biggest disparity in the
proportion of women’s supervisory responsibility is
“Head of a major department and report directly to
CEO/Board,” with a difference of 11.3%. Yet women’s
average salary stated as a percentage of men’s in this category is 83.1%, which is the second-highest of the five categories. The 72.2% for average total compensation,
however, is the lowest, again reinforcing the notion that
women don’t receive as much additional compensation.
The area where the proportion of women vs. men is the
greatest (6.3%) is “Some supervisory responsibility but
not the head of a major department.” This also is where
women are closest to men in average salary (88.1%) and
average total compensation (84.2%).
Interestingly, when the proportions of women and
men are examined in total for the three supervisory
responsibility areas, they only differ by one percentage
point. When ranking the three levels in likely terms of
importance, however, the “Head of a major department
and report directly to CEO/Board” is the highest and
dominated by men. “Some supervisory responsibility but
not head of a major department” is greater for women,
and “Head of a major department but do not report

Table 6: COMPENSATION BY AGE AND CERTIFICATION
AVERAGE SALARY
Age Range

All

No CMA
or CPA

CMA

CPA

19-29

[73]

$ 61,070 $ 55,781 $ 62,295 $ 63,629

30-39

[315]

$ 85,911 $ 74,037 $ 88,305 $ 82,131

40-49

[491]

$ 98,966 $ 85,479 $109,177 $ 96,007

50-59

[406]

$102,224 $ 80,953 $106,043 $116,463

[93]

$106,748 $101,204 $118,260 $107,429

[1,378]

$ 86,375 $ 79,217 $102,429 $ 98,600

60 and over
All

AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION
19-29

[73]

$ 65,538 $ 58,857 $ 70,045 $ 64,662

30-39

[315]

$ 97,072 $ 83,556 $ 93,324 $ 92,475

40-49

[491]

$121,650 $ 99,103 $135,444 $114,302

50-59

[406]

$123,297 $ 92,872 $125,674 $141,408

[93]

$135,023 $138,950 $151,590 $127,569

[1,378]

$114,447 $ 91,804 $121,309 $118,898

60 and over
All

Number of responses shown in brackets.

directly to CEO/Board” is about equal. If this is the case,
then more men than women have higher-ranking positions, leading to higher compensation figures.

COMPENSATION AND CERTIFICATION
This year, 67% of the population reported holding a professional certification of some type (CMA, CFM, CPA,
etc.). These individuals had an average salary of $102,393
and average total compensation of $123,662. The 33% of
respondents without a certification had an average salary
of $80,738 and average total compensation of $94,191.
The respective differences of $21,655 and $29,471 are statistically significant, which is consistent with prior years.
Table 6, which examines compensation by age and certification, indicates how important a professional certification is over the long term of an accountant’s career.
Notice that the compensation of those with a CMA or
CPA or both CMA/CPA certifications earn more than
those with no certification for every age category but
one—in the 60+ category. Those without a certification
have a higher average total compensation than CPAs (but
not CMAs or both CMA/CPA). This is also consistent
with prior years. One possible reason for this anomaly is
that some CPAs in public accounting may take early
retirement while in their 50s. There aren’t enough CFMs
to include in Table 6 without compromising confidentiality, but we can report that the average salary and average

total compensation of those with the
CFM are $102,704 and $126,000,
respectively. One thing to remember,
however, is that many of these individBoth CMA
and CPA
uals are very likely CMAs as well and
thus have at least two professional
$ 73,000
certifications.
$107,641
In the past, there has been no pattern
$104,075
as
to whether CMAs or CPAs had high$112,764
er average compensation figures, and
$111,874
the difference was never significant
$107,120
between the two certifications. This
year, however, the compensation of
CMAs exceeds that of CPAs in four of
$ 78,571
the five age categories for average total
$123,393
compensation—the exception being
$130,256
50-59. As in the past, any statistical sig$141,622
nificance is due to certification vs. no
$139,896
certification and not to one profession$131,769
al certification over the other.
If we look at certification and no certification by gender, the theme is the
same as in prior years: Women and men who hold a professional certification earn more than their counterparts
with no certification. For instance, the average compensation for men with any certification is greater than that for
men with no certification (average salary: $108,654 vs.
$87,480; average total compensation: $134,864 vs.
$104,605). The same is true for women with and without
certification (average salary: $88,802 vs. $69,383; average
total compensation: $99,346 vs. $76,652). These differences in compensation by certification and no certification are statistically significant. Though men with a
certification earn more than women with a certification,
any statistical difference is due to certification and not to
an interaction of certification and gender.

COMPENSATION AND DEGREES
Generally speaking, those with degrees earn more than
those without degrees, and those with advanced degrees
earn more than those with just a baccalaureate degree.
Table 7 bears this out. Only 1% of the sample has no
degree, and the average compensation for the other 99%
is greater. As has been true in prior years, the average
compensation of those without advanced degrees is less
than those with advanced degrees. These differences in
compensation by degree are statistically significant.
Those with master’s degrees actually earn more than
those with doctorate degrees for both compensation
June 2007
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Table 7: COMPENSATION BY HIGHEST DEGREE OBTAINED
Average
Salary

Highest Degree

Less than baccalaureate $ 67,548

$ 72,431

[17]

Baccalaureate

$ 87,996

$103,962

[770]

Master’s

$103,399

$126,036

[710]

Doctorate

$100,887

$110,916

[63]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

figures—the fourth year in a row that this has occurred
with respect to average total compensation. Those with
doctorates primarily work in academe, where large raises
generally don’t occur and the opportunities for additional
compensation are almost nonexistent (except for summer
teaching).
There was virtually no change from 2005 to 2006 in
average salary for those without a degree, those with a
baccalaureate, and those with a doctorate—only those
with a master’s degree had an increase (5%) from last
year. The result for average total compensation is similar:
The average total compensation increased 9% for those
with master’s degrees, increased only 2.1% for those with
baccalaureate degrees, and was virtually unchanged for
those without degrees and for those with doctorates.
Thus, the differences in compensation between 2005 and
2006 aren’t statistically significant.

COMPENSATION BY ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE
As in prior years, we looked at average salary by two
organizational size factors—number of employees at one
location (referred to as “location”) and number of people
employed by the entire organization (referred to as “organization”). Both comparisons are presented in Table 8.
The largest two average salary figures with respect to
location are found in the two biggest categories (2,5004,999 and 5,000+ people). These categories also have the
fewest observations. The most observations are in the
range with the third-highest average salary (100-499 people). In terms of the entire organization size, the 100-499
people category is the highest, but three of the next four
are all within $1,000 (500-999; 1,000-2,499; 5,000+).
Whether by location or organization, there has never
been a definitive pattern as to which size category has the
highest average salary.
The average salary by size category tends to increase as
compared to 2005. Only three location-size and two
organization-size categories had decreases in average
salary (for location: 1-9, 1,000-2,499, and 5,000+ people;
for entire organization: 1-9 and 1,000-2,499 people). All
30
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Table 8: SALARY BY LOCATION AND ORGANIZATION SIZE

Average Total
Compensation
Number of People

Employed at
Location
Average
Salary

Employed in
Entire Organization
Average
Salary

1 to 9

$ 90,103 [107]

$87,912

[73]

10 to 24

$ 91,569 [110]

$84,718

[63]

25 to 99

$ 89,393 [337]

$88,029 [188]

100 to 499

$ 98,165 [511]

$98,576 [320]

500 to 999

$ 95,109 [164]

$97,654 [119]

1,000 to 2,499

$ 96,268 [152]

$97,926 [138]

2,500 to 4,999

$107,424

[74]

$92,014 [130]

5,000 plus

$ 99,148

[85]

$97,709 [514]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

of the other size categories had increases in average salary
ranging from a low of 0.8% (organization size: 5,000+
people) to a high of 21.1% (organization size: 10 to 24
people). None of these changes in average salary is statistically significant.
Table 9 presents the average compensation by SIC area.
The highest-ranking industry for both compensation figures also has the fewest respondents: agriculture, forestry,
and fisheries. This average could be influenced by just a
couple of people with large compensation packages. Outside of the nonclassifiable category, the next highest
industry for both compensation measures is finance,
insurance, and real estate, which generally ranks near the
top. Public accounting is grouped with all of the service
industries, but it would rank fourth in average salary and
third in average total compensation if considered on its
own (again excluding nonclassifiable).
Table 10 presents the average compensation for the six
business structures that best describe the respondents’
employers. The distribution among these six business
structures hasn’t varied more than 2% in the three years
(since 2004) this information has been collected. Thus,
the largest proportion of IMA members works for publicly traded corporations (41.5%), followed by privately
held corporations (29.1%). As in 2004 and 2005, the
largest average salary and total compensation figures are
for those who work in partnerships, and the smallest
average compensation figures are in family-owned corporations. All of the average compensation figures
increased in 2006 as compared to 2005 (range of 0.3%6.7% for average salary and 0.8%-15.5% for average total
compensation) except for both compensation figures for
proprietorships (decreases of 11.1% for average salary
and 9.8% for average total compensation) and average

Table 9: COMPENSATION BY SIC AREA
Average
Salary

SIC

Average Total
Compensation

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries

$111,158

$145,200

[8]

Mining

$101,576

$118,024

[17]

Contract Construction

$ 92,672

$116,721

[53]

Manufacturing

$ 97,852

$117,524

[537]

Transportation, Communications,
and Utility Services

$ 95,690

$115,891

[104]

Wholesale and Retail Trade

$ 88,209

$102,443

[114]

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate $102,360

$124,258

[145]

Services (all)

$ 93,532

$113,430

[433]

Medical/Health services

$ 91,755

$107,403

[84]

Educational services

$ 83,503

$ 89,395

[102]

Public Accounting

$101,032

$123,201

[87]

$ 96,494

$114,320

[167]

Government

Other service SIC codes

$ 79,096

$ 81,484

[87]

Nonclassifiable

$104,246

$119,982

[48]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

Table 10: COMPENSATION AND BUSINESS STRUCTURE
Average
Salary

Average
Total
Compensation

Proprietorship

$ 85,940

$ 98,716

[29]

Partnership

$107,587

$132,569

[73]

Subchapter S Corporation

$ 97,388

$127,972

[204]

Family-Owned Corporation

$ 84,715

$ 96,197

[107]

Privately Held Corporation

$ 93,048

$109,633

[408]

Publicly Traded Corporation $ 99,882

$119,844

[582]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

salary for partnerships (decrease of 1.2%). None of these
changes is considered statistically significant.

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
The average household income in 2006 for all members is
$139,740, which represents an increase of only 1.6% from
2005, an amount that isn’t statistically significant. The
household income is $146,526 for male members and
$126,220 for female members. This difference in average
household income between women and men is statistically significant. Interestingly, the household income of male
members increased 3.6% in 2006, and the household
income of female members decreased 3.3%. Neither of
these changes is statistically significant.
Of the 81% of respondents who are married, more
men than women are married (86% vs.71%, almost iden-

tical to 2005), and more spouses of female members
are employed outside the home (82%) than those of
male members (60%), also very similar to last year
(84% vs. 60%). The average compensation of the
spouses of female members is $71,220, but the average compensation of the spouses of male members is
only $46,605. The difference in average compensation
between the spouses of female and male members is
statistically significant, but the dollar amounts, which
are only a little more than 2% greater than the
amounts reported last year, aren’t considered statistically significant.
The average household income for married members in 2006 is $150,574, which is only about $500
more than last year—a difference that isn’t statistically significant. The average household income for
married men ($154,028) represents an increase of
3.3% over last year, and the average household
income for married women ($142,221) decreased
6.5%—both are statistically significant changes from
2005. The higher average household income for married
men compared to married women is consistent with 2004
but the opposite of last year. Also, the difference between
the household income of married men and women in
both 2004 and 2005 wasn’t statistically significant. In
2006, however, it is. The household income of married
members with children ($152,322) is greater than that of
married members with no children ($147,123), consistent
with last year. The single-income married members with
no children are on average older (eight years for women;
11 years for men) than those with children. In terms of
experience, as measured by years in the field, the average
of single-income members with and without children is
almost identical—though single-income male members
with children have approximately two additional years of
experience than females, and the single-income female
members without children have five more years of experience than their male counterparts.
Every year we compare the average household income
of married members by gender, single and dual income,
and children and no children. Looking at married members without considering gender or children, it’s no surprise that dual-income married couples earn more than
single-income married couples ($163,461 vs. $133,215),
and, obviously, this difference is statistically significant.
When gender is examined, single-income married male
members have a higher average household income
($143,018) than single-income married female members
($96,103)—a difference of almost $47,000. This statistiJune 2007
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cally significant difference again illustrates the gender gap
in compensation. Though the average salary of dualincome married male members ($164,045) is greater than
that of dual-income married female members ($162,397),
the difference of about $1,650 isn’t statistically significant.
Figure 6 summarizes the dual- vs. single-income comparisons by gender and by children. As in the past, the
single-household income of married female members is
considerably less than the single-household income of
married male members in total (as mentioned above) as
well as for those with and without children. This is very
consistent with prior years, and these differences in
household income between single-income by gender with
children (approximately $50,000) and no children
(approximately $40,000) are statistically significant—yet
another example of the gender gap.
The figures for dual-income married members, however, are different. The dual income of married male members by gender is much closer because the spouses of
female members earn more than the spouses of male
members, thus balancing out some of the differences. The
household income of dual-income female members
($162,397) is $1,648 less than that of dual-income male
members ($164,045), a difference that isn’t statistically
significant. This is the same as it was in 2004 and the
opposite of last year. The average salary of male DINKs—
dual-income, no kids—is over $10,000 greater than that
of female DINKs ($165,303 vs. $154,670). This difference
is about $4,000 larger than last year and is statistically significant. Interestingly, the average salary of DINKs—male
and female members combined—is less than that of the
dual-income members with children ($161,159 vs.
$164,710). Since DINKs are on average approximately
five years older and have about three more years of experience (as measured by years in field) than dual-income

members with children, it seems likely that they are
“empty nesters” who may have more leisure desires now
that their children are grown.

COMPENSATION BY REGION, RESPONSIBILITY,
AND POSITION

Table 11 divides the 50 states and Washington, D.C., into
seven geographical regions. The average salary and standard deviation are given for each state (when there are
sufficient observations) and the seven regions. The
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions ranked first and second in average salary, while the South and Midwest were
the two lowest. Five of the regions showed increases in
average salary (Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, South, Midwest,
and Mountain) ranging from 2% (Northeast) to 11.3%
(Mountain). The West Coast had virtually no change, and
the Plains region, which ranked first last year, decreased
4.2%. None of these changes in average salary by region is
significant in 2006.
Tables 12 and 13 present compensation data by
responsibility areas and position. The data in Table 12
represent the respondent’s characterization of the
responsibility area that best fits his or her job. The
responsibilities are ordered from high to low according
to average salary. Table 13 classifies the 40 job titles into
four management levels and academe (“other” has its
own category). Job titles are difficult to classify because
the responsibilities and/or duties vary among business
organizations.
General management has the highest average salary
and average total compensation in Table 12, the same as
in 2005. In fact, the top five responsibilities in 2006 are
the same as the top five in 2005—the only difference is
that finance and public accounting switched places. In
average total compensation, five of the top six responsibility areas are identical to 2005,
Figure 6: AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF MARRIED MEMBERS
with corporate accounting replacing taxation this year.
Women
Men
The amounts for average salary
Dual Income
and average total compensation in
Table 13 represent the averages for
Dual Income, No Kids
the various positions in each classiDual Income, with Kids
fication. Note that compensation
increases with rank. Last year we
Single Income
reported that average compensaSingle Income, No Kids
tion increased for top management, decreased for senior and
Single Income with Kids
lower-/entry-level management,
$0
$30,000
$60,000
$90,000
$120,000
$150,000
$180,000
and was virtually unchanged for
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Table 11: AVERAGE SALARY BY STATE
Average
Salary

Standard
Deviation

Plains Region

$96,352

$43,335

[97]

Northeast Region

$101,247

$38,176

[77]

Kansas

88,473

34,193

[15]

Connecticut

108,789

54,369

[22]

Nebraska

76,728

17,999

[9]

84,114

26,605

[7]

*

*

[2]

Massachusetts

104,120

27,899

[34]

95,722

33,784

[9]

New Hampshire

78,833

14,798

[6]

*

*

[2]

117,690

42,535

[4]

82,512

32,391

[4]

Maine

Rhode Island
Vermont
Mid-Atlantic Region

North Dakota
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Texas
Mountain Region

$104,037

$48,281

[271]

Delaware

93,247

28,442

[6]

Maryland

125,998

40,372

[10]

Idaho

New Jersey

113,988

54,520

[55]

Montana

New York

104,673

45,692

[59]

Nevada

92,664

46,389

[87]

New Mexico

111,024

48,328

[47]

Utah

*

*

[3]

69,400

25,340

[4]

$92,882

$37,036

[301]

Alabama

87,053

20,270

[23]

Arkansas

86,360

22,811

[5]

Hawaii

Florida

99,364

39,063

[55]

Georgia

100,724

51,323

[48]

Kentucky

77,751

24,315

[22]

Louisiana

83,791

14,845

[11]

Mississippi

64,635

11,520

[6]

North Carolina

97,155

34,473

[60]

Pennsylvania
Virginia
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
South Region

South Carolina

89,821

37,273

[31]

Tennessee

89,749

35,202

[40]

Midwest Region

$90,234

$52,218

[489]

Illinois

93,687

38,119

[62]

Indiana

79,510

34,653

[48]

Iowa

81,038

58,117

[26]

Michigan

86,763

37,604

[99]

Minnesota

89,517

37,109

[64]

Missouri

96,868

42,173

[40]

Ohio

91,324

41,003

[84]

Wisconsin

98,893

52,218

[66]

middle management. The same exact result occurred this
year. Top management had increases of 3% in average
salary and 14.2% in average total compensation, while
senior management decreased 11.5% and 11.1%, respectively, and lower-/entry-level management decreased
11.1% and 10.4%, respectively. The average salary and
average total compensation for academe increased 10.3%

Arizona

103,011

48,608

[60]

$95,156

$45,319

[92]

96,472

40,437

[25]

104,375

47,956

[24]

77,314

36,566

[7]

105,000

38,079

[4]

98,882

70,269

[12]

92,950

46,362

[4]

82,357

30,941

[14]

*

*

[2]

$97,135

$38,748

[166]

*

*

[2]

106,490

46,275

[95]

83,250

27,097

[4]

Oregon

89,322

16,133

[28]

Washington

82,075

20,974

[37]

Colorado

Wyoming
West Coast Region
Alaska
California

*Number of responses shown in brackets.
*Data not reported to protect confidentiality.

Table 12: COMPENSATION BY RESPONSIBILITY AREA
Average
Salary

Average Total
Compensation

General Management

$118,239

$157,338

[226]

Information Systems

$104,345

$122,908

[40]

Finance

$104,234

$127,289

[207]

Public Accounting

$100,577

$127,130

[62]

Internal Auditing

$ 95,237

$111,362

[32]

Corporate Accounting

$ 95,173

$113,643

[422]

Risk Management

$ 93,357

$108,891

[15]

Budgeting and Planning

$ 92,246

$103,679

[84]

Taxation

$ 89,261

$ 99,054

[23]

Education

$ 82,487

$ 89,322

[81]

Government Accounting

$ 79,655

$ 83,203

[49]

Cost Accounting

$ 78,864

$ 88,890

[112]

General Accounting

$ 76,141

$ 83,278

[187]

*

*

*

Personnel Accounting

*Number of responses shown in brackets.
*Data not reported to protect confidentiality.
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Table 13: COMPENSATION BY POSITION

Top-Level Management

Average
Salary

Average Total
Compensation

$124,111

$165,882

[330]

Middle Management

Average Total
Compensation

$ 91,931

$105,215

[552]

Executive Vice President

181,500

215,050

[10]

Director

113,357

135,782

[85]

Partner

144,355

188,491

[11]

Divisional Controller

101,703

123,603

[84]

General Manager

94,490

111,674

[24]

Manager

88,191

97,472

[200]

Plant Controller

87,315

97,622

[63]

Asst. Corporate Controller

82,337

91,553

[40]

Senior Vice President

136,760

204,627

[15]

Chief Financial Officer

123,782

160,321

[207]

Chief Executive Officer

120,169

160,119

[13]

Corporate Treasurer

114,667

196,689

[9]

Owner

114,516

154,712

[51]

Supervisor

70,010

74,875

[26]

President

105,530

206,425

[10]

Chief Accountant

68,260

74,204

[26]

97,439

113,767

[4]

General Supervisor

68,000

72,875

[4]

*

*

Lower Management/Entry Level $ 66,723

$ 71,838

[262]

Corporate Secretary
Principal
Chair of the Board

*

*

*

Senior Management

$ 98,768

$118,321

[281]

Vice President

125,269

165,584

[60]

Financial Analyst

Divisional Vice President

115,000

129,075

[4]

Senior Accountant

Consultant

110,099

116,687

[17]

Staff Accountant

Assistant Vice President

106,446

124,673

[11]

Economist

[189]

Corporate Controller

*

88,546

102,866

Group Vice President

*

*

*

Group President

*

*

*

and 5.3%, respectively, which is inconsistent with the
SIC data in Table 9—but it’s likely that some positions in
the educational services area in Table 9 wouldn’t be considered academic positions in Table 13.

Systems Analyst

84,333

88,375

[12]

Auditor

81,828

90,207

[24]

72,628

77,700

[89]

63,796

68,805

[89]

49,245

53,274

[48]

*

*

Programmer

ALTERNATIVE CAREER PATHS
Figure 7 shows the proportion of respondents who
would be interested in reducing the hours they worked
and taking a corresponding reduction in compensation.
While the percent of respondents interested in this option
is one of the lowest reported (35%), it’s consistent with
the data (range of 35%-45%) of the past 10 years. The
mean reduction in hours/compensation was 17%, up
from the past two years but within the range (15.7%17.3%) that has been experienced over the past 10 years.
Figure 7 also shows the applicable percentage breakdown by gender. It indicates that the reduction in
hours/compensation is more relevant for women (43%)
than men (31%) and that the mean reduction for women
(17.4%) is also greater than that for men (16.5%). These
differences by gender are consistent with prior years, and
the percentage of women and men interested in a reduction in hours/compensation is within the ranges experienced in prior years. Last year, for example, 46% of
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*

*

*

$ 80,634

$ 87,272

[86]

Professor

99,433

108,622

[18]

Department Chair

97,450

108,950

[6]

Assistant Professor

79,060

86,317

[15]

Associate Professor

74,107

78,885

[23]

Instructor

73,573

81,650

[13]

Administrator

64,836

65,991

[11]

Academic Positions

Dean
Other

34

Average
Salary

*

*

$ 74,554

$ 81,501

*

*
[24]

Number of responses shown in brackets.
* Data not reported to protect confidentiality.

women and 28% of men were interested. The mean
reduction for women in 2006, however, is the lowest that
it has ever been in 10 years (17.8%-19.5%), and the mean
reduction for men is not only higher than last year
(15.8%), but it’s the highest it has ever been (14%-15.8%
in the previous 10 years).
The reduction in hours/compensation is more popular
with single/divorced members (42%) than with married
members (38%), while the mean reduction is greater for
married members (17.1%) than for single/divorced members (16.5%). Neither of these differences is statistically
significant. Looking at the married members more closely, the reduction in hours/compensation is most popular
with the DINKs (41%), followed by the single-income,
no-children married members (37%). The largest mean

reduction is for the single-income, no-children married
members at 19.9% (which also ranked first in 2005 at
21.2%), followed by the DINKs at 18.6%.
When age is examined, the interest in a reduction of
hours/compensation starts at 36% for the 20-29 age category and then drops a percentage point in each of the
next three categories, with a low of 33% for the 50-59 age
group. Last year, the 60+ age category was the lowest of
the five age categories. This year, 42% of the respondents
in the category were interested. The mean reductions for
the four youngest categories range from a low of 15.4%
(30-39) to a high of 17% (20-29), but the 60+ age category had a mean reduction of 24.4% (median was 20%).
Those in lower-/entry-level management are least interested (30%) in a reduction of hours/compensation, and
those in middle management are the most interested
(40%). Respondents in top management who are interested, however, have the highest mean reduction percentage (19.5%). The lowest mean reduction is found in
middle management (15.1%). This may seem to indicate
that those in top management are comfortable with their
earnings level and that earnings aren’t as important to
them now that they have made this level.
Figure 8 shows the interest in a career path allowing
more flexible (rigid) commitments that result in slower
(faster) career advancement. This year, 57% of respondents believe that this career option is relevant. This is the
lowest level ever. The range over the previous 10 years has
been 60%-65%, and the prior low was in 2004. More
women than men consider this career option to be relevant (64% vs. 54%). While this is consistent with prior
years, it is much lower than last year’s numbers (68% vs.
58%). The differences in women vs. men and the changes
from 2005 to 2006 are statistically significant. Age is
another relevant issue: 78% of the respondents in the 2029 age range consider the flexible/rigid career path relevant. This decreases for every age, reaching a low of 27%
in the 60+ age range. This decreasing interest by age
range is consistent with prior years. This year, 60% of single members think the flexible/rigid career path is relevant, which is the same as last year, and only 57% of the
married members find the flexible/rigid career path relevant, which is considerably less than last year (63%).
Thus, having more single members than married members interested in this option represents a turnaround
from last year. Married members with children think that
the flexible/rigid career path is more relevant than those
with no children. Dual-income members with children
think the flexible/rigid career path is most relevant

(64%), followed by the single-income members with children in second (60%), the DINKs third (50%), and
single-income, no children with the lowest interest
(41%).
Figure 8 also shows the proportion of members who
favor the flexible path that results in slower career advancement (as opposed to the rigid career path). The average for
all respondents is 81%, which is the same as 2004 and
down one percentage point from 2005. More women than
men favor the more flexible/slower career path (86% vs.
78%), which is consistent with prior years (women: 81%89%; men: 72%-79%). While most of the members favor
the flexible/slower career path, those at the younger age
ranges find it less attractive—only 58% of those in the 2029 age category want the flexible/slower career path, while
everyone in the 60+ category would like it. From this, we
might conclude that those who are older—and in the
workforce the longest—just aren’t as interested “in climbFigure 7: REDUCE HOURS AND COMPENSATION
50%
Men
40%
Women
30%

All

20%

10%

0%

Yes, reduce hours/compensation

Average Percentage Reduction

Figure 8: FLEXIBLE VS. RIGID CAREER PATH
Men
100%
Women
80%

All

60%

40%

20%

0%

Relevant Consideration

Flexible Career Path
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Table 14: AVERAGE SALARY BY MANAGEMENT LEVEL, CERTIFICATION, EDUCATION, AND GENDER
TOP MANAGEMENT
Women
Baccalaureate

$ 94,939 [28]

No CMA or CPA

SENIOR MANAGEMENT

Men

Women

$124,025 [122]

CMA

105,400

[5]

117,791

[21]

74,071

[7]

97,579

[27]

CPA

*

*

121,994

[42]

97,293

[10]

129,406

[14]

101,788

[8]

152,493

[30]

75,365

[6]

96,527

[22]

$126,724 [29]

No CMA or CPA
CMA

$ 93,050 [40]

85,114

[32]

$113,351 [94]

91,875

[8]

129,815

[24]

88,470

[14]

103,121

[25]

[6]

139,979

[45]

96,303

[14]

113,478

[32]

*

*

150,050

[17]

84,840

[5]

100,313

[15]

136,267

[15]

128,045

[38]

101,571

[7]

133,680

[22]

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT
Women
Baccalaureate

[17]

149,333

CPA
Both CMA and CPA

$135,735 [124]

73,139

$ 97,827 [95]

[15]

Both CMA and CPA

[29]

$ 79,675 [40]

87,800

Master's

102,031

Men

ENTRY-LEVEL MANAGEMENT

Men

$ 79,021 [121]

Women

$ 84,970 [281]

Men

$ 59,469 [65]

$ 64,286 [78]

No CMA or CPA

69,798

[45]

74,907 [115]

51,371

[38]

61,178

[40]

CMA

79,959

[32]

89,320

71,651

[14]

71,991

[19]

[62]

CPA

81,953

[21]

88,418

[52]

65,550

[6]

61,083

[6]

Both CMA and CPA

93,085

[23]

98,588

[52]

73,857

[7]

64,069

[13]

Master's

$ 94,171 [70]

No CMA or CPA

$103,282 [170]

$ 69,169 [41]

$ 79,300 [50]

83,281

[20]

96,696

[57]

57,770

[17]

69,893

[18]

CMA

101,282

[23]

109,754

[60]

72,814

[7]

83,656

[22]

CPA

87,593

[9]

93,147

[12]

64,000

[6]

*

*

100,472

[18]

105,934

[41]

87,287

[11]

86,651

[10]

Both CMA and CPA

Number of responses shown in brackets.
* Data not reported to protect confidentiality.

ing the corporate ladder.” The proportion of married
members wanting the flexible career path is greater than
single members (84% vs. 67%), similar to the proportions
last year (82% vs. 70%). The proportion of single-income
without children members desiring the flexible path is
greater than those with children (82% vs. 80%), and the
opposite is evident for dual-income married members—
the proportion for those with children is greater than for
DINKs (90% vs. 78%).

AVERAGE SALARY PROFILE
There have been four common variables that we have discussed in these salary surveys as having an impact on
compensation: degree, certification, management level,
and gender. Table 14 presents average salary data for these
four variables so that you can make casual comparisons
with others who may share similar characteristics. Please
keep in mind that these are subsets from the entire population, and not all attributes affecting salary are represent36
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ed. For instance, if you are in middle management with a
master’s degree and a CMA, you would compare yourself
to either the 23 women who earn an average salary of
$101,282 or the 60 men who earn an average of $109,754.
Up to 40 different comparisons can be made with the
data in Table 14, providing all the cells have data. This
year there are three cells where the data have been excluded to protect confidentiality, so there can only be a maximum of 37 comparisons. If individuals have the same
characteristics, then you would expect them to have the
same average salary. This table illustrates the salary gap
because there are only four cases out of the 37 comparisons where the average salary for women exceeds that of
men: top management with a master’s degree and CMA,
entry-level management with a baccalaureate degree and
CPA, entry-level management with a baccalaureate degree
and both CMA/CPA, and entry-level management with a
master’s degree and both CMA/CPA.
We would expect that someone with a master’s degree

Table 15: ESTIMATING A SALARY LEVEL FOR IMA MEMBERS

CALCULATING AN AVERAGE SALARY
vey, we provided members with an opportunity to

Start with this base figure

calculate an estimated average salary employing

If you are TOP-level management

some of the significant demographic variables

OR

examined in this article. Table 15 presents the
important variables from this year’s results:
management level, years in field, degree, and
certification. There are separate calculations for
men and women. This year the regression pre-

$70,449

$60,139

25,484

17,405

If you are ENTRY-level management

SUBTRACT 24,475

16,612

Number of years in the field _____

TIMES

If you have an advanced degree

ADD

ADD

702

738

11,473

13,607

If you have no degree

SUBTRACT 27,283

from the past two years (19% in 2005 and 20%

If you hold the CMA

ADD

14,874

in 2004), while the regression predicts 33% of

OR

the variability for women, which is considerably

If you hold the CPA

ADD

12,320

ADD

18,128

and 20% in 2004 and 2003). The regression values presented in Table 15 are generated from

Your
Calculation

OR

dicts 25% of the variability for men, which is up

higher than the past three years (22% in 2005

Women

Men

In 1989, the first year of this annual salary sur-

11,474

OR
If you hold both CMA and CPA

what members reported for 2006, and any gen-

18,538

Your Estimated Salary Level

der differences are embedded in the data.
Please note that any “average salary” calculated
for an individual should not be used to justify a
salary—they are the results of this year’s data and not a guide of what

been in your field times the given factor ($702 for men and $738 for

to pay an individual.

women), then add the factor for an advanced degree. If you are a

To calculate your own personal salary, start with the base amount

male and have no degree, you would subtract a value (there’s no

for your gender. Then either add or subtract values for each of the

deduction for women without a degree). The final step is adding the

separate variables as they apply to you. For instance, you would start

value for certification. Note that men have a choice of three values

with the management-level factor, adding an amount for top-level

(CMA, CPA, or both CMA/CPA), while women have a choice of two

management or subtracting an amount for entry-level management

values (CMA or both CMA/CPA). The total of the base figure plus or

(there’s no amount to add/subtract if you are in middle or senior

minus the additional four factors should yield you your own “average

management). Next, add the product of the number of years you have

salary” from the 2006 data.

would have a higher average salary than an individual
with just a baccalaureate, yet there are five situations this
year where the average salary for those with a baccalaureate degree is greater than for those with a master’s degree:
top-management men with both CMA/CPA, seniormanagement women and men with a CPA, entry-level
women with a CPA, and entry-level women with both
CMA/CPA.
It would also be natural to expect that individuals with
a certification would have a higher average salary than
their counterparts with no certification, but there are
three cases where this isn’t the case: top-management
men with both CMA/CPA, senior-management women
with a CPA, and middle-management men with a CPA.

WHAT ABOUT ETHICS?
During 2005, IMA revised its statement on ethical standards and gave it a new title—”Statement of Ethical Professional Practice.” This year, 81% of the respondents
indicated that they were familiar with the revised standards, up from 78% last year. In prior years, about 90%
of the respondents had indicated their familiarity with
the IMA’s ethical standards. Rather than suggesting a
drop in ethical conduct, this decrease most likely means
that many of the members haven’t become familiar with
the new statement.
Slightly more respondents (72%) reported that their
employers have a code of ethics than in the past two years
(71%), and 38% of employers have implemented an
June 2007
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ethics code since 2002. Interestingly, two respondents
reported that their employers had a code of ethics that
had been implemented in 1775 and 1789.
We asked if employers had taken any action with
respect to their ethics codes since the accounting-related
frauds of 2002. This year, 37% of the respondents
reported that there were either no revisions or no significant revisions or emphasis in their codes since 2002
(40% last year). Thus, 63% of the respondents’ employers have taken some kind of action since 2002—either
minor or major revisions to their ethics code or an
increased emphasis on ethical standards. When this statistic was examined with respect to the respondents’
business structure (refer to Table 10), 81% of those
working in public companies had taken some action on
ethical standards. None of the remaining business structures was over 60% (partnership was the highest at 58%,
and Subchapter S was lowest at 39%). This difference in
action by business structure is statistically significant. We
also examined the organization size (refer to Table 7) on
this same issue, and action on ethical standards basically
increased with organization size. Of the organizations
with 5,000 or more employees, 79% took some kind of
action. The difference in action with respect to organization size is also statistically significant. We also looked at
SIC area, and the action on ethical standards varied from
a high of 84% (mining) to a low of 47% (contract construction). The differences by SIC area weren’t statistically significant.

SOME OBSERVATIONS
There’s no doubt that certification is an important factor
in determining compensation. This year the differences in
average salary and average total compensation for those
with and without certification were more than $21,000
and $29,000, respectively. The importance of certification
is further exemplified in Table 14 (Average Salary by
Management Level, Certification, Education, and Gender) as well as in Table 15 (Estimating a Salary Level),
where a member possessing an accounting certification
can add an increment of approximately $11,000-$18,000
annually. If this salary differential follows a professional
accountant throughout his or her career—and Table 6
seems to reflect it does—think of the economic impact
this has on a career that spans 30-40 years.
As in prior years, we have devoted a great deal of space
to the disparity of average compensation by gender in an
attempt to determine why it occurs. Unfortunately, we are
probably no closer now than we were 18 years ago. Forty
38
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years ago there weren’t as many women earning business
degrees or entering accounting. This has changed considerably over the past 20-25 years, as can be seen in the
fact that there are more women in the lower-/entry- and
middle-management positions, while men seem to dominate the senior- and top-management positions. The
women in the lower-/middle-management levels also are
younger and have fewer years in the field (i.e., they are less
experienced). Additionally, more women than men
favored the reduction in hours/compensation, were willing to accept a larger mean reduction in compensation,
and favored the flexible/slower career path.
At the same time, however, the differences in compensation by gender in the lower-/middle-management levels
are smaller than the differences in the senior-/topmanagement levels, the proportion of women is the
smallest in the two upper levels of management, and, as
we’ve noted several times, women seem to have fewer
opportunities for additional compensation.
So does this gap indicate a lag in the number of
women in the upper-management levels because historically there weren’t as many women pursuing business as a
career vocation and/or because women drop out before
they have worked long enough to progress to the upper
levels? Or is there a “glass ceiling” that deters many
women from progressing to the higher-management
levels? Unfortunately, these are questions that this salary
survey can’t answer from the data we have collected. ■
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