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As reported in the past several years, the 2005 salary survey again confirms
that it pays to be certified. Members who hold a certification such as Certified Management Accountant (CMA®), Certified Financial Manager
(CFM®), or Certified Public Accountant (CPA) earn more in average salary
and average compensation than those who aren’t certified. Certified individuals are not only more attractive to employers because of their expanded skill set and competencies, but employers are willing to pay more for
these individuals. This finding and more will be examined in detail in this
We also will make appropriate comparisons between this
year’s results and those of the prior 16 years to provide
insight, identify changes, and track trends regarding the
compensation and demographics of the IMA
membership.1
During 2005, 74% of the IMA members responding to

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 2005 to a random
sample of 4,905 IMA members selected to represent the U.S. membership of IMA geographically. The questionnaire packet included a return
envelope and a separate postcard to indicate whether the survey was
returned. In January 2006, a follow-up survey was sent to those who
hadn’t 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 expected return rates.
A total of 1,865 questionnaires was returned, yielding an overall
response rate of 38%. Of this number, there were 1,688 usable questionnaires representing 34% of the people 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.

the survey—the same percentage as last year—reported
receiving salary increments that ranged from as little as
$65 to as much as $75,000. The median value of the
salary increases was $4,000 ($3,500 in 2004), and the
average increase was $5,738, slightly larger than last year’s
average of $5,426.
Table 1 compares average compensation for the five
most recent salary surveys (2001-2005). All of the
amounts for average salary and average total compensation in 2005 are greater than they have ever been except
for the 20th percentile statistic. Although average salary
and average total compensation increased 1.9% and
2.9%, the increases aren’t statistically significant from last
year. This is the first time since 2000 that the average
compensation figures for IMA members haven’t increased
significantly.
Table 2 presents the demographics for the “average”
IMA member for 2005. This year the proportion of
women is the greatest it has ever been since this study was
initiated in 1989, and the difference in proportion is statistically significant.
The proportion of the population holding the CFM credential has increased to 8%. This difference from 2004 to
2005 is considered statistically significant, but the number of
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17th annual salary survey that we conducted for IMA.
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Table 1: COMPARISON OF UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR 2001-2005
20th

80th

Years
Range
Mean
Median
percentile percentile
people who hold the CFM is still too small to
Average Salary
conduct any further statistical analysis on this
2005 $10,000 to $640,000 $92,746
$84,550 $60,500 $116,450
variable.
2004 $ 9,600 to $415,000 $91,054
$83,000 $62,250 $114,000
The proportion of members who don’t
2003
$23,000
to
$560,000
$87,108
$79,900 $58,900 $107,000
have a baccalaureate degree is statistically
2002 $19,000 to $555,000 $83,235
$75,000 $55,000 $103,225
greater this year than last year, but this
2001
$12,000
to
$500,000
$79,019
$71,606 $52,000 $100,000
number represents only approximately 1%
Average Total Compensation
of the sample population (in prior years
2005 $23,000 to $677,400 $108,030
$91,823 $63,715 $136,500
this has been around 0.5%).
2004 $22,000 to $570,000 $104,944
$90,000 $65,000 $134,250
The number of years in the field for 2005
2003
$16,600
to
$603,000
$
99,620
$86,000 $61,275 $124,000
(18) is less than in the past two surveys, and
2002 $19,200 to $600,000 $ 94,165
$80,000 $58,000 $117,000
the change from 2004 to 2005 is statistically
2001
$20,000
to
$670,000
$
90,145
$77,930 $55,000 $113,000
significant.
The average number of children supported by all members in 2005 is down slightly
tion: The median value for the men is twice as large at
from 2004, and this difference from last year is statistical$11,000 as compared to $5,350 for the women. The mean
ly significant.
values are $22,407 for the men and $14,036 for women, a
difference that is statistically significant. Thus, as we
NATURE OF COMPENSATION MEASURES
begin our comparison of compensation differences
Salary, average salary, total compensation, and average
between men and women, we see that women are less
total compensation are the compensation terms we use
likely to receive additional compensation, and, when they
most frequently in this study. Salary and average salary
do, it is a lesser amount, which contributes to a genderare self-explanatory, but total compensation represents
related salary gap. What needs to be examined closely,
each member’s salary plus each member’s additional
however, is “why” women receive less additional compencompensation. Not all members will have additional
sation: Is it because they are women, or are there other
compensation, so this will lower the average total comreasons?
pensation amount because it includes some people with
no additional compensation.
Household income is similarly affected. This compenMALE/FEMALE COMPENSATION
sation measure represents the sum of the member’s
This year is the same as prior years with respect to the
salary, additional compensation, and spouse’s income, if
compensation differences between men and women: Men
any. For those members who are single, divorced, widearn more money. The average increase for the men who
owed, or married with a spouse who isn’t employed outreceived salary increments in 2005 was $6,162 as comside the home, household income would be the same as
pared to $5,028 for the women who reported receiving a
total compensation (salary plus additional compensation
salary increase, and this difference is statistically signifibut no spousal income).
cant. Salary increments are often stated as a percent of a
This year, 71% of the respondents received additional
person’s present salary; if the compensation between
compensation, up from 70% and 69% in 2004 and 2003,
women and men is different to begin with, then you
respectively (see Table 3 for the sources). The median
would expect the average increments to be statistically
amount of additional compensation for those providing a
significant. Such is the case with average salary. Men’s
value was $9,000, and the mean amounted to $19,514. The
average salary is greater than women’s ($100,428 vs.
clear majority of additional compensation comes from
$79,067), as are the additional compensation mentioned
bonuses (63%) and profit sharing (17%). None of the
previously ($22,402 vs. $14,036) and the average total
other six types of additional compensation is above 10%,
compensation ($118,125 vs. $90,051). All of these differwhich is consistent with the last two years’ data.
ences in compensation are statistically significant.
Men do much better than women with respect to addiThe bar graph in Figure 1 compares the average comtional compensation: They are more likely than women
pensation figures for 2005 against those of the prior four
to receive it (74% vs. 67%). But the real difference is in
years. The differences between men’s and women’s averthe median and mean values of the additional compensaage salary and average total compensation in 2005
36
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Table 2: “AVERAGE” IMA MEMBER
2005

2004

2003

2002

Median age

45

45

46

44

Female

36%

28%

33%

31%

Male

64%

72%

67%

69%

Baccalaureate

99%

99%

98%

98%

Advanced

47%

48%

49%

43%

5

5

6

5

Degrees

Years of experience
Current position
Current employer

9

9

10

9

18

19

19

18

80%

83%

81%

83%

Spouse employed outside home

67%

66%

67%

67%

Percent with children

58%

66%

62%

63%

1.3

1.4

1.3

1.3

In field
Family status
Married

Average number of children
Certification percentages
Any certification

66%

65%

69%

66%

CMA

45%

42%

48%

41%

CPA

36%

36%

39%

40%

CFM

8%

5%

6%

6%

Table 3: SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION
Sources

Number

Percentage

Bonus

779

63%

Profit sharing

211

17%

Other

100

8%

Car/car allowance

48

4%

Stock options

40

3%

Overtime

30

2%

Additional teaching

24

2%

401(K)/pension contribution

12

1%

1,244

100%

2001

percentages for last year of 81.8% and 79.3%.
Thus, these figures reveal that the gender gap still
exists, which we expected, but rather than getting
68%
smaller, as it was last year, the gap has increased.
To help explain why some of these monetary
98%
differences occur between male and female IMA
43%
members, we can highlight some of the gender
demographic differences shown in Table 2:
4
8
◆ Women members are younger than men (43
15.5
vs. 46), and this difference is statistically significant.
◆ While there is no statistical difference in
80%
the proportion of women and men with no
67%
degree, baccalaureate degree, or doctorate degree,
58%
the proportion of women vs. men with a master’s
1.2
degree (38% vs. 49%) is statistically significant.
◆ The proportion of women without profes63%
sional certification of any kind (40%) is greater
40%
than that of men (30%). Furthermore, this car37%
ries over to type of certification: A smaller num6%
ber of women hold the CPA (33% vs. 38%),
CMA (37% vs. 50%), and CFM (5% vs. 10%). All
of these differences are statistically significant.
◆ In terms of experience, women have been in the
field a shorter time than men (16 vs. 20 years, statistically
significant), have been with their employer a shorter time
(eight vs. nine years), and have had less time in their
position (four vs. six years).
◆ The proportion of women in both senior and middle management is close (56% women vs. 54% men), but
there are proportionately more women in entry-level
positions (25% vs. 15%, 18% overall) and proportionately fewer women in top-level positions (13% vs. 24%, 20%
overall).
42

32%

Figure 1: AVERAGE SALARY AND TOTAL COMPENSATION BY GENDER
amount to $21,081 and $27,923, which are larger than
last year and about the same differences that were reported in 2003. While the average salary and average total
compensation in 2005 as compared to 2004 increased for
both women and men, the increases for women were only
0.7% and 1.9%, respectively, while the percentage increases for the men for the same two measures were 4.3% and
5.8%. These compensation increases in 2005 are statistically significant for men but not for women—exactly the
opposite from last year. When women’s compensation is
stated as a percent of men’s, the percentage for average
salary is 79.0%, and the average total compensation is
76.3%—both of which are smaller than the respective
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Figure 2: PERCENTAGE OF MEN AND WOMEN IN SALARY RANGES
◆ Women support fewer children than men do (.83
vs. 1.35), and this percentage is statistically significant.
Figure 2 presents the percentage of men and women in
each of five salary ranges. Women dominate the three
lower ranges (up to $80,000), while men dominate the
two highest ranges (starting at $80,000). The cumulative
percentage of the women in the three lower ranges is just
under 62%, while just over 62% of the men are in the
two upper ranges—almost an equal flip-flop. This further
highlights that there is a gender gap in salaries within the
IMA membership. This year there are more women in the
sample (36% this year vs. 28% last year), and they are
younger and have been in the field fewer years than men.
All of these factors tend to add to the difference in average compensation between women and men and the lack
of statistical significance in any compensation change
from last year to this year.
Figure 3 compares men’s and women’s compensation
by five age categories. Note that the average salary and
average total compensation are greater for men than for
women in every age category. Last year, both compensation figures for the women in the 19-29 age category were
higher than for the men. While this isn’t the case this year,
women’s compensation stated as a percentage of men’s is
90% for both compensation figures, and the compensation of women is closest to that of the men in this age category. When women’s compensation is stated as a
percentage of men’s, the resulting percentage for average
total compensation for each age category is smaller than
the respective average salary percentage for every age category except 19-29 (equal at 90%) and 50-59 (79% salary
vs. 82% compensation). The fact that the percentage for
both average salary and average total compensation is the
same at 90% for the 19-29 age category suggests that
women and men may begin their careers on a relatively
level playing field with respect to average compensation.
Otherwise, the difference between the two percentage figures varies anywhere from 3% to 5%, and the average for
the entire population is a 2.7% difference (77.4% for average salary vs. 74.7% for average total compensation). This
means that, on average, women have less opportunity for
additional compensation than men do, as stated previously, and this is consistent with observations of prior years.
Another observation that isn’t evident from Figure 3 is
that the proportion of women in the first two, or
“younger,” age categories (19-29 and 30-39) represents
36% of the women in the sample. The proportion of
women in the last two, or “older,” categories (50-59 and
60+) represents only 27%; the proportion of men in
38
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Figure 3: AVERAGE SALARY AND TOTAL COMPENSATION BY
AGE AND GENDER
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these same two pairs of categories is 26% and 38%,
respectively. The proportion of women and men in the
40-49 age category is almost the same (35% vs. 37%).
Thus, overall, the women are younger than the men, and
the divergence of compensation between women and
men increases with age.
Table 4 compares women’s and men’s compensation by
years in the field. Compensation increases for all respondents for all years-in-field categories except that the average total compensation for women who have been in the
field more than 20 years is less than for women who have
been in the field 16-20 years. Also, men earn more than
women in every category. The last column of Table 4
shows women’s compensation as a percent of men’s. This
year, women’s average salary stated as a percent of men’s
is more than 84% for three years-in-field categories—1-5,
11-15, and 16-20—and the proportion of women in all
three of these categories is greater than the proportion of
men. In fact, the only category that has a greater proportion of men than women is more than 20 years in the
field (46% vs. 32%), and this category shows the most
difference in average compensation between men and
women. Thus, we can conclude that number of years in

Table 4: COMPENSATION COMPARISONS BY YEARS IN THE FIELD
Women

Men

All

Average Salary
1 to 5

$ 62,709

[78]

$ 73,571

[73]

$ 67,960

6 to 10

$ 68,873

[90]

$ 86,406 [156]

$ 78,089

11 to 15

$ 78,833 [124]

$ 92,768 [169]

$ 86,871

16 to 20

$ 85,822 [117]

$101,390 [191]

$ 94,576

More than 20 $ 86,693 [191]

$111,522 [493]

$104,581

Average Total Compensation
1 to 5

$ 71,555

[78]

$ 81,120

[73]

$ 76,179

6 to 10

$ 74,956

[90]

$ 95,000 [156]

$ 87,667

11 to 15

$ 88,488 [124]

$108,498 [169]

$100,029

16 to 20

$100,068 [117]

$120,184 [191]

$112,774

More than 20 $ 99,218 [191]

$133,222 [493]

$123,727

Number of responses shown in brackets.

the field is a contributing factor to the salary gap between
women and men.
Also, when women’s compensation is stated as a percent of men’s, the percent for average salary is greater
than that for average total compensation for every yearsin-field category except 1-5. The greatest divergence is in
11-15 and more than 20 years. This again indicates that
women have less opportunity for additional compensation the longer they are in the field. Of course, this may
also indicate that the gender gap began a long time ago
and is slowly being bridged.
In another statistic generated from Table 4, the average
age increases for both men and women in every years-infield category. The average ages of the women (starting
with the 1-5 category) are 30, 37, 40, 45, and 51, respectively, while the average ages for the men in the same order are
38, 39, 41, 44, and 53. Thus, women are slightly younger in
each years-in-field category except the 16-20 category,
where they are older than the men by about one year.
As noted previously, fewer women than men hold a
certification. When women’s compensation is stated as a

Women as
a percent
of men

percent of men’s, the percentage is higher
for those with certification than for those
without (average salary, 82.3% vs. 77.3%,
85.2%
respectively; average total compensation,
79.7%
80.4% vs. 74.5%, respectively). Notice that
85.0%
the percentage drops for average total com84.6%
pensation in both cases, reinforcing the
77.7%
notion that women have less opportunity
for additional compensation. Also, fewer
88.2%
women than men have master’s degrees.
78.9%
While a master’s degree does lead to increas81.6%
es in compensation (see Table 7 and related
83.3%
discussion), compensation for those with a
74.5%
master’s degree did not increase from 2004
to 2005. Thus, women who may have
obtained a master’s degree in the current year may not
have reaped this benefit—another variable that could add
to the salary gap.
Figure 4 reveals that proportionately more men are in
top- and senior-level positions, and proportionately more
women are in middle- or entry-level positions. While the
numbers are close for both the senior-management (19%
women vs. 20% men) and middle-management (37%
women vs. 34% men) positions, there are more men in
top-level positions, where the pay is higher, and more
women in entry-level positions, where the pay is going to
be lower. This has to impact women’s average compensation in a negative manner and contribute to the salary gap.
Now turn your attention to Figure 5, which presents
the average and total compensation by gender. All compensation figures increase with management level for
both genders, but average salary and average total compensation for women are less than that for men for all
four management levels. Furthermore, these differences
Figure 5: COMPENSATION BY MANAGEMENT LEVEL AND GENDER
$160,000

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

$ 63,491

$ 67,453

[130]

$ 85,285

$ 92,679

[201]

$ 76,725

$ 82,772

[331]

Some supervisory responsibility
but not head of a major department

$ 72,602

$ 82,434

[168]

$ 91,526

$103,692

[296]

$ 84,674

$ 95,995

[464]

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

$ 93,264

$112,049

[150]

$111,105

$133,880

[215]

$103,773

$124,908

[365]

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

$ 88,556

$101,339

[117]

$110,554

$136,074

[317]

$104,623

$126,710

[434]

Little or no supervisory responsibility
and report to CEO/Board

$ 70,843

$ 75,721

[38]

$ 99,570

$119,454

[43]

$ 86,093

$ 98,938

[81]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

by gender are statistically significant in 2005.
When women’s compensation is stated as a percentage
of men’s, the percentages are fairly constant across the
four management levels, ranging from 82.3% to 85.0%
for average salary and 79.2% to 84.0% for average total
compensation. The women are closest to the men in the
middle-management category (83.4% for average salary
and 83.0% for average total compensation)—one of the
two categories that proportionately has more women
than men (Figure 4). The next-closest category is the
entry-level category—the other category with proportionately more women than men—where the percentage
compensation figures are 83.6% for average salary and
81.7% for average total compensation. This appears consistent with Figure 3; there were more women in the 1929 and 30-39 age categories, the average compensation
figures were less but were closer to men in terms of compensation stated as a percentage of men’s compensation,
and people in these age categories would most likely be in
the entry-level and/or middle-management positions,
regardless of gender.
What is different this year, however, is that the women’s
average salary stated as a percentage of men’s is much less
than last year’s figures for entry-level management (84%
in 2005 compared to 90% in 2004) and senior management (83% in 2005 compared to 93% in 2004). Consequently, the shrinking salary gap in 2004 may not be true
this year. Furthermore, while the percentages of women’s
to men’s average salary and average total compensation
for all four management levels are close to each other this
year, the percentages for average total compensation are
less than average salary, giving further evidence that
women have less opportunity for additional compensation than men. The “Academic” and “Other” categories
that appear in Figure 4 were omitted from Figure 5 and
from the discussion because these two categories combined represent only 6% of the respondents and are very
40
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small when compared to the four management levels.
Table 5 shows the average compensation of the respondents based on their perceived level of supervisory
responsibility in their current position. The proportion of
women is less than that of men in one category: head a
major department and report directly to CEO/Board
(19% vs. 30%). The proportions are the same for the category of some supervisory responsibility but not head of
a major department (28%). In the other three supervisory positions, two of which have little or no supervisory
responsibility, the proportion of women exceeds that of
the men by 2.3% to 4.4%. Interestingly, proportionately
more women than men head a major department that
doesn’t report directly to the CEO or Board, but proportionately more men than women head a major department that does report directly to the CEO or Board.
Heading a department that doesn’t report to the
CEO/Board would most likely be considered a lesser
position, and the compensation for everyone—regardless
of gender—bears this out. Interestingly, this isn’t the case
for women for either average salary or average total compensation or for men for average salary, but it is for men
for average total compensation. Note that the compensation tends to increase with the level of supervisory
responsibility for everyone with one exception: The last
category (little or no supervisory responsibility and
report directly to the CEO/Board) earns more than the
second category (some supervisory responsibility). For
women, this is also true except that women who supervise a department not reporting to the CEO/Board, as
mentioned above, earn more than those who supervise a
department and report to the CEO/Board.
When women’s compensation as a percentage of men’s
is examined with respect to the data in this table, women
are closest to men in the third category—department
head not reporting to CEO/Board (83.9% and 83.7% for
average salary and average total compensation, respec-

Table 6: COMPENSATION BY AGE AND CERTIFICATION
AVERAGE SALARY

those with a certification—CMA, CPA,
both CMA/CPA—are greater than the
Age Range
All
CMA
CPA
averages for those without any certifica19-29
[62] $ 56,576 $ 51,327 $ 63,520
* $ 75,694
tion for all six age categories. It’s the
30-39
[391] $ 80,420 $ 68,055 $ 84,431 $ 88,654 $ 89,400
second year in a row that this has
40-49
[557] $ 95,966 $ 80,200 $ 99,266 $ 98,824 $111,130
occurred (usually there has been one
50-59
[436]
$101,404 $ 84,336 $108,254 $114,598 $107,581
age category where one of the compen60 and over
[81]
$102,255 $ 92,053 $114,583 $104,878 $127,248
sation measures for noncertification
All
[1,527] $ 92,272 $ 76,316 $ 97,509 $103,287 $104,547
holders exceeds that of one for certificaAVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION
tion holders).
19-29
[62] $ 60,881 $ 54,392 $ 68,949
* $ 80,294
When gender is considered, both
30-39
[391] $ 91,270 $ 75,571 $ 97,400 $105,193 $100,167
women and men with any certification
40-49
[557]
$114,189 $ 87,509 $120,898 $116,664 $139,175
have higher average compensation fig50-59
[436]
$119,145 $ 96,965 $130,474 $139,646 $126,092
ures than women and men without cer60 and over
[81]
$121,367 $116,876 $135,650 $127,923 $129,540
tification. The average salary for men
All
[1,527]
$107,952 $ 85,839 $116,745 $124,078 $124,148
with certification is $107,008 vs.
Number of responses shown in brackets. *Data not reported to protect confidentiality.
$85,053 for men without certification.
The average salary for women with and
without certification is $88,101 vs.
$65,719, respectively—a difference of about $22,000 for
tively). Note also that these two percentages are almost
both men and women. Regarding average total compenequal (0.2% different)—the same as some supervisory
sation, there’s about a $31,000 difference between certificapability but not head of a department (79.3% and
cation and no certification for both men and women
79.5% for average salary and average total compensation,
($127,596 vs. $95,998 for men; $102,617 vs. $71,482 for
respectively) and no supervisory responsibility (74.4%
women). These differences in compensation between cerand 72.8% for average salary and average total compensatified and not certified are statistically significant by gention, respectively). But this isn’t the case for the other two
der and by certification, but there’s no interaction of the
categories. The percentages of women’s compensation as
two variables.
a percentage of men’s for major department head reporting to the CEO/Board is 80.1% and 74.5% for average
salary and average total compensation, respectively, and
COMPENSATION AND DEGREES
71.1% and 63.4%, respectively, for the category of
Generally, compensation increases with degrees, which is
little/no supervisory responsibility and reporting directly
the case this year for the most part (see Table 7). The only
to the CEO/Board. Thus women in these two categories
place where this doesn’t occur is with average total comappear to have less opportunity for additional compensapensation, where those with a master’s degree earn more
tion when they don’t have any contact with the
than those with a doctorate—the same as in 2003. Those
CEO/Board.
with doctorates primarily work in academe, and the
opportunities for additional compensation—i.e., bonusCOMPENSATION AND CERTIFICATION
es, profit sharing—aren’t as prevalent as they are in
As in prior years, certification makes a difference in the
industry, where most of the people with master’s degrees
compensation of IMA members. Members with a certifiwork. These differences in compensation by degree are
cation of any kind (CMA, CPA, CFM, etc.) had an averstatistically significant this year, but there isn’t interaction
age salary of $100,892 and average total compensation of
with any other variables.
$119,515, while those with no certification had the
The average salary and average compensation for those
respective amounts of $76,316 and $85,839—differences
with a baccalaureate degree and a doctorate increased in
of approximately $24,500 and $33,500, respectively. These
2005 over 2004, but there was almost no change for those
differences by certification and no certification are statiswith master’s degrees. The increases for the baccalaureates
tically significant, as in the past.
and doctorates ranged from 3.7% to 5.6%. This year the
Table 6 presents compensation by age and certification.
proportion of members without a baccalaureate degree
was greater than last year; while this increase was statistiNote that the averages for both compensation figures for
No CMA
or CPA

Both CMA
and CPA

June 2006
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Table 7: COMPENSATION BY HIGHEST DEGREE OBTAINED

Table 8: SALARY BY LOCATION AND ORGANIZATION SIZE

Average
Salary

Employed at
Location
Average
Salary

Highest Degree

Average Total
Compensation

Less than baccalaureate $ 68,084

$ 72,061

[18]

Baccalaureate

$ 87,493

$101,848

[869]

Master's

$ 98,458

$115,581

[744]

Doctorate

$100,468

$110,988

[54]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

cally significant, the proportion of nonbaccalaureate
degree holders was slightly more than 1%, an increase of
0.5%. Interestingly, the average salary and average total
compensation for this category of respondents decreased
in 2005 by 14.5% and 11.5% over the amounts reported
in 2004. But none of these differences is statistically
significant.

COMPENSATION BY ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE
The average salary and average total compensation by
two 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”) is presented in Table 8. This year there doesn’t
appear to be any discernable pattern in how average
salary behaves with respect to the two organizational size
factors, which has been true in past years. The three
largest average salaries are found in the three largest location sizes, while the largest average salary in the entire
organization is the smallest size category (1-9 people).
Thus, sometimes “small” is good!
Compared to 2004, average salary tends to increase
more than decrease for the various size categories in 2005
regardless of whether it was related to location or organization. Only two location and organization size categories
had decreases in average salary from 2004 (for location:
10-24 and 2,500-4,999 people; for entire organization:
10-24 and 25-99); all the remaining size categories had
increases ranging from 2.7% (500-999 under location) to
35.1% (1-9 under organization).
Table 9 presents the average compensation by SIC area.
The highest-ranking industries for average salary this year
are mining; wholesale and retail trade; and finance, insurance, and real estate. This is the first time mining has
ranked first for average salary since 1998. It was also first
in 1990, 1993, 1994, and 1997. When ranked by average
total compensation, the same industries occupy the top
three, but finance, insurance, and real estate is first, and
mining moves to third. The last time the finance, insurance, and real estate area ranked first in average total
compensation was 2003.
Public accounting is part of the services industry, but
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Number of People

Employed in
Entire Organization
Average
Salary

1 to 9

$ 93,982 [107]

$97,667

[72]

10 to 24

$ 80,565 [111]

$69,984

[52]

25 to 99

$ 88,277 [379]

$86,212 [206]

100 to 499

$ 91,116 [570]

$91,941 [326]

500 to 999

$ 93,224 [175]

$89,487 [133]

1,000 to 2,499

$103,968 [172]

$91,283 [188]

2,500 to 4,999 $ 95,657

[68]

$97,343 [142]

5,000 plus

[96]

$96,895 [565]

$106,341

Number of responses shown in brackets.

note that we have also broken down this area into three
additional industries and an “Other.” If public accounting
were in its own SIC area, it would be first in average
salary and third in average total compensation in 2005,
the same as last year. It’s also interesting to note that both
compensation averages for public accounting decreased
in 2005. While the average total compensation dropped in
2004, too, there was a small increase in average salary.
Considering that the increases in average compensation in 2005 weren’t statistically significant, only three
SIC areas had drops in these averages from 2004. Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries was the greatest at 18.6% and
22.3%, respectively; the others were manufacturing and
government. The remaining SIC areas experienced
increases ranging from 1.9% to 16.4% for average salary
and 1.5% to 18.3% for average total compensation.
Despite the fact that public accounting had a decrease in
its average compensation figure for 2005, the services
industries as a whole increased 1.9% in average salary
and 4.5% in average total compensation.
Last year was the first time we asked respondents to
select the business structure that best describes their
employer. The average compensation for the six business
structures is presented in Table 10. As was the case last
year, the greatest proportion of IMA members work for
publicly traded companies (42.2%), and another 29.5%
work for privately held corporations. Like last year, however, the largest average compensation figures belong to
those who work in a partnership. The smallest average
compensation figures belong to those who work in
family-owned corporations, as was the case for average
salary last year. Compensation increased for members in
all business structures in 2005 over the levels experienced
in 2004 except for partnerships and privately held corporations. Partnerships would most likely include public
accounting firms; the fact that the compensation for part-

Table 9: COMPENSATION BY SIC AREA
Average
Salary

SIC

Average Total
Compensation

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries

$ 84,364

[18]

$ 95,582

Mining

$ 98,327

[15]

$114,120

Contract Construction

$ 89,759

[55]

$101,361

Manufacturing

$ 90,822

[587]

$106,206

Transportation, Communications,
and Utility Services

$ 92,838

[97]

$105,867

Wholesale and Retail Trade

$ 96,875

[154]

$117,629

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate $ 94,300

[163]

$120,332

Services (all)

$ 93,862

[480]

$107,593

Medical/Health services

$ 93,282

[98]

$107,002

Educational services

$ 83,269

[100]

$ 91,109

Public Accounting

$100,188

[83]

$115,352

$ 96,833

[199]

$112,931

Government

Other service SIC codes

$ 80,198

[77]

$ 82,109

Nonclassifiable

$ 92,098

[40]

$101,621

Number of responses shown in brackets.

Table 10: COMPENSATION AND BUSINESS STRUCTURE
ALL
Average
Salary

Average
Total
Compensation

Proprietorship

$ 96,666

$109,395

[32]

Partnership

$108,889

$122,308

[90]

Subchapter S Corporation

$ 91,797

$110,813

[187]

Family-Owned Corporation

$ 84,449

$ 95,421

[129]

Privately Held Corporation

$ 87,168

$100,734

[458]

Publicly Traded Corporation $ 97,290

$116,240

[654]

Number of responses shown in brackets.

nerships dropped in 2005 is consistent with the drop in
public accounting compensation.

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
The average household income in 2005 for
all members, regardless of marital status,
is $137,347. This is a 6.2% increase from
2004, a statistically significant amount.
Similarly, the household income for all
men increased 6.9% in 2005 to $141,481,
while the household income for all
women increased 6.4% in 2005 to
$130,565. Both of these increases are also
statistically significant. The differences in
the average household income between
men and women members for 2005 is
statistically significant.
More men than women are married

(85% to 70%), as has been true in the past. Similar to
prior years, more spouses of female members are
employed outside the home than are the spouses of
male members (84% vs. 60%), and both figures are
higher than last year (72% vs. 52%), which is a statistically significant difference between 2005 and 2004.
The average compensation of the spouses of women
members ($69,469) is more than the spouses of men
($45,656), a significant difference in 2005.
The average household income for married members in 2005 is $150,043, which represents a 9.1%
increase over the same amount in 2004—an amount
that is statistically significant. The average household
income of married men ($149,094) is less than that
of married women ($152,117), which is exactly the
opposite of what was experienced in 2004. As in
2004, this difference between the household incomes
of married men and women isn’t statistically significant. Of course, this shouldn’t be totally unexpected. As
highlighted above, more spouses of female married members work outside the home, and they earn more than the
spouses of male married members. The increases in average income of spouses in 2005 from 2004 were 11.9% for
the married women and 8.0% for the married men, both
of which are statistically significant.
Figure 6 presents the average household income of
married members by gender, single and dual income, and
children and no children. The first noticeable item is that
the single income of married female members is less than
that for the male members in all three categories shown.
This is the same as in prior years, and these differences are
statistically significant in 2005. The figures for dual
income are different. As last year, the dual income of married women is greater than the dual income of married
men, and the same is true for the dual-income married

Figure 6: AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF MARRIED MEMBERS
Women

Men

Dual Income
Dual Income, No Kids
Dual Income, with Kids
Single Income
Single Income, No Kids
Single Income with Kids
$0
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$60,000

$90,000
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members with children. When examining the dual income
of married members with no children (DINKs), however,
the average household income for the men exceeds that of
the women; this is different from last year when the
household income for married women was greater than
for the men for all three categories (the only time this had
occurred). Of course, the reason for the average household
income being greater for women than men can generally
be attributed to the fact that more spouses of married
women work outside the home than do the spouses of
married men. The average household income for dualincome married men and women is statistically significant
for those with kids, no kids, or combined.
At $149,815, the household income of married members with children (includes single and dual income of
both genders) is slightly less than that of married members with no children ($150,488), which is opposite of
last year. This difference of less than $700 isn’t statistically
significant. When examining the household income of
single-income married members (both genders combined), those with no children ($135,206) earn more than
those with children ($130,117). This has been the case
since 2002. The difference of about $5,000 is larger than
the difference last year, but it isn’t statistically significant
this year, the same as last year.
The household income of dual-income married members (both genders combined) is greater for those with
children ($159,660) than for DINKs ($157,845), but the
difference is less than $2,000 and isn’t statistically significant. Interestingly, the average age and the average years in
the field of the single-income married members with children, at 43 and 17, respectively, is almost identical to the
dual-income married members with children. This is less
than for both single- and dual-income married members
without children. Actually, the single-income married
members without children are older, at an average age of
54 years, and have been in the field more than 25 years.
The average age and years in field for DINKs are 47 and
19, respectively. One can surmise that, with an older average age and more experience, many of these married members may have had children but are now “empty nesters.”
When comparing the single-income households with
dual-income households, the dual-income households’
income obviously is greater ($159,034 vs. $131,789). Furthermore, with men earning more than women, the single-income households (with and without children) of
women members earn less ($108,309) than those of men
($135,942). Because the spouses of women are more likely to work outside the home and earn more than the
44
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spouses of men, however, the dual household income of
women (with and without children) exceeds that of men
($160,656 vs. $157,878).

COMPENSATION BY REGION, RESPONSIBILITY,
AND POSITION
The 50 states and Washington, D.C., have been arranged
in seven geographical regions in Table 11. The average
salary and standard deviation for each state (when there
are enough observations) and the seven regions are presented. For the first time since this study was started in
1989, the Plains region ranks first (last year it was seventh). Note, however, that this region also has the largest
standard deviation, meaning that there is a greater variance between the lower and higher salaries in the range.
Four of the regions had increases in average salary
from 2004: Plains, 18.0%; Northeast, 7.7%; South, 3.4%;
West Coast, 2.4%. The other three regions had decreases:
Mid-Atlantic, -2.0%; Midwest, -1.5%; Mountain, -1.3%.
None of these changes in average salary for the various
regions is statistically significant in 2005.
Compensation data regarding responsibility areas and
positions are presented in Tables 12 and 13. With Table 12,
the respondent was requested to identify the responsibility area that best fit his/her job. For Table 13, the 40 job
titles are classified into four management levels along
with academia (“Other” has it own category). Job titles
are difficult to classify because responsibilities and/or
duties vary among business organizations.
The job responsibilities in Table 12 are ordered according
to average salary, which shows that the general management
responsibility had the highest average salary as well as the
largest average total compensation. While finance is usually
at the top of this chart, this year it ranks fourth in average
salary and second in average total compensation. Very
noticeable this year is that information systems ranks second and fourth, respectively, for the two compensation
measures; last year this area ranked sixth and seventh.
The average salary increased for five of the responsibility areas, decreased for four, and had very little
positive/negative change in the remaining four; this could
be expected in a year with no significant increase in average compensation. Of course, there are some interesting
observations when reviewing this table. First, there
appears to be a discrepancy for public accounting between
Table 9 and Table 12. We discussed how the average compensation for public accounting decreased in 2005, but
Table 12 indicates that the average salary and average total
compensation for public accounting increased 10.9% and

Table 11: AVERAGE SALARY BY STATE
Average
Salary

Standard
Deviation

Northeast Region

$99,225

$39,758

[78]

Kansas

Connecticut

103,452

43,222

[25]

Nebraska

88,186

24,307

[7]

104,160

44,468

[11]

105,895

39,967

[40]

86,445

15,549

[11]

Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Plains Region

*

*

*

88,433

44,207

[6]

*

*

*

$97,072

$42,963

[332]

Delaware

100,000

30,529

[8]

Maryland

95,745

37,161

[16]

New Jersey

111,438

38,287

New York

99,207

Pennsylvania
Virginia

Mid-Atlantic Region

Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
South Region

$100,559

North Dakota
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Texas
Mountain Region

$71,839

[101]

60,812

39,455

[13]

83,045

31,861

[5]

*

*

*

115,677

85,271

[61]

$85,519

$34,691

[94]

Arizona

85,213

36,636

[29]

Colorado

81,933

30,293

[32]

Idaho

76,071

30,779

[7]

[70]

Montana

75,550

21,454

[4]

53,489

[86]

Nevada

89,736

39,085

[14]

83,940

34,615

[93]

New Mexico

94,791

34,865

[50]

Utah

117,889

70,061

[9]

*

*

*

Wyoming

*

*

*

82,531

51,786

[8]

*

*

*

$97,388

$46,500

[232]

Alaska

103,033

25,612

[10]

California

107,034

52,521

[131]

West Coast Region

$89,262

$48,596

[333]

Alabama

89,127

25,382

[24]

Arkansas

72,600

17,053

[5]

Hawaii

61,500

16,404

[6]

Florida

91,330

34,515

[68]

Oregon

91,637

40,407

[34]

Georgia

91,944

39,974

[62]

Washington

79,561

29,046

[51]

Kentucky

76,064

24,871

[28]

Louisiana

74,656

24,860

[14]

Mississippi

100,293

71,164

[7]

North Carolina

91,822

72,118

[60]

South Carolina

80,242

27,355

[32]

Tennessee

101,731

76,370

[33]

Midwest Region

$87,788

$38,555

[482]

Illinois

86,814

36,771

[66]

Indiana

81,608

33,624

[56]

Public Accounting

$106,679

$122,069

[66]

Iowa

89,235

39,637

[20]

Finance

$106,158

$127,000

[265]

Michigan

86,784

38,209

[92]

Internal Auditing

$ 93,417

$110,572

[49]

Minnesota

98,778

48,878

[61]

Taxation

$ 92,159

$126,163

[34]

Missouri

81,634

29,394

[37]

Budgeting and Planning

$ 90,399

$104,834

[97]

Ohio

92,967

38,344

[84]

Risk Management

$ 89,665

$101,665

[11]

Wisconsin

81,669

37,194

[66]

Corporate Accounting

$ 89,172

$102,691

[445]

Education

$ 85,267

$ 94,330

[75]

10.5%, respectively. Table 12 has 17 fewer observations
than Table 9, however. This suggests that some of the people who work in public accounting must consider themselves in a different responsibility area with respect to
Table 12; for instance, some of the partners in CPA firms
may consider themselves managers.
Last year, we also mentioned that the demand for
internal auditors could be up due to the Sarbanes-Oxley
Act. This year, the internal audit responsibility area
ranked only fifth and sixth in average salary and average

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

Table 12: COMPENSATION BY RESPONSIBILITY AR EA
Average
Salary

Average Total
Compensation

Management

$113,834

$140,427

[202]

Information Systems

$107,672

$125,989

[49]

Government Accounting

$ 75,498

$ 76,860

[60]

Cost Accounting

$ 74,937

$ 83,351

[117]

General Accounting

$ 73,094

$ 81,526

[206]

*

*

*

Personnel Accounting

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

total compensation after ranking third in both last year;
furthermore, the two compensation figures for internal
audit decreased 8.8% and 9.2% from last year. Another
interesting observation is that the average salary of the
June 2006
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Table 13: COMPENSATION BY POSITION
Average
Salary
Top-Level Management

Average Total
Compensation

$120,311

$149,489

[332]

173,053

201,274

[19]

Director

Executive Vice President

145,258

203,186

[14]

Senior Vice President

143,357

217,257

[14]

Principal

139,500

149,750

[6]

Chief Financial Officer

116,381

144,842

[217]

President

115,600

120,600

[5]

Asst. Corporate Controller

83,338

92,232

[40]

Owner

114,921

135,526

[38]

Chief Accountant

70,958

78,537

[28]

Corporate Treasurer

93,196

112,911

[14]

Supervisor

69,580

73,682

[29]

Corporate Secretary

75,866

91,661

[5]

General Supervisor

61,873

65,446

[6]

Lower Management/Entry Level $64,235

Chief Executive Officer

*

*

*

Chair of the Board

*

*

*

$96,228

$112,789

[334]

130,000

177,600

[5]

Group Vice President

Middle Management

Average Total
Compensation

Partner

Senior Management

$90,247

$103,467

[596]

111,931

138,222

[105]

Divisional Controller

99,924

116,751

[94]

General Manager

85,192

96,191

[19]

Manager

84,970

94,724

[191]

Plant Controller

84,333

93,342

[84]

$68,614

[306]

Systems Analyst

84,731

88,159

[10]

Auditor

69,389

76,075

[30]

Financial Analyst

68,437

72,721

[130]

Vice President

125,549

162,234

[68]

Senior Accountant

63,582

68,940

[83]

Consultant

109,338

118,685

[36]

Staff Accountant

48,163

50,121

[53]

Divisional Vice President

Economist

*

*

*

Programmer

*

*

*

$86,183

$97,433

[75]

111,931

123,726

[18]

Associate Professor

90,954

105,309

[22]

Administrator

76,046

88,828

[10]

106,387

131,843

[16]

Corporate Controller

83,127

93,170

[201]

Assistant Vice President

75,738

80,300

[8]

*

*

Group President

*

taxation area decreased 7.8% in 2005, yet the average
total compensation increased 22.0% in the same period.
Table 13 shows that the average compensation for each
of the four management levels—top, senior, middle, and
lower/entry—increases with rank. Last year, we reported
that top management was the only management level
that didn’t show an increase in average compensation
from 2003 to 2004 (in 2003 the increase in average compensation was 8% or more). This year is exactly the opposite. Top management increased in average compensation
(13.0%) and average total compensation (17.4%). Senior
management and lower-/entry-level management
decreased in average compensation ranging between 1.6%
and 2.9%. Middle management was virtually unchanged.
The increase in average compensation for top management is statistically significant for 2005. The academic
positions showed increases of 6.3% and 8.3% in average
salary and average total compensation in 2005, which is
similar and consistent with the SIC data shown in Table 9.

ALTERNATIVE CAREER PATHS
Figure 7 shows the proportions of respondents who
would be interested in reducing the hours they worked
and taking a corresponding reduction in compensation—
by total (all) and gender. It also shows the average reduction in hours/compensation for everyone, women, and
46
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Academic Positions
Professor

Assistant Professor

74,337

80,572

[16]

Instructor

55,344

65,135

[9]

Dean

*

*

*

Department Chair

*

*

*

$94,180

$110,243

Other

[31]

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

men. The percentage interested in this option (36%) is
the same as in 2004 and within the range that has been
reported since 1996 (35%-45%). The most common
reductions in hours/compensation mentioned by the
respondents were 5%, 10%, and 20%, and the proportion
of the respondents identifying these values were 11%,
33%, and 29%, respectively—very similar to prior years.
Furthermore, the mean reduction of 16% is the same as
last year and within the range experienced since this was
first tracked in 1996 (15.7%-17.3%).
When looking at the same data by gender, more
women than men prefer this reduction in hours/compensation (46% vs. 28%)—also consistent with prior years.
But while the proportion of women who favor this reduction in hours/compensation is within the ranges experienced since this was first tracked in 1996 (45%-60%), the
proportion for the men is the lowest it has ever been
(30%-44% in the past). The mean reduction for women

of 17.9% is within the range experienced since 1996
(17.8%-19.5%). At 15.8%, however, the mean reduction
for men is the highest it has ever been during this same
time period (14.0%-15.6%).
The proportion of married individuals who want this
reduction in hours/compensation is less than the proportion of single members (includes both single and
divorced for this statistic) at 43% and 47%, respectively,
but this isn’t statistically significant. When looked at by
single/dual income and children/no children, a greater
percentage of the dual-income married members want
this option compared to the single-income married
members, but the single-income with no children have
the largest mean percentage (21.2%).
When age is considered, the greatest proportion interested in the reduction of hours/compensation is in the
30-39 age category (41%). This drops to 34% for the 2029, 40-49, and 50-59 age categories and 30% for the 60+
category. One would expect that those in the 40-49 age
category are most likely in the “prime” child-rearing years
and would want more time off to be with their family.
The mean percentage reduction is the same for the first
three age categories (15.7%) and increases to 17.4% for
50-59 and 26.3% for 60+. The proportion of persons in
top management who want this reduction in hours/compensation is the lowest (32%), while the three remaining
management levels—senior, middle, entry/lower—are all
at 37% or 38%. The mean percentages for management
levels range from a low of 15.0% for entry-/lower-level
management to a high of 17.9% for senior management.
Figure 8 presents the interest in a career path allowing
more flexible (rigid) commitments that result in slower
(faster) career advancement. After experiencing its lowest
level last year (60%), the number of respondents that felt
this career path option was relevant returns to 62%, the
same as 2003. Since 1996, it has been between 60% and
65%. Women consider this flexible vs. rigid career path
more relevant than men do (68% vs. 58%), about the
same as last year.
Figure 8 also shows the proportion of respondents who
want the flexible career path (as opposed to the rigid
career path). When the response of everyone is considered, 80% want the flexible career path. That’s down from
81% in 2004 and 83% in 2003. As in the past, women
prefer this flexible/slower career path more than men do
(88% vs. 74%), which is within the ranges reported in
prior years (women: 81%-89%; men: 72%-79%). The difference between men and women on this option is statistically significant this year. When examined by age

categories, 82% of the respondents in the 20-29 age category think the flexible career path is relevant. Relevancy
drops off for each age category, ending at a low of only
20% for those in the 60+ age category. It’s interesting to
note that of those who consider this a relevant option,
only 68% want the flexible/slower career path in the 20-29
age category (32% want the rigid/faster career path). The
percentage of those who want the flexible/slower career
path increases to a high of 87% for the 60+ age category.
Thus, when age is considered, there is an inverse relationship relevant to the type of career path. While the issue of
flexible/rigid career paths becomes less relevant as one
gets older, a higher percentage of those who do think it is
relevant want the flexible/slower path.
More married people consider this a relevant option
than single/divorced individuals (63% vs. 60%). And for
those who consider it a relevant option, more married
members want the flexible/slower career path (82%) vs.
Figure 7: REDUCE HOURS AND COMPENSATION
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Men
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20%

10%

0%

Yes, reduce hours/compensation
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Figure 8: FLEXIBLE VS. RIGID CAREER PATH
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70% of single members. Those who have children consider it more relevant than those without children. For the
single-income households who consider this option relevant, more of those with no children want the
flexible/slower career path than those with children (81%
vs. 77%). The opposite occurs for the dual-income married members: More of those with children want the flexible/slower career path than DINKs (84% vs. 81%).
This year, 24% of the respondents reported having a
career interruption of at least six months (criterion for an
interruption in the study) or more. This is 1% below the
proportion reported last year, making 2005 the second
greatest amount reported (proportions have been 19%25% since this was first tracked in 1998). The most common interruption for the entire population was for
downsizing. At 52 months, the interruption for an
advanced degree had the greatest average duration. There’s
no statistical difference in the number of interruptions by
gender this year: Women reported more interruptions
than men, but the difference was less than 1%. There was
a statistical difference by gender in 2002 and 2003. As in
the past, the most frequent interruption for women was
maternity leave. This was followed by pursuit of advanced
degree, then downsizing. For men, the most frequent
interruption was pursuit of advanced degree followed by
loss of position as a consequence of a merger.
Persons who have experienced interruptions are older
(48 vs. 44) and have been in the field longer (20 years vs.
18). Both of these are statistically significant. Of course,
this tends to be logical because the older one is and the
longer one works, the more likely one is to experience at
least one interruption in his or her career. These statistics
carry over to gender comparisons as well—both men and
women experiencing an interruption are older (men: 50
vs. 45; women: 46 vs. 43) and have been in the field
longer (men: 22 years vs. 19; women: 18 vs. 16). These
differences in average age and years in field for both men
and women with and without interruptions are statistically significant. Notice that the average age ranges and
years in field for the women are less than those for
men—a carryover from the entire population.
We generally think of an interruption in our careers as
being “negative,” but that may not be the case. For
instance, when dropping out of the workforce to pursue
an advanced degree, often the expectation is that the
degree will provide opportunities for increased compensation over time. This year, as in the past, the average salary
and average total compensation are approximately $3,700
and $5,900 less for those with an interruption. Unlike in
48

S T R AT E G I C F I N A N C E

I

June 2006

the past two years, however, these differences in compensation in 2005 aren’t statistically significant. When we look
at gender, the differences in average salary and average
total compensation for those with and without interruption (approximately $4,000 and $7,000, respectively, for
men and $2,600 and $2,800, respectively, for women)
aren’t statistically significant for 2005. The differences are
caused by gender and not the interruptions.

AVERAGE SALARY PROFILE
The data presented in Table 14 reflect the average salary
by four of the common variables that we have discussed
as having an impact on compensation—degree, certification, management level, and gender. This will enable you
to make casual comparisons with others who have similar
characteristics as you. Please remember, however, that
these are subsets from the population. This means that
not all attributes are represented. If you are an individual
in senior management with a master’s degree and a CMA,
then you would be interested in either the 15 women
with an average salary of $99,414 or the 28 men with an
average salary of $107,956.
Depending on the comparison, there usually can be up
to 40 comparisons of average salary from the data in
Table 14—two degree classifications with four certification options, four management-level options, and two
gender options. One of these cells isn’t given because
there aren’t enough observations (entry-level men with a
CPA), however, meaning that the maximum comparisons
can only be 39 this year. One would expect that individuals with the same characteristics would have the same
average salary, but the gender gap is evident here because
there are only four cases where women earn more than
men: senior management with a baccalaureate degree and
both CMA/CPA; senior management with a master’s
degree and a CPA; middle management with a master’s
degree and both CMA/CPA; and entry-level management
with a baccalaureate degree and a CPA.
We would expect that an individual with a master’s
degree would earn more than an individual with a baccalaureate degree. While this is true in most cases, there
are several situations where those with baccalaureate
degrees earn more than those with a master’s—mostly in
the top-management level (five cases) and mostly involving women (six cases). They are top-management women
with no certificate, a CMA, and both a CMA/CPA; topmanagement men with a CPA; senior-management
women with both a CMA/CPA; entry-level women with a
CMA or CPA; entry-level men with a CMA.

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

SENIOR MANAGEMENT

Men

$ 98,905 [64]

Women

$119,956 [114]

Men

$ 79,694 [64]

No CMA or CPA

94,567

[19]

103,100

[44]

72,460

[19]

CMA

98,675

[16]

127,407

[31]

75,087

CPA

97,031

[18]

140,031

[20]

78,903

109,800

[11]

125,704

[19]

100,182

[11]

Both CMA and CPA
Master's

$108,215 [53]

$126,528 [95]

$ 90,426 [114]
82,121

[44]

[16]

90,543

[31]

[18]

100,055

[20]

99,334

[19]

$ 94,897 [43]

$103,201 [95]

No CMA or CPA

87,900

[11]

115,654

[27]

79,427

[11]

83,609

[27]

CMA

90,122

[15]

132,298

[28]

99,414

[15]

107,956

[28]

CPA

138,600

[17]

114,514

[16]

102,929

[7]

101,263

[16]

Both CMA and CPA

106,044

[10]

140,038

[24]

99,514

[10]

120,988

[24]

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT
Women
Baccalaureate

ENTRY-LEVEL MANAGEMENT

Men

$ 75,744 [124]

Women

$ 88,875 [163]

Men

$ 55,819 [90]

$ 66,361 [81]

No CMA or CPA

66,714

[57]

76,467

[59]

49,313

[57]

60,186

[34]

CMA

85,449

[28]

98,872

[44]

64,537

[9]

71,471

[22]

CPA

82,053

[19]

90,267

[26]

66,889

[9]

64,631

[11]

Both CMA and CPA

81,897

[20]

96,406

[34]

68,667

[15]

74,689

[14]

Master's

$ 87,666 [80]

$100,323 [191]

$ 63,750 [47]

$ 71,805 [67]

No CMA or CPA

71,851

[32]

89,761

[59]

62,996

[27]

68,765

[23]

CMA

99,244

[25]

105,777

[74]

60,917

[9]

70,343

[30]

CPA

94,276

[13]

110,706

[24]

59,349

[6]

*

*

100,738

[10]

99,450

[34]

78,200

[5]

79,932

[14]

Both CMA and CPA

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

The last consideration is certification vs. no
certification—one would expect from the previous findings that those with certification would earn more than
those with no certification. There are three cases where
this isn’t true: Top-management men with a master’s and
no certification as compared to the same person with a
CPA and entry-level women with a master’s degree and
no certification have a higher average salary than both
those with a CMA or CPA.

WHAT ABOUT ETHICS?
Has the importance of ethics among the IMA membership waned during 2005, or did members just react honestly to the ethics question this year? Last year, 90% of the
respondents indicated that they were familiar with the
IMA’s Standards of Ethical Conduct for Management
Accountants. During 2005, the IMA revised its statement
on ethical standards and gave it a new title—Statement of
Ethical Professional Practice. This year, only 78% of the
respondents indicated that they were familiar with the
revised standards. This may just mean that many members haven’t become familiar with the new statement—
not a drop in ethical conduct. Consistent with last year,

71% of the respondents’ employers have a code of ethics,
with 35% being implemented since 2002.
This year, the respondents were asked if their employer
had revisited or revised its code of ethics in light of the
well-publicized frauds that became public in 2002.
Approximately 21% of the employers took no action to
revise their codes of ethics, while 33% of the respondents
reported that there were major or minor revisions to their
company’s code of ethics. Regarding the emphasis placed
on the company’s code of ethics, 26% of the respondents
indicated there was increased emphasis, and only 19%
indicated there were no revisions or change in emphasis.

SOME OBSERVATIONS
Unfortunately, the gender salary gap that we thought
might be shrinking last year has increased again this year.
Our purpose isn’t to promote this salary gap but to try to
determine why the gap exists. After all, women’s compensation shouldn’t be less than men’s due solely to gender.
There are some indications to show that part of the
gender gap can be explained. Proportionately more
women are in lower-/entry-level positions—why? Furthermore, there are proportionately fewer women in topJune 2006
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Table 15: ESTIMATING A SALARY LEVEL FOR IMA MEMBERS

CALCULATING AN AVERAGE SALARY
A popular feature since the inception of this study is the
opportunity for members to calculate an estimated
average salary employing some of the significant demographic variables discussed in this article. Table 15 pre-

Start with this base figure
If you are TOP-level management

ADD

Men

Women

$65,011

$69,725

24,000

20,187

sents the factors that are important from this year’s

OR

results—management level, years in field, degree, and

If you are ENTRY-level management

SUBTRACT 21,029

19,934

certification. These are presented separately for women

Number of years in the field _____

TIMES

840

-----

and men. The regressions predict up to 19% of the vari-

If you have an advanced degree

ADD

6,951

11,060

If you hold the CMA

ADD

17,917

12,543

ADD

19,223

12,819

ADD

20,847

15,355

ability for men (slightly down from last year’s 20%) and
22% for women (up from 20% in both 2003 and
2004). These regression values are generated from what
members have reported for 2005, so the gender differ-

Your
Calculation

OR
If you hold the CPA

ences that have been reported this year are imbedded

OR

in the data. The calculation of a “salary” for an individ-

If you hold both CMA and CPA

ual shouldn’t be used to justify or continue to pay lower

Your Estimated Salary Level

salaries to women—they are the results of this year’s
data and not a guide of what to pay an individual.
If you want to calculate your own personal salary,
start with the base for your gender. Then either add the amount for being a member of top management or subtract the amount for being in entrylevel management (there’s no amount to add/subtract if you are in middle or senior management). Next, if you are a man, you would add the product of the number of years in the field times $840 (this isn’t a significant factor for women in this analysis). If you hold a professional certification,
then add the amount if you have a CMA, CPA, or both. The resulting sum of these factors should yield your own “average salary” from this year’s data.

management positions—why? Anecdotal information
from academe is that there are probably more women
graduating with accounting/finance degrees now than 2030 years ago and probably more women than men in
general. If this is true, then it would be logical for more
women to be in the lower-/entry-level positions. Likewise,
to get to the top-management positions, one has to be in
the field a longer time. There were fewer women graduating in those earlier years, meaning that there are fewer in
the workforce to progress to those top-management positions. Both of these facts are supported by the fact that
women in this study are younger and have been in the
field fewer years. This is reinforced by looking at the
regression provided to estimate an annual salary in Table 15;
the factor for “number of years” in the field for women
isn’t even considered this year.
Another salary factor that has been discussed and is
relevant is the fact that advanced degrees and professional
certification impact compensation—and this is true for
women as well as men. Compared to men, however, there
are proportionately fewer women with master’s degrees
and professional certification. This could be another reason for the “gender gap.”
We also showed that women had less opportunity for
additional compensation than men—this came up more
50
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than once. Chances are that all of the aforementioned
variables have an impact.
So what happens now? We wait until next year to see if
there is any change in the gender gap when we survey
IMA members regarding their 2006 compensation! ■
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Results of the IMA’s annual salary survey were first reported in the
May 1990 issue of Management Accounting and then in the June issue
from 1991 through 1998. From 1999 through 2005, they have been
reported in the June issue of Strategic Finance.

