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ABSTRACT

Dramatic declines in the percent women in the Consumdtconomics (CE) major at
the University of lllinois z Urbana, from primarily female to primarily male after a merger
with the Agricultural Economics Department, inspired an empirical study to document and
explain the decline. Using aggregate nationaldaial " AAEAT T 06 0 AACOAAO Ax
detailed data from 1982 through 20® on all students who wereever CE majors from the
AAIl DOOG S$SEOEOEIT T &£ -AT ACAI AT O )1 & Oi AGETT h x
economics explains only a small portion of the ddine, and gender composition ofransfers
into or out of the major is not the source either.We also found that the merger played a
significant role in the decline in the share of female CE majors at the University, as well as
the 1997 change ofthemaj® 1 AT A O1T ET Al OA AAddhiBndlly, aiikeyA O&ET Al
source may come fronthanges in the gender composition of the freshmaapplicant pool.
After adescriptive analyss, we estimate a regression modeln the time series of interest
Additionally, we design recommendations on how to restore gender diversity to the CE
major by addressing recruitment efforts with the goals of strengthening the learning
environment for all students in the major and maintaining its overall enrollment. Swess
of any ensuing efforts can be measured by arresting the decline in percent female in the

major, and, by steady enrollment.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Many thanks to the UIUC Division of Management Information (DMI) for their
excellent, comprehensive data Particular thanks go tdr. Carol Livingstone and Elizabeth
Weiss, whose meticulous work enabled us to conduct the research analysis discussed in
this thesis. We also sincerely appreciate the efforts of John J. Siegfried in procuring data on

Economicsmajors and degrees earned at a national level.

Completion of this thesis would not have been facilitated without the efforts of my
research committee. Many, many thanks to Dr. Andrea H. Beller, Dr. Mary P. Arends
Kuenning, and Dr. John B. Braden forlaf the hard work, help, advice and support that was
instilled in this project.

2AOAAOAE AEEI OO0 &£ O OEEO DPOT EAAO xAOA
Initiative on Teaching Advancement grant, as well as University of lllinois Academy of

Teaching Excellence Teaching Enhancement Grants from the College gricAltural,

Consumer and Environmental Sciences

This work is the product of a joint research project with Dr. Andrea Beller, ansbme
of it has beenjointly written and presented atresearch conferencess well. Thank you to
Dr. Marianne Ferber, who provided extensive, valuable feedback one of theearlier

drafts. Thanks also to Dr. John B. Braden for suggesting this research.

| am forever indebted to my husband, Roman, whose infinite patience and love

wholeheartedly supported me through these endeavors.

(@}



Table of Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction and Research ObJective .............ccooiiiiiiiiicceeeeeeeeeeeee e 1
(@ aF=T o1 (=T g2 = = Tod 1o | £01U o o SO 4.
2.1. Historical Backgroundof the Consumer Economicd&onsumer Economics & Finance
(CE/F) MAJOr @t UIUC.......uii e eeeeeene ettt eeememmmme et s e e e e e et mmmmmens s e e e e eesenn s smmnel
2.2. What is ConsSUMeEr ECONOMICS2.... ... eereeeeemeas e ereeeeeees s e s emeeeeee
Chapter 3: LIterature REVIEW ...........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiceeemerntnninnnnn s vmmmmms s s e e e e e e e e aaeaeeee s e e e e 9
3.1. National Trends in Gender Composition of Economics Degrees.................cceeeeeee 9
3.2. National Trends in Work Roles andsocial NOrmMS...........ooovviiiiiiimmmmmeeeeeeeeiiiiiiies 11.
3.3. Gender Differential in the Appeal of the Economics Major..............cccoeviccmmennennn. 12,
3.4. The Relative Attractiveness of the Business School.................cccommmemniiiiiiinnn 15....
Chapter 4: Hypotheses, Methods and Data..............c..oooiiiiiiiccceeeeeeeeee s eeeema e 18
4.1, Data DeSCIPLON.......cciiiiiiiiiiiii i ieeeeemmme ettt re e e e nnne e e e e e e e eeeeesarennnnnneeeeeeeeeeeeeesenen iR
Chapter 5: Descriptive Data ANAIYSIS .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 23
5.1, NAtONAl TrENAS. ....eeeiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e eens b eeeee 203
5.2. The Merger and Name Change...........cooooeviiiiemmceciie e reeeeee e aeeennn 2
5.3. Transfers Out Of the MajOr..........coooiiiiiiii e erereeeer e eeeeeeeee 20
5.4. Relationship to College of BUSINESS............cccuuviiiimmmmmceeeeeeeeiiiiiiimmmmmmmmeeeeeeeeeeee 29
5.5. Transfers INt0 the Major..........coouuiiiiiiiccceemce e mmceeeeme e e e e e s seemmmees e e e i3
Chapter 6: Regression ANAIYSIS ........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimmcme e e e e e mmmmme e e e ees e e e e e e s emnnns 33
6.1. Percent Female in Consumer Economics BIUC................oooiiiiiememmmnnn e 33.

6.2. First-Differences in Percent Female in Consumer Economics at UIUC................ 41....



6.3. Comparison of OLS Regressions and FuBifferenced Regressions...................... 48....

6.4. Summary and CONCIUSIONS.........cccuuuiiieiieeeeemmcreiis e e e eevmmmmmnee e e e e eernn s smmmnnenne oo o O,

Chapter 7: Conclusions, Recommendations, and Prospects for Future Research....... 53
RETEIENCES ...ttt e e e e e e e mememr et e e e e e e e e e e b et rmmmmr e s 58
LI 10 5T OSSP EPPPPPPI 62
TP 77
APPENTIX A ettt et e e et e e ammmnna et et ettt e e e e e e e e mmnnnr e e 80
APPENTIX B ittt ettt e e ammmmn— bt e et e e e e e e e e e 100



Chapter 1. Introduction and Research Objective

The formulation of the question that serves as the inspiration for this research
began as a series of observations by several ACE faculty members of the gender
composition of their current upper-level undergraduate classesn Consumer Economics
The facuty members noticedthat there were many more men enrolled irtheir required
classes than womenimplying that many more males were choosing theConsumer
Economics/Consumer Economics & Finance (CE/Bnajor at UIUC than femals Alone,
this fact is relatively insignificant; theoccurrenceof more males choosing to major in a field
such as CE seems plausible and relatively benign. When contextualized with the historical
DPAOOAOT 1T &£ OEA | AET 08 0 ¢ Adcthdcamedduite Btikibgs BET T h ET
change from the major being approximately twethirds or greater female to approximately
one-third or lessfemale within a span of about 30 years is startling enough to merit

investigation, and thus serves as the motivating &t underlying this project.

Several factors contribute to the disconcertion experienced by the observant
professors and researchers as a response to the drop in the percentage of female CE/F
majors. Firstly,afaculty perspective of the major's lifetime, from its inception to its current
state (the history and details of which will be discussed in further detail in Chapte)
provides a frameof reference with which to view the change in the gender composition of
the mgor over its entire existence. It is thifaculty member, who haswatched the major

evolve over time to its current format, and who perhaps feslparticularly invested in its

17Eel A OEAOA Al xAUO AQEOOAA 171U TTA Ai1TAAT OOAOET T h xEE
Economics&& ET AT AAdh OEA AAAO OEAO OEA AT T AAT OOAOQOETT xAT O AL
OAmxl AAOAA ET OEA AAOITUI O#%r&bds 4EA OAEAOAT AA O1 #%T.



nature and livelihood,who findsthe large drop in female CE/F majors to be most
unsettling. Other new faculty members do as wellThe major itself began in a social
climate that had seen, just a few years prior, radical changes in 'traditional’' women's roles.
The major's first few years at UIUC seemed to provide an environmenttwin which

women could explore the field of economics, while comfortably remaining in the traditional
sphere of home management, thus providing a 'vehicle' for female students seeking a
transition toward social roles outside the home. What, then, is thenplication of the large
drop in female enrollment? Is the major still serving as a 'vehicle' for women at this point,
or is it now serving another purpose?Additionally, the historical and contextual issue of
the well-documented increase in the total number of females enrolling in universities and
earning bachelor's degrees over time (NCES 199D09) seems to be in direct conflict with
the decliningshare of females enrolled in CE/F at UIUC. In this case, simple logic would
imply that the number and share of women majors wouldncreaseas a result of these
national trends, rather than decrease Secondly in the classroom, the decline in the share
of women inthe CE F major is affecting expressed perspectives in discussions on sensitive
family economics topics, such as marriage, divorce, child support payments, and welfare for
single mothers. Furthermore, as any program that has a declining proportion of wamn in
the face of rising enrollment of women relative to men in colleges and universities, the

CH F program will be forced toimprove recruitment methods and proceduresin order to
maintain its overall enrollment. This study also has broader implicationfor the
transformation of traditionally female-dominated fields into maledominated fields, as a

wider variety of fields of study are opening to women.



A review of the literature surrounding possible answers to the objective research
guestion ensues in Capter 3, including a look at national trends in female choice of major,
faculty opinion and concern in CE/F departments in universities across the country,
differences among genders in discipline choice, and a brief analysis of the changing

historical and social context within which the major has resided through time.

The exploration of the objective question itself begins with the relatively simple task
of addressing whether or not there has actually been a decline in women in the major at
UIUC overtime. However, a definitive, affirmative answer to this question introduces a
plethora of other questions that merit investigation with regards to the underlying causes
of the decline. These questions, formatted into several hypotheses (their methodology
discussed in Chapten), are subsequently analyzed through various descriptive and
comparative methodsin Chapter 5.0rdinary least squares (OLS) regressiasare conducted
on the relevant time seriesthe results ofwhich are discussed in Chapte6. An exploration
of plausible conclusions, along with a discussion of recommendations factions that could
be taken bythe relevant department, and future directionsfor researchcan be foundin

Chapter?7.



Chapter 2. Background

The Consumer Economic6CE)program at the University of lllinois at Urbana
Champaign (UIUC) has changed from femal® male-dominated in the years since its
merger with the Agricultural Economics Department in 1995. Moreover, shortly after the
merger, in 1997, the name ofthe major was changed from Consumer Economics to
Consumer Economics and Finance (CEFAs the purpose of this research is to study the
decline of womenCH F majors, dter reviewing the decline,we go on to analyze in detail
the relative decline in womenin the CEF major as a whole from its origins in 1982 to
2008. It breaks down observed changes into the prand postmerger periods, and
investigates several possible explanations. One is the possibility that the merger with a
traditionally male field3 itself somehow reduced the attractiveness of the CE major to
women. Another is that the observed decline simply reflects national trends of women in
Economics and/or Consumer Economics. Alternatively, it could be explained as the
product of a variety offactors, some specific to UIUC and others more general. For
example, the College of Business (CoB) at UIUC could be drawing women students with
good GPAs away from CEF if they had increased the proportion of female students admitted
over time.

An analysisof enrollment in the upper-l AOAT | OANOEOAAQ AT OOOAR ¢
(ACE 476), showed a substantial decline in the percent female in the paserger period,

from 59 in 1995 to 33 in 2008, or by 2 percentage points per year, and a decline in the

Z¢KS GSNX WYIF22NR A& dza SR KBMWNBdzy R $IN2dZAKNRA KR $NIAY [ DA NEE T R
Resource and Consumer Economics (IRCE) and then ACE.

®The Agricultural Economics major wasg22centfemale or less from 1980 to 1995.



number of females as well, from a high of 33 in 1997 to 15 in 2008 (Cott 2008)Although
these postmerger declines were substantial, the percent female had actually declined in
the pre-merger period as well from 86 in 1979, or by 1.6 percentage points per yeésee
Appendix Table Al). Therefore, it appears that the mergemay simply have accelerated

an already-existing trend, turning women from a clear majority to a minority in the course.

2.1. Historical Background of the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics &

Finance (CE/F) Major at UIUC

The history of CE as a major at UIUC is rather complex. The major began in
academic year (AY) 1982 in what was then the Department of Family and Consumer
Economics (FACE), one of four departments in the School afrHan Resources and Family
Studies (SHRFS), which was in the College of Agriculture. Prior to 1979, SHRFS had been
known as Home Economics. Dr. Marilyn Dunsing, a student of Hazel Kyrk and Margaret
Reid at the University of Chicagdjad started the FACE pgram at the University of Illinois
in 1962. In 1979, Dr. Dunsing became Director of SHRFS and Dr. Andrea Beller was hired
and took over her course in Family Economics. Although it was coded as an upfmrel
undergraduate course, the class was mainlaken by (female) graduate students. Dr. Beller
arranged for the course to be crostisted with the Economics Department, which had some
majors through the College of Business (CoB), but mainly through Liberal Arts and Sciences
(LAS). After its commencenent, FACE had a thriving Ph.D. program, but no undergraduate

major.

44EA AT Al UOEO xAO AAOAA ODPI 1T A ABaem@&sdinformaiich £OMH.T EOAOOE QUG C
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The department and School underwent several reorganizations during (what we
1 AAAT q-IGREXC AGHOMDAOET A8 )T pwwuvh O AAO A DPAOOA
the School was eminated and the thenConsumer Sciences Division merged with the
Department of Agricultural Economics to create the Department of Agricultural and
Consumer Economics (ACE)
During the majority of the pre-merger period, enrollment in the femaledominated
CE major grew slowly but steadily, gradually moving toward greater gender integration.
The major, which had a family, household, and (to an extent) community orientation, may
have been perceived by students not only as covering materidistinct from LASand
Business Economics, but also as being easi@cause it required less mathematics Women
may have been particularly attracted to this major because it was embedded in a female
dominated School-the focus of which was improving overall familywell-being, which (at
the time) was an acceptable vocation for women. On the other hand, men were less
ETATETAA O Z£ZET A EO AAAAPOAAI A O AA ET OAOAOGO
probably deterred by being in the minority. Finally, researclindicates that men tend to
gravitate toward lucrative fields (Hoxby 2000), and perhaps did not perceive CE as such.
In the post-merger period, the contextof the majorchanged dramatically. The

newly-created ACE department was majority male, and the moreent of the CE major from

a femaledominated (School) to a maledominated unit overall (ACE) probably changed

® This merger was part of a wider reorganization of the College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental
Sciences (ACES), formerly the College of Agriculture. One component of the College, SHRFS, which prior to
1979 had been Home Economics, was eliminated and its units merged with other related units in the College.
Another one of thesemergers occurred between Foods and Nutrition in SHRFS and Food Science in ACES;
interestingly, the combined department of Food Sciencand Human Nutrition became mordemale -

dominated after the merger Pivision of Management Information 2013.



AT OE CAT AAOOS8 PAOAAPOEITT O 1T £ EOS 4EA 1 COEAOI
historically been perceived as being business oriented in direcbatrast to the family
orientation of the FACE Department, and this perception is likely to have carried over to
the CE/Fmajor.
Relatively soon after the change in contexd name change occurredin 1997, the CE
major was renamed Consumer Economics arfelnance (CEF), likely cementing its business
Ei ACAs8 (EOOI OEAAT T Uh O&ET AT AAd AOIitwasteE AT A OA
more years until the change took full effect as some students still graduated in the CE major
in 1997 and 1998. Another change occurred in 2004, when the University switched to the
Banner computer system of recorekeeping. At the same time, the ACE 476 "Family
Economics” course lost its crosslisting with LAS Economics, which had a subsequent
negative influence on thenumber of LAS Economics majors enrolling in the coursalso
majority male.
Currently, the CEF major has a relatively high mobility rate after the freshman and
particularly the sophomore year. This leads us to speculate that a gender differentialthe
rate of transfers into and/or out of the major may have had a significant impact on its

gender composition.

2.2. What is Consumer Economics?

Consumer Economics is an undergraduate major that evolved from the field of
Family and Consumption Economics, developed by Hazel Kyrk and her student, Margaret
Reid, at the University of Chicago (Beller and Kiss 2008). The discipline evolved out of

departments of Home Economics, anill applied economic theory to the maximization of



the well-being of individuals, families and households. CE had a normative component, was
of particular interest to women, and as such was femaldominated.

Each year, somewht over 1,000 degrees have been awarded in CE nationally,
compared with between 17,000 and 25,000 degrees in economics (NCE®S8). The major
increased in popularity in the 1980s, but in the midl990s, CE faculty across the nation
expressedconcern about falling enrollment and the future of CE programgZick and
Widdows 1992; 1995)¢ arguing that in order to retain the vitality of college CE programs,
the departments needed to focus on the root discipline afconomics Currently, many of
the programs require at least a full year of Principles of Economics, including UIUC.
Others asserted that such a focus could be problematic, because what distinguishes CE
from economics is that it tends to be interdisciplinary (Geistfeld 2005) agh that it focuses
on the family and the consumer, whereas economics deals with markets at a more

aggregate level.

6 We discuss national trends in CE enrollment in the data analysis section of this paper.

7 As of Fall 2010, this is fairly common in this major, including at the Universities of Georgia, Wisconsin,
Virginia Tech, and Cornell. At the University of Minnesota and Ohio State University, only one semester
(Principles of Microeconomics) is required Prior to the merger at UIUC, only one semester of Principles (a
choice) was required.



Chapter 3. Literature Review

While CE is not merely a synonym for economics (in fact, ma@g instructorswould
attest that the two disciplines are vastly different, thus reinforcing the need for a
separation between the two field3, they could at the very least be considered related in
terms of area of study.Because literature on trends in theCE/F major is sparse, and
because here exists substantial discussion on trends in the field of economics (the root
discipline of CE), the information available on trends in economics majors must currently
suffice for the purposes of this paper and for the attempted explanation of the first
hypothesis. Thus, national trends in degrees in economics are considered, as well as
findings related to gender differentials in the desirability of majoring in economics, and the
argument that students who are not acced into a business program will d10ose an

economicsrelated major as their best alternative.

3.1. National Trends in Gender Composition of Economics Degrees

In this section, we review the literature on both overall trends and trends by gender
in undergraduate degrees in economics ithe U.S., drawing particularly upon the work of
John J. Siegfried, the leading researcher in this field (e.g., 2009).

Researchers report a national decline in undergraduate economics degrees
beginning in the early 1990s. Further, they state that in 13®and 1996, many universities
witnessed a significant decline (68 percent) in the number of economics majors (Calkins

and Welki 2006). According to Siegfried (2009), the number declined by 25 percénh the

8 At both public and private institutions of higher education, including at $or2rd-OEA O O1T AGET 1T Al
AT 11 ACAGS AIG. NowsBIWOrd ReportE 1
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early 1990s, then increased fairly continuouslyo 2007, with the total number of
economics degrees in 2007 surpassing those in 1991 by 12.6 percent.

Flagship state universitie that grant PhDs in economicgof which UIUC is one)
account for about half of these degrees (Siegfried 2007). Togetheith private universities
OEAO COAT O 0OE$O ET AAITTTiIEAOh OEAU xAOA 1 AOCA
degrees in economics during a time when colleges overall enjoyed an increase in all
degrees (Siegfried 2008).

With respect to gender, Siegfriedeports that the number and percentage of
economics degrees awarded to women has fluctuated considerably, increasing from 25 to
35 percent between 1975 and 1985, but fluctuating thereafter betweef9 and 34 percent
and most recently, was 30 percenin 2008. Female participation in economics majors
began the period 19902008, at 30 percent, while the percentage &ll undergraduate
degrees awarded to women increased from 53.9 to 57.2 percent (Siegfried 2009),
indicating that economics as a universitgiscipline is lagging behind other disciplines
when it comes to embracing the opportunity of the growing proportion of female
undergraduates across all flagship institutions (Siegfried 2008). If applied to CE majors,
this raises the possibility that thedecline in the percent female oCE/Fmajors at UIUC may
to some extent reflect national trends in the gender of economics major#t. may also

indicate that the CE/F major is becoming more like the economics major on a national level.

S4EA OAOI O&l ACOEEDPG OAEAOO O1T OEA 1 AAAET ¢ AT I POAEAT OEC
(Flagship).

10



3.2. National T rends in Work Roles and Social Norms

As previously mentioned, the discipline of CE stemmed from the field of Home
Economics, applying economic theory to households, families, and individuals. As such, CE
had a normative component, which perhaps made it a considerably popular major among
female university students, indicated by the overwhelming female majority enrolled in the
major at its inception and in the several years thereafter. When viewed within a social
context, the 1982 introduction of the major at UIUC coincided with an increased
liberalization of societal perspectives on the roles women assumed, both in the home and
in the workplace. Women attending college a few decades earlier, in the late 1950s to early
1960s, still enrolled in disciplines conducive to femaléheavy careers, sua as teaching or
nursing, exhibiting similar choices in major to their counterparts in earlier generations.
However, in the early 1970s, women began to major in fields that were more career
oriented and would presumably lead to greater labor force attachemt, such as pre
medicine and business (Goldin, Katz and Kuziemko 2006). Thiansformation was
influenced by a number of political and social changes, includiregreorganization of the
legal structure of divorce, with the 1960s introduction of unilaterd divorce based upon
OEOOAAT T AEI AAT A AEEEAOAT AAOS j 3 hdifakdsedi T AT A 7
availability of birth control in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The reduction of the
possibility of an unwanted pregnancy enabled more women togstpone marriageand
child-rearing, and to attend college in increasing numbers, thereby encouraging more
women to pursue a career outside the home (Goldin and Katz 2002), apdrhapsto choose
a major that would better facilitate the realization of thesenew aspirations. Historical data

on median age at first marriage illustrates an increased attachment to the labor force by

11



women, as illustrated by the growing share of women electing to participate in the labor
force. If the percentage female CE/F maj@t UlUCnegatively correlates with the U.S.
female median age at first marriage, it may indicate that the social change initiated in the
1970s was continuing to fuel major choice at UIUC, even several decades later. Indeed, if
females viewed (and contind OT OEAxQ OEA #%r& | AET O AO EAOE
OAT 1 AOOEAG T OEAT OAOEIT T h da®er bphods ekpandell £AT 1T AT 1T 0
3.3. Gender Differential in the Appeal of the Economics Major
The national trends in percent female in economics suggest that the applicant pool
(freshmen and transfers) to theCE/Fmajor may have become more male over time. As
OOAEh A OAI AOGAT O 1 EOCAOAOOOA AT TAAOT O AATTIT I EA
Since the Principles of Economics course sequence is required in BOE/Fmajor at
UIUC, a gender differential in response to it can affect transfer rates. Fournier and Sass
(2000) find that females are less inclined than males to finish the Principles amse
sequence, and are also less likely to elect to take other economics courses beyond
Principles.
)yl A1 AOOAI PO OI Agbl AET OEA OAAOIT O AAEEI
Principles of Economicscourse, and to perhaps connect them with thacidence of
declining percentage and absolute numbers of female CE majonge examine theliterature
pertaining to these possible reasons. Perceived performance in the principles course
seems to be a legitimate justification for whether or not females reain in the course

sequence and/or major. Calkins and Welki (2006) observed that emy economics course,

females are more responsive to grades than males; for example, a woman who received a B

12



in a principles course would be less likely to continue omithe course sequence and
subsequently major in economics than a male who took the same principles course and
received a B. In fact, the lower the earned grade, the greater the disparity between males'
and females' persistence (Jensen and Owen 2001; HotlvaBeaudin and Wright 1992).
Further, Bartlett, Ferber and Green (2008) find that a key factor in whether or not females
will choose to major in economics is selfated ability in mathematics. In addition, both
genders perform better in math in classroms that are femaledominated (Hoxby 2000).
These observations indicate that possible explanations for women choosing to withdraw
frommath-ET OAT OEOA 1| AET OO | AdiceptithAn hér hbilities reldtiigdol 6 O OA |
successful completion of the coums. Perhaps women, specifically @& majors at UIUC, are
discouraged by their own pessimistic view of their capabilities and subsequently transfer
out of the major in greater numbers than men do.
Professor gender may also play a role in influencing majehoice. Carrell, Page and
7A00 j¢mpnq AZAET A A DI OEOEOA Al OOAI AGETT AAOxA
and relative importance of professor genddn A OOAT OEAI 1 U EiI Pl1 UET ¢ OEA«
initial skills in math, the more influence the gender of the professor has over whether or
not that female will choose to major in a mathematichieavy discipline. In addition,
Bettinger and Long (2005) find thatalthough less than onethird of professors teaching
introductory courses in economic are femalea female student is more likely to take at
least one additional course in economics if her introductory professor is female. However,
her likelihood of actually choosing to major in economics is reduced. This may indicate
that femalesmightAA 1 7T OA ET Al ET AA OI OEAx AAITTTI1EAO AO
an attractive subject in which to major (and subsequently pursue a career).

13



Personal interests and constraints may account for a significant portion of the
discrepancy between maleand female economics majors. A woman may decide against
majoring in economics because she believes she has more aptitude for other disciplines
(Dynan and Rouse 1997). Or she may desire an occupation that is more communal than
those for which economics povides a good background (Ballard and Johnson 2005). The
OOOAAT 060 OEiIiETC 1T £ OEA POET AEPI AO AT OOOA xEO
university is also a significant factor in whether or not he or she will graduate with a degree
in economicss &1 OOT EAO AT A 3A00 ETI AEAAOA OEAO OEA |
tenure that he or she took the first principles course, the less likely he or she was to major
ET AATTTITEAO jg¢nnnmgqh EIi Pl UET Ch EZ£ Abpkel EAA Ol
introductory principles course later in his or her tenure at the university, then he or she
would also be less likely to end up majoring in CEAdditionally, while being politically
AT T OAOOAOEOA ET AOAAOGAO OOOAAT thihdlesktiuedforET AOET 1
women than for men (Fournier and Sass 2000).

Another explanation for the gender differential in the appeal of the CEF major may
be related to changes in exposure to CEF and/or CiE#lated disciplines in high school.
Currently, state graduation requirements for lllinois high school students indicate that all
students must take a course in Consumer Educatittfor 50 minutes per day in a nine
week period, unless the student demonstrates comprehension of the subject by passing a
proficiency examj O3 OAOA ' OAAOAOQET 1. Brighk stu@dntd ternlBlihg@oOd 6 ¢ mmwC

continue on to postsecondary school may view the proficiency exam as a signal that

Y Students in a Consumer Education course must be instructed in three main areas: installment purchasing,
budgeting, and comparison of priceg O#1 1 001 AO wAOAAOCEI T ET )I1TEITTEO 3AEITI
may be included in such a course, but are not required.

14



Consumer Education is not as important a subject as others in which the State Board of
Education requires all students to enroll. This signal might unintentionall\zerve as a
barrier that keeps collegebound students from electing to take courses in or relating to
Consumer Education. Subsequently, these same students enter postsecondary sthg
without being exposed to Consumer Education and other CEElated topics, and may thus
shy away from majoring in an unfamiliar subject such as CEFhis relates to gender in the
sense that females who are not exposed to Consumer Education and rethteelds prior to
postsecondary schooling may be less likely to choose to take courses in €&lated
disciplines, thus lowering the percentage of female majors in CEF at UIUC.
Additionally, Bartlett, Ferber and Greer(2008) AT T A1 OAAA OEAG@erxEEIT A O
I DBDT OOOT EOEAOGS AOA A T AET O AAOGAOI ET AT O &I O Al
economics, it is almost twice as important for females as for males. This raises the question
as to whether or not available career opportunities in CEF are being ettively showcased
to prospective students. If not, fewer women may be enticed to enter initially or to transfer
in from other departments than would be possible, especially since career opportunities for

students in the College of Business are likely toe well-known and effectively exhibited.

3.4. The Relative Attractiveness of the Business School
While differences in mobility of women and men into and out o€E/F depend on the
relative attractiveness of competing fields, it also depends on the likelihood of being
accepted in them. It may be that at UIUC, the CoB draws a disproportionate share of able
women who might otherwise apply to CEF, while the less able es view CEF as a viable
Al OAOT AOEOAS )T OAOAOOET ¢ci Uh OEA #i" xAAOEOA
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AAi pOO OEAO POADPAOA OOOAAT OO OAOU xAll A O A
Urbana-Champaign.

According to Siegfried andBidani (1992), many students view the economics major
as an alternative to the business major, causing the economics department to undergo
direct, stiff competition from the business school. Salemi and Eubanks (1996) developed
OEAEO OAEGIAEsQKEBRBT OE A Greydd@undAha&@hA Qumber of
economics majors at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill follows an opposite
pattern from the number of business majors, where students who were unable to be
accepted into the business schoalsed the economics program as the closest alternative.
4EAU Al O AEOAT OAOAA OEAO OOOAAT OO AAOACI OEUA
significantly lower SAT scores, GPAs, and lower grades in principles of economics courses
OEAT O1 OEAOER &) BB IOEAO OAlsitAd AEGA QAL UDPT OEAOEOS |
students at UIUC, it may be inferred that there is a significant number of people viewing CE
as a viable alternative to business and then majoring in CE after being screened out of the
business school by failing to meet GPA standards.

Yyl AT 1T O0OAOGOKh ET A OAODI 1T OA Céntad(®96),Al E AT A %
wondered whether or not a decline in the number of economics majors was inherently a
bad thing, considering that the students leamg may not be all that interested in economics
ET OEA Z£EOOO bl AAAS #1 1 -0ukidedsOD ABA ODEUOA OGRROEDA
serve as a reminder for those alarmed by the transferring out of women; perhaps these
AAT A1 AO OEI DBl estell Ak disCiplie EnyrdoreE KaSp&r@2008)

AARET T x1 AACAO OuashnesSIAEDIAD OPWELIAGEAOEOS ALT T ¢ xEOI

11 Students who choose economics for reasomher than being screened out of the business major.
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economics major: studentscogniza®@ T £ OEA 1T AOEI 180 AOOOAT O AATI
during poor economic climates, are more likely to major in economics, perhaps to help

improve economic conditions. The current state of the economy, therefore, may be

spurring students (and more males than females, although it is unclear why) to choose to

major in CE over other disciplines.
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Chapter 4. Hypotheses, Methods, and Data

This section states our hypothesem order to explain the decline in the percent and
number of women in theCE/Fmajor at UIUC, and briefly explains the methods used to
examine them.

Ourfirst hypothesis is that trends in the percentage and number of females in the
CE/Fmajor simply reflect national trends. While the fields of economics and CE are not
precisely equivalent, the root of CE is economics; thus, trends in economics majors may
somewhat explain and affirm trends in CE majors. Therefore, in order to test this
hypothesis, we compare treds in data onCE/F majorsat UIUC with trends in data on
A A A E Adedre@swarded nationally, in economics, available from Siegfried (2010), in CE,
and overall available through the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) website
(NCES 2009%2. $ecifically, we seek to find whether or not the decrease in the percentage
of female CEF majors at UIUC mirrors a decrease of the same time frame and magnitude on
a nationallevel in economics majors. Additionally, a comparison of trends in the percent
female CE/F majors at UIUC with national statistics on female median age at first marriage
may serve to illustrate any possible relationship®etween female potential CE/F majors
and changing work roles and/or national social norms.

Our second hypothesis is that the decline in the number and percent female in the
CE/Fmajor at UIUC resulted from the 1995 merger with the Agricultural Economics
Department. Agricultural Economics has traditionally been a maldominated field
nationally and at UILC, and remains so although the proportion of women in the field has

ET AOAAOGAA ET OAAAT O UAAOO j O3 0O0Ahdrgdroral O1 1 1 1 Al

12See Table A& for a comparison of data from Siegfried (2009) and NCES (2009).
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smaller, predominantly female field (CE) with a larger, malelominated field (Agricultural
Economics)would likely result in a majority of men. This may explain what occurred in the
CE major at UIUC. Further, the (micro) Principles of Economics course taught in ACE, the
entry point to all ACE majors?, reflects the gender composition of the department as
whole, not just of the CE major itsef* Additionally, transfers into the CE/F major are
required to take the Principles of Economics course taught in the Economics department,
which may further complicate the matter. To test this hypothesis, we break down the data
into periods before and after the merger.

Ourthird EUPT OEAOEO EO OEAO OEA AAAEOEITT 1T £ OEA
disproportionately more males than females to the major, thus reinforcing the impact of
the merger, because finance has also traditionally been dominated by mem fact, the
Finance major in the College of Business (CoB) has not had over 35% female majors since
the fall of 1999, with a low of 25% female in the 20062007 academic year (DMI 2009).
To test this hypothesis, we compare the gender composition of the major from loeé and
after its name change from CE to CEF. We also examine trends in the gender composition
of the Finance major nationally and in the CoB at UIUCSee Table A6).

Aside from marking the time of important changes in th&CE/F major that might
have affected the gender composition, we also developed a set of hypotheses about

differences between men and women in movement into and out of the major based on their

13 Here we refer to all ACE majors who began with the Department as freshmen, but not the majors who
transferred in.

When the CE major was in SHRFS, students took the prinsigdience in the Economics Department. After

the merger, when the micro Principles course was taken in the ACE Department, the gender composition was likely
to be more male and the examples given in class more Agrictutieated, and thus less appeatino women,

than in the previous course.
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different reaction to it. Students enter either as freshmen or later as transfers. Regrettgbl
we only have data over the entire period on the latter.

Ourfourth hypothesis is that women transferout of the major at a higher rate than
men do, and this has increased over time. Women may be pulled away or pushed away. A
possible explanation forhigher rates of female transferss OO0 | AU AA OEAO Of AEI
disciplines, specifically fields that have traditionally been mal&lominated, are now actively
recruiting more women, pulling them away from fields that were historically female
dominated, suchas CE/CEF. Alternatively, women may hmishedout at a higher rate than
men as a result of challenges they face in the departmewide micro-economic principles
course and/or the introductory CE/F coursel® or even by the prospect of having to take
Intermediate Microeconomic Theory in the Economics Departmeri€ While it would be
difficult to determine the reason, we test the hypothesis that the gender composition of
transfers-out of the CE/Fmajor became more female over timé7

To the extent that the CoB is accepting more women with good GPAs who are
interested in subjects similar to CEF, the number giotential applicants to CE/Fwould be
reduced. Earliersuch students may have entere€E/Fin the hope of doing well enough to

transfer to CoB attracting many of the best students away fronCE/F. Since men earn

lower grades, far fewer of them would have that opportunity. Also, women would be

15 ACE 100 and/or ACE 270.

% This latter point was suggested by Professor William Walsted, a leading researcher in the field of Economic
Education (pers. comm., November 18, 2010).

If we were indeedto find that therelative female transfeput rate hasiisen, we could go on to test whether the
introductory economics and/or CEF course are somehow more discouraging to ferdalesver,at the present
time, we donot have individualeveldata on students who haever taken these courses
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especially attracted to CoB because of the greater importance they place on job

opportunities, in part because they are offered valuable assistance in finding jobs through

3UI bl EAEOUh OEA #1 "800 AgAl OOEOA ET A OAAOAE OU
To test this hypothesis, we examine (1) the percenge of women in the CoB from

1982 to the present to determine if it became increasigly female over time(see Table A

7), and (2) the gender composition, cumulative GPAs, and (if available) ACT scores of

students who transferred therefrom CE/F (especially of those who chose to enter Finance).

The hypothesis will be supported if the geder composition of the CoB (as well as the

transfers from CE/Fto the CoB) is increasingly female over time, and the cumulative GPAs

and ACT scores of transfers frol€E/Fto CoB are high relative to those who remained

behind.
Our fifth hypothesis concerns the possibility that the applicant pool for transfers

into CE/F may have become more male because of the merger with Agricultural Economics

AT A OEA AAAEOQOEITT 1T &£ OEA xI1 OA O&FE1T AT AARd6 O OEA

and Corsumer Finance might offer more lucrative job opportunities than CE, but not as

much so as CoB and Finance. In order to test this hypothesis, we will analyze changes in

the gender composition of transferdnto the major over time18 We are specifically l@king

at the major years of interest, including the years directly before, during and after 1995

(which was when the merger occurred), the years directly before, during and after 1997

i xEEAE xAO xEAT OEA x1 OA O&ET Al AAmdtheyeads AAAAA

X
AEOAAOI U AAEI OAnh AOOET ¢ AT A AEOAO ¢nnt j xEEAE

18 One possible internaource of womerio CEFthe predominantlyfemale Consumer and Textile Marketing
(CTM) majorwhich had studentsvho might have chosen CEF as a related alternative, disappeared when that
major was terminatedn 2005.
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was overhauled and the crosslisting of the course in the Economics department was
dropped). An increasingproportion of male transfersin may indicate that the transfer

applicant pool to the CE and CEF majors has indeed become more nddeninated.

4.1. Data Description

The UIUC data were provided by the Division of Management Information (DMI).
First, we obtained aggregate data on the number of studenenrolled in the CE/F major for
1982 to 20089, and LAS Economics and Business Economics majors from 1979 to 2008.
Second, we obtained data on individual students who haelrerbeen aCE/F major from
1982 to 2008, including their gender, class standing (i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior,
senior), all colleges/majors enrolled in during each semester at UIUC, cumulative
undergraduate GPA, and ACT score (if reported). Third, we obtained aggaée data on
students enrolled in the introductory CE/F class (ACE 270) and in ACE 476 by gender and

year, for 1982 to 2008.

19 We combined the data for the CE and CEF majoGH/F) because the major itself remained essentially the
same.
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Chapter 5. Descriptive Data Analysis
5.1. National Trends
Thefirst hypothesis we consider is that the observed decline in the percentage and
number of females in theCE/F major at UIUC is reflective of national trends in Economics
and/or Consumer Economics.Table 1 presents national data on total number of
A A A E Al greesBe@rned #d the percent earned by women in Consumer Economics,
Economics, and in all fields, as well as data f@E/Fand Economics majors at UIU®.
$O0ET ¢ OEA PAOET A AOI I pwwn O ¢nnyh xEEIA
earned by women rosefrom 53.9to 57.5 in 2002-3, then dropped backo 57.2, the
percentage in economics started at 30.1, reached a peak of 34 in 2000, and then receded
back to 30.2 in 2008. During this same period, the percent female among UICE/F
majors decreased by a dimatic 37.6 percentage points, from 63.2 to 25.6. Despite this
decline, the percent of women majors ItCE/Fexceeded that in economics throughout
virtually the entire period (except in 2000), both locally and nationally. Since itical peak
in 2000, thepercent women in economicsat UIUCdeclined considerably more rapidly than
it did nationally. This is of some concern for CEF because the majors take at least two
courses in the economics department. Thus, whatever is transpiring there could be
affecting CEF (and other ACE majors as weth.Throughout the period, the percentage
AAT AT A AiTT¢c AAAEAT T 080 AACOAA OAAEDEAT OO EI

1993), but it is mostly only slightly higher until 1995 (the year of the merger) andhfter,

201171 T/&£ OEA AAOGA EO OEI x1 A O pwwn O ¢mmyn O T A EO Al (
(2009) survey data on €onomicsdegrees by gender are only available beginning in 1990, while national data
on CE degrees are only available beginning in 1987.

21 One possibility is issues with Intermediate Economic Theory (ECON 302).
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when the percentage female drops to between 20 and 30 percentage points at UR3(he
percent female of CE degrees nationally first rose and then fell, ending the perib@90-
2008 almost exactly where it began. While local and national percentagesCE diverge
significantly beginning in 1995, both drift downward from that point on. These data
suggest that local trends may reflect national developments in economics, and to a lesser

extent since the mid1990s in consumer economics.

5.2. The Merger and Name Change

Our second andthird hypotheses are that the merger with Agricultural Economics
reduced the proportion of women in CE, as did the name change from CE to CE&ble 2
shows the number of men and women majors from 1982 to 2010, witthe years of the
merger (1995) and the name change (1997) highlighted. The percent of women in the
CE/Fmajor declined dramatically from 86 in 1983 to 29 in 2010, a decrease of 57
percentage points in around three decades, or nearly 20 percentage pointsrpkecade. The
CE major grew fairly steadily aftethe name change until it peaked at 15@tudentsin AY
2007. The introduction of a new ACE major, Financial Planning (s August 2008
admitted incoming freshmen as well as internal transfers. TheFrmajoris at least partially
responsible for the decline in CEF majors, whichad dropped from 150 to 80 students by
the fall semester of 2010.1t is likely that some students who majored in CEF were actually
iTOA ET OAOAOGOAA ET 0&06 OEAT ET #% AT A xAOA

alternative. It is possible that the sharp decline in percerfemale between 2007 and 2008

22\While it would be preferable to compae degrees inCE/Fat UIUC to degrees nationally, we only have data
on degrees awarded in CEF by gender from 1999 on. Also, the percentages vary significantly from year to
year, given the small number of students graduating in the major in most years.
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may also deive from the introduction of this new major, suggesting that women were
more interested at first than men.
#1 1 OEOOAT O xEOE OEA O- AOCAO6 EUDI OEAOGEON
in 1995 to a high of 51 in 2007, the percent of women declinedudng the same period
from 45.5 to 34.0; both the number and percent declined thereafter. Still, the percent of
women had already declined from 86 in 1983 to 63 in 1994 at a rate double that of pest
merger. Even so, the percent of women plummeted by 17pércentage points, from 63.2 in

1994 to 45.5 in 19953, suggesting that the merger likely played a major part.

% Results from a ttest analyzing the differences between the mean percentage female before the merger (from
1983 to 1994) to the mean percentage female after the merger (from £388) indicate that the differences
between these two means are statisticallgrficant.
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&OOOEAOh AAOxAAT pwwxh OEA UAAO OEA x1 OA O&EI
women dropped substantially again, thisitne by 13 percentage points to 34Interestingly,

the number of women was unchanged indicating that additional men were drawn into the

O

DOl COAI xEAT OEA x1 OA O /&KHe percdnfstbseieitipei@ A A E1
steady to 2007 then dropped preciftously again when the Financial Planning major began,
before appearing to level off. These precipitous declines may be explainable in part by the
concept of tipping (e.g., Pan 2011). Despite the subsequent rise in the number of women,

from 18 in 1997 toa maximum of 51 in 2007, it was far less than the rise in the number of

men, from 20 to 99, causing a decline in the percent female from 47 to 34. This suggests

that the name change might have reinforced the business image that had begun to take

hold, attracting disproportionately more men into the program. Figure 1 presentsthis

data graphically. tisOEAOA AEAEAOAT AAO ET xT 1T AT 680 AT A 1Al

major that we go on to explore in the next two sections.

5.3. Transfers Out of the Major

Our fourth hypothesis is that the rate at which females transfeout of the CE/F
major has increased relative to that of malesTable 3 shows the number and percent of
men and women who transferredout of CE/Ffor each year, 19822008. In order to
determine a mobility rate for each group, it also shows the male, female, and total numbers
of transfers out as a percent of alCE/F majors in that year. As shown in col. 4, between
1982 and 2008, as many as 418 stlents, or about onequarter of all CE majors (col14),
transferred out of CE/F. Of these, 202 (or 48 percent) were women (col. 3), just a bit above

their proportion of the major as a whole (col. 9).
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These data show a great deal of yedo-year variation in students transferring out
of the CE/Fmajor. Summary statistics for the premerger (1982-1994) and postmerger
(1995-2008) periods (and pre- and postname change), are depicted in the lower panets
the table. Col. 14 shows that the transfer out rate was actually higher on average {itean
post-merger at 34 compared with 21 percent. The outward mobility rate actually declined
more for women, from 35 to 20 percent (col. 12), than for men, from 3® 21 percent (col.
10). Thus, the rate at which women transferred out o€E/Fdid not increase relative to
that of men, and postmerger women are slightlylesslikely to transfer out of CE/Fthan
men are and the overall outward mobility rate has diminibed as well. The conclusions are
basically the same for preto post-name change.

Another possible cause of the decreasing percentage of female CE majors is that
historically male-dominated fields have been increasingly admitting more women and
attracting them away from predominantly-female fields like Consumer Economics, either
as freshmen or as transfersTable 4 shows the Colleges and major€E/F students
transferred into between 1982 and 2008. LAS attracte87 percent (116) of all female
transfers out (col. 9 (6)), followed by any different major in the ACES College, with 23
percent (47) of all female transfers out. This was followed far behind by the CoB with only
7.4 percent of female transfers (while 19 percent of male transfers entered the latde with
the remaining 12 percent going to other colleges.

By major, it is clear that females transferring out o€E/F are most attracted to
English and Communication, along with Economics in LAS as a close second. Interestingly,
English and Communicatiorare both fields that have been historically female Also, third is

Other Social or Behavioral Science majors in LAS, including Political Science and

27



Psychology, which weregender-integrated to a great extent during this period. On the
other hand, the Agibusiness, Farm and Financial Management (AFFM) major in ACE has
been historically male, making the fact that it receives the next largest percent of all female
transfers-out of CE/F (5.4 percent) consistent with increasing femaldriendliness. These
results suggest that although previously strongly male fields may have been accepting
more women, this has not necessarily been the main drain on femalE/F majors at UIUC.
However, the majors that women transfer to may have changed pesterger as new fields
opened to them and this table covers the whole period combined

Table 5 breaks down the three most popular majors thaCE/F students transferred
into, LAS Economics, LAS English and Communication, and LAS Other Social & Behavioral
Sciences by preand postmerger in order to determine how their popularity changed over
time. The percent female among transfers to LAS Economics is significantly lower post
merger than pre-merger (col. 3), but, it comprises an increased share of all female transfers
out (col. 4). By contrast, the percent going to LAS English and Communication, a heavily
female field, is higher in the premerger than in the postmerger period, when it closely
resembles the gender composition of transfers to LAS Economics (col. 7). Additionally, the
percent female transferring to LAS Other Social and Behavioral Sciences-pnerger is
decreased by half posimerger (col. 11), reflected as welln the same majoras a percent of
all female transfersout (col. 12). These findings suggest that prserger, some portion of
the female transfers out were seeking a major that was socially acceptable for women, but

that this is much less true postmerger.
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5.4. Relationship to the College of Business

Table 6 illustrates the numbers and percentage female of transfers out froGE/F
to any major in the CoB from 1982 to 2008. In all, 56 students transferred into the CoB out
of a total of 418 transfers, oroughly 13 percent (col. 1). Out of these, 15 were women (col.
3), comprising about onefourth of those who transferred from CE/Fto the CoB (col. 4).
Out of the total of 202 female transfers out from 1982 to 208, the CoB attracted 7.4
percent, which i not sufficient to consider it a significant drain on women. By contrast, the
CoB took 41 men (col. 2) or 19 percent of all male transfexsut of CEF.

Table 6 also depicts the quality of the students who transferred fronCE/Fto the
CoB; we had speculad that they would take the highestquality students (and that they
were more likely to be women since they get higher grades). From 1982 to 28(the
average cumulative GPA (as of graduation and/or last recorded semester at UIUC) of
women who transferred to the CoB is 3, and the average cumulative GPA of men is 3.5,
while the average ACT score for women is529, and for men is 5.0. Thuswhen
considering quality measures such a@veighted) average cumulative GPA and/or average
ACT scorethe data are inconsistent with the hypothesighat the women who transfer to
the CoB are more highlygualified than the men. Sincethey are neither more numerous nor
of higher quality, it does not appear that the CoB is creaming off mahigher quality

women than men4

24 Sincethe University did not begin recording admitted student ACT scores until 1997, due to the small sample
size, it is difficult to come to any robust conclusions on gender differences in ACT scores.
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5.5. Transfers Into the Major

A change in the gender composition of the transfer applicant pool to increasingly
male would be another reason for the decline in the percent female in tl&E/F major.
Table 7 presents relevant data by year, 1982008. In the years before the merger, it was
mainly women who transferred in, but this changed directly after the name was changed in
1997. By 1998, the number of men transfers per year had increased to 7, andghly
remained there through 2003, but even so, the number of women transfers, although it
declined, remained higher.After 2003, the number of male transfersn grew large and
exceeded the rate for femalesThe percent female among transferén has decreasedrom
78 pre-merger to 46 percent postmerger (col. 5), as the total number of transfersn per
year has clearly risen since th@ame changgcol. 2). Transfers-in as a percent of alCE/F
majors averaged about 20 percent over thentire period from 1982 to 2008 (col. 14). By
period, the rate of transfers intoCE/F declined from 23 percent, on average, prenerger to
18.7 percent postmerger (col. 14) with female transfers as a percent of femaleE/F
majors decreasing from 26.6 premerger to 24.1 postmerger (col. 12). Further, as the
number of students in the major has risen, transfers comprise a decreasing proportion of
students. By contrast, poshame change, the directions are reversed, at least for males.
The percent of transfers in as a percent ahajors of their own gender increased by almost
four percentage poins for males (col. 10) and one percentage point for females (col. 12),
but female transfers comprised a declining proportion of all CE majors (col. 13).

We also analyzed where the transfs to CE/Fcame from (seeTable 8). The 101
women who came from elsewhere within ACES (col. 6) comprised 52.9 percent of total

female transfers (col. 9). The largest numbesf transfers (155, of whom 81 were women)
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came from LAS (97 of them from LAS Gerad, 49 women). The female transfersn from
LAS comprised almost onéhalf of all female transfers into the major, at 42.4 percent (col.
9).25 The next largest contributing majors were Food Science and Human Nutrition (FSHN
35 total, 27 women) for 14.1percent of all female transfers, and Consumer and Textile
Marketing (CTM- 26, 20 women) for 10.5 percent of all females transferring in.
AgriBusiness, Farm and Financial Management (AFFN29 students total; 16 women), an
ACE major, comprised 8.4 percerdf all female transfers into CE/F, the same percentage as
General Home Economics (16 total, 16 women). Still, it may be inferred that as the General
Home Economics majors were gradually phased out, the students previously enrolled
chose CE, which may havbeen the closest alternative.

Table 9 combines transfers in and transfers out together to examine the net
transfer rate. Col. (2) illustrates that over the period from 1987 to 2000, there were more
transfers out of the CE/F major than transfers intat, indicating a net transfer deficit. In
fact, aside from a short period from 1984 to 1986, only in more recent years (2005 to
2007) has the major enjoyed receiving more transfers in than out, falling back into a deficit
in 2008, with a net loss of 9 stdents, likely to the new Financial Planning majar The net
transfers before the name change, at a loss of 79, is strikingly greater than after the name
change, with a loss of just 3 students.

Interestingly, when net transfers are separatedby gender, inthe time period prior
to the merger, there is a positive net change of one female (col. (5)), while after the merger,

there is a positive net change of an astounding 59 females. Thus, it seems that in actuality

% nterestingly, only2 women and 2 ren transferred in from the CoB.
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there were more females transferringinto the major afterthan beforethe merger
compared to men casting severe doubt on the fourth hypothesis.

To summarize our descriptive results, we find that trends in national data may be
reflected locally,especially since the merger, anthat the merger ard the name change may
well have been major influences in the downward trend in the share of female CE/F majors
over time. Still, the mobility rate for women transferring out of the major was actually
higher before the merger than it was after the mergerWe also find that the quality of
women transferring from CE/F into the CoB is not necessarily better than the quality of
men transferring out from and into the same majors Female transfers into the major have
indeed comprised a declining share of all CiBajors, indicating that a smaller proportion of
women have been enticed to switch into the GEmajor in recent years however,
interestingly, there has been a positive net change in transfers of females since the merger
occurred.

In the nextchapter, we go on to combine data on several of these hypotheses into a
single regression framework to assess their relative contributions to the overall decline in

percent female in the CE/F major.
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Chapter 6. Regression Analysis

A thoroughinvestigation into the existence of possible underlying trends in our data
would not be complete without statistical regressionanalysis We analyze the data first by
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) on the percent female in Consumer Economics at UIUC, both
with and without a trend variable. Since the data are a time series, we then use OLS on the
first-differences in percent female. The limitation of this method is that we have relatively

few observations.

6.1. Percent Female in Consumer Economics at UIUC

Our data were first analyzed using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressiamshe
percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC, which is denoted Mas defined inTable 10.
The results are presented ifTables 12a and 12b. Each regression reported imable 12a
was conducted over 26 observations; one for each year, from 1983 to 2008, while those in
Table 12b were on a smaller sample of 22 observationsThe remaining variablesused in
our econometric analysis are also defined iTable 10, and they will be digussed here in

turn as they are introduced with each successive regression.

In Table 12a, regression (1) is constructed as a simple regression with only one
independent variable, which isTrend. TheTrendvariable essentially assigns a number to
each dservation, effectively allowing each observation to be ordered and indexed. Thus,
the observation for the first year, 1983, is assigned a value of 1, 1984 is assigned a value of
2, and so on, up to 2008, which is assigned a value of 26. The resultseegfession (1) in
Table 12a show the Trendvariable as being statistically significant at the 0.01 level with a

coefficient of-2.18. This means that, when nothing else is accounted for in the regression,
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an increase inTrendby 1 (year) corresponds to a decrease iN of -2.18 percentage points.
Thus, we see that with each passing year, the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC is

decreasing by about 2 percentage points.

In column (2) of Table 12a, we add tothe Trendvariable, a variable we labeled
Merge Mergeis a dummy variable, defined irrable 10, that indicates whether or not the
merger had occurred in the year of observation. A value of O is given to all observations in
the years 1983 to 1994, and a value ofi$ assigned to the years 1995 to 2008. The
addition of the Mergedummy illustrates our attempt to test the hypothesis that the nerger
itself had a negative effect on the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC. Its coefficient
of -16.26 is highly significant, indicating that themerger having occurred in the observation
year strongly corresponds to a decrease il of 16.26 percentageooints. This implies that
the merger may have been a major influence in the decline over time in the percent female
of CE/F majors at UIUC. Additionally, th€rendvariable remains highly significant, with a
coefficient of-1.25, illustrating again thatthere exists a decline over time in the percent
female CE/F majors at UIUC that is not associated with the mergagr se The reduction in
the coefficient from 2 to just over 1 percentage point per year suggests that nearly half of
the decline can be acamted for by the merger. The adjusted Rralue is 0.903, which not
only is greater than the adjusted Rvalue of 0.812 in regression (1), but is also the highest
in all of Table 12a. At the very least, this indicates that the introduction dflergein
regression (2) allows the model to account for a much greater amount of variance in the

regressed data than regression (1).
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Column (3) inTable 12a breaks Mergeinto two separate variables MergeDiff and
AfterMerger. MergeDiff as defined inTable 10, is afirst-differenced version of theMerge
dummy, with a value of 1 assigned to the year of theerger only, 1995, and a value of zero
for all other observations. AfterMergeris a dummy variable that indicates whether or not
the merger had already occurred in the particular year of observation. Accordingly, it takes
on the value of O for the years of 1983 to 1995, and a value of 1 for the remaining years. As
a result, theAfterMergervariable is defined in the same manner alerge with the

exception of the 1995 observation, which is 1 foMerge but O for AfterMerger.

The results from regression (3) inTable 12a show that both of these newly
introduced variables are indeed significant at the 0.05 level. The coefficient fivtergeDiffis
-16.57, which would not be significantly different from the coefficient foMergein
regression (2) of-16.26, indicating that the 1995 occurrence of the rger corresponds to
a decrease inY of 16.57 percentage points. The coefficient fokfterMerger, -17.84, shows
that whether or not the merger had already happened implies a decline iNof 17.84
percentage points, which is 1.3 percentage points greater than in 1995 alone. Thend
variable remains highly significant, dropping still closer to 1 petentage point, reiterating

the downward trend in .

The AfterNamedummy variable is introduced in regression (4) inTable 12a, but
this regression does not control for the trend. It serves as an indicator of whether or not
the name change had alreadyazurred by the particular year of observation. That is,
AfterNameassigns a value of 0 for 1983 to 1997, and a value of 1 for 1998 to 2008. While

the name change had officially taken place in 1997, there were still students in the major
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with the old name (CE) that needed to graduate so we introduce a lag of one year. The
AfterNamevariable was significant at the 0.05 level, with a coefficient 61.0.04. This
illustrates that having had the name change occur corresponds with a decrease in the
percent female of CE/F majors at UIUC of 10.04 percentage points, indicating that the
change in the name of the major did, in fact, have an impact ¥n The absence of thérend
variable from this regression, may also account for the increase in value of theerge
coefficient to a significant-24.63. Thus, without removing the tend from the equation,
Mergeappears to account for a decrease iof 24.63 percentage points, the largest

negative coefficient onMergein Table 12a.

The reintroduction of the Trendvariable in col. (5) seems to render thé\fterName
variable insignificant, and it remains so in all further variations on this regression shown in
Table 12a. BothMergeand Trendremain significant at the 0.01 level, however, with
estimates similar to those in col. (2), with a coefficient 0f15.88 onMergeand of -1.17 on
Trend. This implies that there was an underlying ongoing trend competing with the name
change, and thus that we are unable to conclude that the name change from Consumer
Economics (CEto Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF) had any further effect on

percent female beyond that of the merger itself.

Regression (6) inTable 12a is also similarly structured in variables to regression
(4), with the omission of Trendand the presence oMerge and AfterName However, it
introduces the variable describing the percentage of-§ear degrees earned in the U.S. by
females, which we labeled asin Table 10. The coefficient on this variable 0f3.50, is

significant at the 0.01 level, indicating hat a 1-unit increase inn corresponds to a drop inY
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of 3.50 percentage points. WhiléfterNameis also rendered insignificant by this insertion,
Mergeremains significant at the 0.01 level with a drop of 1.3 percentage points in its
coefficient to a value 0£14.53, again reinforcing that the nerger may have played a
substantial role in the decline ofY over time. The adjusted Rvalue for the regresson in

col. (6), at 0.900, is the same value as in regression (5), which suggests that dropping the
Trendvariable and addingn to the model may accomplish the same thing, as far as

explaining the variance in the data is concerned.

Regression (7) can beompared to regression (5) due to the similarity in the
variable structure of the two regression models. But regression (7) distinguishes itself
from regression (5) via the addition of then variable. It adds theTrendvariable back in,
which renders the coefficient onn insignificant. Interestingly, while nitself is not
significant, the coefficient onTrendbecomes insignificant, suggesting thatrendand n may
be capturing the same or a similar concept and cannot be distinguished. Additionally, the
only significant variable in regression (7) isMerge, with a somewhat smaller coefficient of
13.97. Nevertheless, the adjusted?®s higher than in all regressions in this table except

(2), suggesting that there is likely some strong correlations amondnése variables.

Similarities in variable structure exist between regressions (8) and (6) as well. Both
models employ theMerge AfterName andn variables, while omitting Trend. Regression
(8) introduces a variable representing the percent female amongconomics majors at
UIUC, denoted bycin Table 10. The incorporation ofec while not significant itself,
reduces the magnitude of the coefficient oMergeto -13.75 and its significance from 0.01

to 0.05. With the absence dfrend, n regains its statstical significance, and an increase in
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is negatively correlated with a decrease iy of a magnitude of 3.37 percentage points. It
also bears mentioning that compared to regression (7), the adjustec®Ralue for regression
(8) is slightly lowered. Thismay indicate that the inclusion ofTrendand the exclusion okec
may be slightly preferable to the inclusion oecand the exclusion offrendfor purposes of
OEA T TAAT 80 cCclIiT AT AGO 1T & £EOS8

Regression (9) utilizes all the same variables as the previousgeession (8), but
adds back in the variable foiTrend. Again, as in regression (7);renditself is not
significant, and its inclusion in the model also rendera insignificant. OnlyMergeremains

significant, with a coefficient of-15.33 in this regresson.

Table 12b consists of OLS regressions very similar to those fable 12a, but with
22 observations instead of the previous 26The reduction in observations was necessary
due to the fact that the national data on degrees earned in specific fieldasvunavailable

prior to 1987.

Regression (1) inTable 12b is modeled in exactly the same way aggression(8) in
Table 12a. This was done in order to analyze the impact of the reduction in the number of
observations on the effectiveness of the model. Specifically, the regression makes use of
the Merge,AfterName n and ecvariables, and excludesTrend. In bothregressions Mergeis
significant at the 0.05 level, and both haveoefficient values that are quite close to each
other, with the one fromregression(1) in Table 12b at-14.47 slightly larger than, from
regression(8) in Table 12a at-13.75. The coefficients ofterNameand ecare not
significant in either regression, and the adjusted Rvalues are very similar. This implies

that the effectiveness of both models in explaining the variance in the data is roughly the
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same. The noteworthy difference between the twoegressionsis that in regression(8)

from Table 12a, nis highly statistically significant, whilen is insignificant in regression (1)

in Table 12b. Thus, it can be surmised that the reduction in sample size influenced the loss
of significance for then variable in the latter regression. However, it should also be noted
that when the Trendvariable is present in anyregressionin Table 12a or Table 12b,nis

always insignificant.

In Table 12b, regression(2) is modeled in precisely the same way a®gression (9)
in Table 12a, which was also done for the analysis of the impact from the sample size
reduction. Again, both regressions includ&lerge,AfterName n, ecand Trend, with the only
difference being 26observationsin regression(9) from Table 12a and only 22
observationsin regression(2) from Table 12b. In this case, the significance level Merge
is the same for bothregressionsat 0.05, with the rest of thecoefficients being insignificant.
The close similarity of these results implies that perhaps the change in sample size matters
less if theTrendvariable is included in the model. Still, it is worth noting that there exists a
larger gap between the adjusted Rvalues of these two regressions (a difference of 0.017)
than the regressionsdiscussed in the previous paragraph (a difference of 0.01). This likely
means that the reduction inobservationslowers the effectiveness of the model to

accurately explain the variarce in the data.

Regression (3) inTable 12b again incorporatesMerge, AfterName andn in its
model. It also introduces the variablene, which represents the percentage of economics
degrees earned in the U.S. by females. Thendvariable was not induded. This

regressionproduced some interesting results. Its main finding is that theoefficient for ne
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is 1.98 and is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. This implies that auhit increase in
necorrelates positively to an increase irY of 1.98 percentage points, which could mean

that the percentage of economics degrees earned in the U.S. by females has a small positive
impact on the percent female UIUC CE/F majors, as hypothesized. In addition, the
AfterNamedummy becomes significant at tle 0.05 level with acoefficient value of-10.94.

This particular variable has not been significant in any of our previously discussed
regressions with the exception of that in col(4) in Table 12a. It is perhaps important to

recall that regression(4) from Table 12a also excludesTrend, which might imply that the
absence of thelrendvariable may contribute to an increase in significance dkfterName

The value of the coefficient forAfterNameof -10.94 suggests that the name change having

already occurred corresponds with a decrease il of 10.94 percentage points.

Also in regression (3),Mergeis statistically significant at the level of 0.01, which is
the highest significance level of allegressionspresented inTable 12b. Thecoefficient for
Mergeis -19.70. Becausdlergewas statistically significant at a level of 0.01 in all but one
of theregressionsin Table 12a, it may be concluded that the smaller sample size reduced
the significance levels of theMergevariable. Additionally, the adjusted Rvalue for
regression(3) in Table 12b of 0.904 is the highest adjusted Rvalue of all presented
regressions in this chapter. This could indicate that the model in this particulaegression

might most effectively explain the variance in the data.

The finalregressionin Table 12b adds both the percentage of U.S. Consumer
Economics degrees earned by womem¢) and the Trendvariable. Interestingly, AfterName

is significant at the 0.10 level with acoefficient of -13.59. Thiscould indicate that the name
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change having already occurred might influence the decline Mby 13.59 percentage
points. Thecoefficientfor ne, 2.79, is significant at the 0.10 levehs well, implying again

that nemight have a small positive influence on the percent female UIUC CE/F majors.
Unfortunately, the newly-introduced ncvariable is not significant. However, it is possible
that the introduction of nc might have somewhat rediced the significance levels afie
AfterName andMergein comparison with the significance levels of the sameariablesin
regression (3) inTable 12b. The variable representing the trend is now completely
insignificant, suggesting that the combinatiorof the three percent female variables or those
three plus the AfterNamevariable fully capture the trends going on over the period 1987
2008. However, a joint Rest on the three variables together with an Fvalue of1.57, is

insignificant, as is the Rest for the four variables taken together, with an Fvalue of 1.50.

6.2. First -Differences in Percent Female in Consumer Economics at UIUC

Because each data point of the aggregate dasameasured once per year, we
consider our data set to be a time series, and treat it accordingly. Ideally, time series on
which we can effectively conduct econometric analysis must be stationary; that is, the basic
statistical aspects of the series (such as mean and variance) must be dansover time
(Nau 2005. Figure 2 illustrates the percent female majors in CE/F at UIUC over the time
period of interest. A cursory inspection ofigure 2 indicates that the series is

nonstationary.

To test the stationarity of Y, the dependent varidle, the original and transformed

data are presented for reference imable 11. We first consider the correlogram o¥in
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Figure 3. Asthe figure illustrates, the autocorrelation coefficient for this time series starts
out at a very high value at lag 1 (0.7712) and then decreases as the lag value is lengthened,
which indicates that this particular series is nonstationary. We additionally conductie
Dickey-Fuller test for a unit root in the dependent variable, which is shown in row 1 of

Table 13. Because the qwalue for the test statistic is 0.568 and thus is not significant, we
reject the DickeyFuller null hypothesis that our time series of inteest is stationary. As a
result of our testing for a unit root, it can reasonably be concluded that the dependent
variable is indeed nonstationary, and that the time series must be transformed into a series
that is stationary in order for effective statigical analysis to be conducted upon it (Gujarati

2003).

The DickeyFuller test not only allows us to check for stationarity; it also allows us
to determine exactly how to transform the time series. In fact, the presence of a unit root
indicates that the frst differences of the series are stationary, implying that we may
conduct analysis upon the first differences oY (Gujarati 2003). Thus, if the original
dependent variable (percent female majors in CE/F at UIUC) at tintés denoted byY(t),
then the first difference of Yat time t is Y(t) z Y(t-1) (Nau 2005). In our analysis, we name
the first difference of Y asdY, which is shown inFigure 4. The correlogram ofdYin Figure
5 illustrates that the autocorrelation coefficient for this time series stats at a much lower
value than the correlogram forY (in Figure 2) at lag 1 €0.1396). Then, for the next 8 lags,
the autocorrelations oscillate above and below zero, which indicates that this particular
series is now stationary. A Dickeyruller test conducted on thedY series (as shown in row
2 of Table 13) with a test statistic 0f-5.321 indicates thatdY is stationary. Consequently,

our statistical analysis is executed upouY as the dependent variable of interest.
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Because the other norbinary explanatory variables of interest are time series
themselves, they must also be tested for stationarity and/or the existence of a unit root.
Their respective DickeyFuller tests for a unit root are also shown infable 13. Whie some
variables had more severe autocorrelation than others, such &C(our label for the
variable of the percent female majors in Economics at UIUC), all the variables in question
had the presence of a unit root, and were therefore transformed by takinthe first
differences of each respective series. The newly generated series, denoted by addidgcea
the beginning of their original variable label, exhibit stationarity, as also shown in the unit

root tests in Table 13.

Due to the amount of differerred time series incorporated into this model, it is also
important to explore the economic meaning of a first difference within the context of the
original (nonstationary) variable. When analyzing two consecutive data points in a time
series, a calculatedirst difference illustrates the direction and magnitude of movement of
the latter data point with respect to the former. A positive number resulting from a first
difference implies that the second (later) data point has a larger value than the first
(earlier) point. Calculated, this is mathematically translated to the idea that in the first
difference equation delineated previously( 6 & 6 p hif a positive number results,
then the data point represented byw 0 is larger than the data point represengd by
WO p . Several consecutive positive first differences indicate that the series is increasing.
The converse is true for negative differences. In essence, a first difference is somewhat of a
crude derivative, and its meaning can be devised similasl In the case of our research, a
positive value fordYwould designate an increase in the percent female of CE/F majors at
UIUC, and a negative value would indicate the opposite.
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Gleaning meaningful information from Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regréss
analysis, even with the transformed series, proved to be difficult due to the small sample
size, the limitations of which will be discussed later in this chapter. The most informative
regressions with which we can make the most effective conclusionseashown inTable 14.
For all of the listed regressions, a Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was calculated for each
variable in order to check for multicollinearity. None of the VIFs were significantly large,
indicating that the problem of multicollinearity, if present in the regression, should

probably be ignored Gujarati 2003).

Due to the incorporation of lags in time series econometric modeling, the number of
observations is decreased by one, with the regression necessarily omitting thest
observation. Thus, the full and truncated data sets, which fable 12a and Table 12b had
26 and 22 observations, respectively, now become 25 observations and 21 observations in
the following regressions inTable 14. Specifically, regressions (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) in
Table 14 all have 25 observations, and regressions (6), (7) and (8) have only 21

observations. We next will discuss each regression in turn.

Regression (1) inTable 14 reintroduces the MergeDiffvariable, originally seen in
regression (3) of Table 12a. Recall fromTable 10 that MergeDiffis itself essentially a first
differenced version of theMergevariable, and as such we use it as a starting point for the
construction of the time series regresions. In the case of regression (1) imable 14, the
coefficient for MergeDiffhas a value 0f15.94 and is significant at the 0.05 level. This may
be interpreted as the occurrence of the merger alone in 1995 influencing the changed¥

by a decrease ©15.94 percentage points, which reinforces our earlier OLS findings that the
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merger possibly had a major impact on Y. The adjusted fRalue of 0.130 for this
regression as well as for the other regressions imable 14 are dramatically lower than the
adjusted R values reported in the OLS regressions ihable 12a and Table 12b. While
these newer adjusted Rvalues may seem low in comparison to their counterparts iffable
12a and Table 12b, their magnitude is typical of OLS regressions with time seridSujarati

2003, pg 21723).

Regression (2) inTable 14 adds to regression (1) a firstdifferenced AfterName
variable, which we labeledAfterNameDiff This variable, as defined ifable 10, consists of
a value of 1 for the 1998 data point, and O at all other data points. The results of regression
(2) in Table 14 are quite similar to those of regression (1) from the same table, with
MergeDiffagain being significant at the 0.05 level and @oefficient value of-16.44. The
coefficient of the newlyintroduced AfterNameDiffvariable is insignificant at conventional
test levels, but is quite close to significant at the 10% levé4. Its negative value is 12.14,
showing an additional drop in theyear after the name change. Its incorporation into the
model may have influenced the increase in value of the adjusted & 0.195, which is the

highest adjusted R value reported in Table 14.

In regression (3) inTable 14, the AfterMergervariable is addedto the independent
variables used in regression (2). While this variable itself is not significant, it seems that its
introduction made the coefficient for AfterNameDiff -12.87,become significant at the 0.10

level. This could mea that the sole occurrence of the name change might have impacted

% Since the number of variables and thus the degrees of freedom vary with the regremsibthe number of
observationdgs so small, the cutoffs for statistical significance at each leargl with the regressions.
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dYby -12.87 percentage points. Th&lergevariable is again significant at the 0.05 level,
and has a value of15.65, which is reassuringly approximate to the two previous values for
Mergeand to those inTables 12a and 12b. It may be worth noting that the introduction of
AfterMergercoincided with a reduction of the adjusted Rvalue to 0.167, suggesting that
the model in col. (3) accounts for a smaller portion of the variance in the dathan the

model in col. (2).

Regression (4) inTable 14 manipulates the model in regression (3) by omitting the
AfterMergervariable and adding a firstdifferenced variable forn, the percent female of all
degrees earned in the U.S., which we denote @gs(seeTable 10 for details on the
definition of dn). Apparently, the combination of removingAfterMergerand addingdn
served to remove the significance oAfterNameDiffand to increase the negative value of

MergeDiffby one percentage point t616.71, ata significance level of 0.05.

Structurally similar in variables to regression (4) inTable 14, regression (5) adds
the first-differenced variable forec the percent female of consumer economics degrees
earned at UIUC (which we labealeg to its model. The results are similar to those in col. (4),
and decis insignificant. Much like the rest of the regression results presented ifables
12a,12b and 14, this further supports the idea of a possible influence on the decline over

time of the percentage of female CE/F majors at UIUC by the merger.

Columns 6, 7, and 8 iTable 14 report the time-series regression results that were
conducted on only 21 obsevations, from 1987 to 2008. Regression (6) was constructed as
identical to the one in col. (5) to observe the differences in results due to the reduced

number of observations, from 25 to 21. Both regressions utilize thdergeDiff
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AfterNameDiff dn, anddecvariables. The results are quite similar to those in col. (5), with a
slightly more negative coefficient onMergeDiffand a somewhat greater explanatory power,
0.026 higher than the adjusted Rvalue in col. (5). This could mean that regression (6)

explains more of the variance in the data than regression (5).

In comparison to regression (6), regression (7) drops thelecvariable and adds the
first-differenced variable for percent female degrees earned in the U.S. in economics, which
we label asdne. This variable was significant in the notiirst -differenced regressions
shown in Tables 12a and b, but is insignificant here. Unfortunately, none of the variable
coefficients are significant excepMergeDiff the coefficient of which;17.36, is signifcant at
the 0.05 level. Even the adjusted®alue of 0.145 is unremarkable, differing little from the

adjusted R value in regression (6) of 0.144.

Regression (8) inTable 14 is structurally equivalent in its variables to regression
(7), albeit with the addition of the first-differenced variable for percent of U.S. degrees in
CE earned by females, denoted lmnc. Interestingly, although thedncvariable itself is not
significant in regression (8), its addition seems to have an impact on the significanctthe
coefficients for MergeDiffand AfterNameDiff Specifically, theMlergeDiffcoefficient of -
13.33 loses its significance, while thé&fterNameDiffcoefficient of-14.92 gains significance
at the 0.10 level. Aoint F-test on the three variablesdn, dne, anddnctogether, with an F
value of 0.41, is insignificant, as is the-test for the four variables taken together (including

AfterNameDifj, with an Fvalue of 0.99.

To summarize, these results show that the variable representing the merger cléa

displays significance, which implies that the merger did indeed have an impact on the
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percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC. Depending on the other variables that were
included (or excluded) in the regression, the variable representing the name chga was
also found to be significant at the 0.10 level, indicating that the name change had a negative

impact ondY (and thereby onY) as well.

6.3. Comparison of OLS Regressions and First-Differenced Regressions
There are many differences between theesults in the OLS regressions ifable 12a
and Table 12b, and the OLS firstifferenced regressions inTable 14. The nature of the

two types of regressions results in the majority of these differences.

To begin, the number of observations themselves differ between the two sets. This
is because firstdifferenced data is calculated as a difference of two consecutive
observations, thereby effectively eliminating one observation (the first in the series, ithis
case) and reducing the total number of observations by 1. The calculation of first
differences also means that the variables themselves are not exactly the same, because they

represent the differenced version of the original time series.

The OLS egressions consistently include variables that are nonstationary, which is
important to remember when considering goodnessof-fit measures such as adjusted R
value. The adjusted Rvalues in our OLS regressions reported ifiable 12a and Table 12b
are quite high, with even the lowest reported value not dipping below 0.852. Without the
application of any postestimation tests, this means that all of the regressions presented in
Table 12a and Table 12b employ models that account for at least 85.2 percent die

variance in the data. Unfortunately, nonstationarity in a variable can artificially inflate the
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adjusted R value, which can lead to the misinterpretation of regression results as more
accurate than they actually are. Thus, while the firadifferenced regressions inTable 14
have removed the majority of the nonstationarity present in the original data, their
adjusted R values are much lower, ranging from 0.118 to 0.195. The drastic difference in
adjusted R values betweenTables 12a and b and Table 14 may indicate that much of the
so-called explanation of the variance by the models ifable 12a and Table 12b is actually
contributed by the nonstationarity of the variables, and not by the accuracy of the models
themselves. The same is also true regding the fact that more variables are statistically
significant at higher values in the OLS regressions than in the firdifferenced regressions.
That is, the nonstationarity in the variables in the OLS regressions may account for a large
portionofavaOEAAT A0 OECT EEZEAAT AAh OAOEAO OEAI
Given the small number of observations in this timeseries dataset 26 at the
highest? the introduction of the trend variable to the OLS regressions is another way
(other than first-differences) to deal with eliminating any consistent changes over time in

the dependent variable.

6.4. Summary and Conclusions

With a maximum of 26 observationsthe data sample is simply too small to be able
to make truly robust statements about the underlyingcauses of the decline ithe percent
female of CE/F majors at UIUC. However, our results allow us to state that there do exist

some relationships that are worth further investigation.
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The fact that both the original and firstdifferenced versions of he Mergevariable
was statistically significant in allbut one of the regressions inTable 12a, Table 12b and
Table 14 indicates that we can safely conclude that the merger had a substantial impact on
the regressand [ for the regressions inTable 12a and Table 12b, anddY for the
regressions inTable 14). From the results presented inrable 12a alone, we can see that
the merger clearly influenced the percent female of CE/F majors at UIUC at a magnitude
ranging from -13.75 t0-24.63 percentage points, alat a significance level of 0.05 or better.
It is striking how similar the results for the merger are in the firstdifferenced regressions
in Table 14, where they range from13.33 t0-17.39. Both estimation methods produce the
same results about the mergr, indicating it significantly reduced the percent female in the

CE/F major at UIUC.

The variable representing the name change of the majoAfterNamefor the
regressions inTable 12a and Table 12b, andAfterNameDifffor the regressions inTable
14) may also have had an impact on the dependent variable. Table 12a and Table 12b,
the AfterNamevariable is significant in three regressions, at magnitudes spanning from
10.04 to-13.59, which implies that the change in name of the major negatively influead
the percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC by between 10.04 and 13.59 percentage
points. The variable is also significant in two of the regressions ifable 14 with values of-
12.87 and-14.92. Itis also close to significant in most of the other regssions in this table.
Thus, there is a possibility that the change in name did in fact spur a disproportionate

number of women to choose a major other than CEF at UIUC.
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Table 12a was the only table with significant values for the coefficient on the
variable representing the percentage of females earningyear degrees in the U.S., labeled
n. However, this may mean that had a greater influence on the decline in the percent
female majoring in CE/F at UIUC in the earlier years (1983 to 1986) that were later omitted
in our other regressions. Still, it should be noted that the coefficient faris negative, which
implies that national trends in female degreeearners influence the level of females in CE/F
negatively by about 3.4 percentage points. This may translate to the idea that as more

women earn degrees, fewer of them choose to major in CEfElated disciplines.

Table 12b shows some significance for the variable representinthe percentage of
female-earned degrees in economics in the U.S., denotedr®y This may mean thahe
positively influencesY by either 1.98 percentage points (as in col. (3) ifable 12b) or 2.79
percentage points (in col. (4) inTable 12b) for a one percentage point change in degrees in
economics. This allows us to say with some confidence that our intuition was correct in
hypothesizing that comparing data on CE majors and degrees to economics majors and
degrees would be legitimate because the studemtvould see that the two disciplines are
related and would make decisions about majoring in them based upon some of the same
criteria. According to the results inrable 12b, they are indeed positively related, and thus
our comparisons between the two disiplines were appropriate. These results, however,
do not hold up in the first-differenced estimates inTable 14, requiring these conclusions to

be tentative.

In our analysis, we included the data on age at first marriage for both OLS and first

differenced regressions. Unfortunately, any results we obtained with age at first marriage
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included were poorly fitted, as well as the coefficient for the variable representing age at
first marriage was never significant. As a result, we cannot support the idebat female

age at first marriage influences the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC over time.

Again, when drawing conclusions from our regression results, adjustec? Ralues
should be tentatively approached as a goodness-fit measure. This is de to the presence
of nonstationarity in the majority of the variables tested inTable 12a and Table 12b,
shown by the DickeyFuller test statistics inTable 13. Thus, the firstdifferenced
regressions were run as an attempt to mitigate the problem of natationarity, and while
stationarity was successfully implementedTable 14 reveals through much lower adjusted
R2 values that the accuracy of our econometric models is not as robust as we originally

intended them to be.
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Chapter 7. Conclusions, Recommendations, and Prospects for Future Research

We analyzed data to test hypotheses on the decline in females as a percentage of
CE/Fmajor at UIUC since the major began in 1982 to assess the impact of a merger with
the Agricultural Economics Departmentin 1995. Aside from the merger itself, the gender
composition could have been affected by national trends in Economics and CE majors, by
competing majors on campus that would send students or attract them away, and by the
change in the name of the majomi 1997 to include the thenO OAT AU x1 OA O&ET AT A/
title. The goalof this project wasto seek ways to abate the continual decline before the
major no longer has any women left and its overall enroliment falls off.

Firstly, we did find that there has indeed been a statistically significant drop in the
share of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC from 1983 to 2008. This indicates that the
decrease in the share of females that was observed by the ACE faculty was more gt
speculation, and cannot be completely explained away through randomness.

It was found that the trends in the percent female o€ E/F majors are reflective of
national trends in femaledegrees earned, but are negatively correlated. In actuality, we
found that the percentage of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC was correlated with the
percentage of earned degrees by females aty#ar institutions at a magnitude of about
3.40 percentage points. This indicates that as the share of female degree easnecreased
from 1983 to 2008, the share of female CE/F majors at UIUC actually decreas&tis could
possibly translate to theideathat as more women eared degrees, fewer of them choose to
major in CE/Frelated disciplines.

Additionally, we found that there does exist a positive correlation betweerrends in

the percentage of femal€CE/Fmajors and trends in the national percentage of female
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degree earners in Economics. It seems that a coeit increase in the share of U.S. female
Economics degrees aned predicts a 2 percentageoint increase in the share of female
CE/F majors at UIUC, essentially implying that we can look to national trends in female
Economics majors to get an idea of the popularity of the CE/F major for women. CE/F is
thus viewed as having similarities to Economics, its root discipline.

Unfortunately, our regression results indicated that there is not a statistically
significant relationship between national trends in CE degrees earned by females and the
percent female of UIUC CE/Rmajors. There is also not a statistically significant relationship
between the share of females majoring in Economics at UIUC and the share of females
majoring in CE/F at UIUC.

The sharp drop in the percentage of females from the year before the merg@©94)
to the year of the merger (1995) indicates that the mergeper seseems to have had an
adverse impact on the share of femal€E/Fmajors. Indeed, econometric analysis of our
data indicated that the merger did have a significant and detrimental ihfence on the
percentage of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC at a magnitude of around 16 percentage
points. Thus, we can say with confidence that the merger with the Agricultural Economics
Department did, in fact, negatively impact the percent female majog in CE/F at UIUC.

The name change appears to have driven the percentage of fem&le/F majors at
UlUCdown as well. Several regression results indicate that the name change significantly
and negatively impacted the percentage of females majoring in (FEat a magnitude of
around 12 percentage points. While this magnitude is slightly smaller than the magnitude
of the impact from the merger, it indicates that the name change further influences the

decline in the percentage of females majoring in CE/F &iUC.
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The data show that the rate at which women transfer out c€E/F has been declining
relative to the rate at which men do, which is inconsistent with our hypothesis that women
transfer out at a greater rate than men do, and that the relative rate has been increasing.
Interestingly, a preponderance of women transferrednto LAS English and Communication
from CE/F, which consist of majors that have been historically female (NCES 192009).
Also, a large portion of both men and women who transferred out @E/F eventually ended
up in LAS Economics. This is not necesdgrconsistent with either of the hypotheses
AT TAAOT ET ¢ OOOAAT OO6 AAET ¢ A-Giorded diigine. OT 1T O OA
Interestingly, the third most popular major for women to transfer to was largely female
Other Social and Behavioral Sciengeajors, also in LAS, emerging in the posherger
environment. While the Finance major in the CoB absorbed about 7 percent of students
who transferred out, the numbers show that it was especially attractive to men.

As a proportion of CE/F majors of their own gender, women transfer in at a rate
nearly double that of men and that has not declined over timé//hile the largest number of
women transfer to CE/Ffrom the LAS General Curriculum, the fact that 14 percent were
from Food Science and Human Nutrition (FSHN) indicates thatcontributed more women
than Finance took away.This phenomenon of seeking a nearby major is further seen in the
next most popular saurce of women transfers intoCE/F. Agribusiness, Farm and Financial
Management (AFFM) in the ACE Department, which contributed over 8 percent of female
transfers. In fact, other majors in the ACE Department and more broadly in the ACES
College contributea substantial proportion of transfers into CE/F but do not take away

TAAO AO EECE A DPOI bi OOEI 1 8 4EEO AT OI A EiIPI U
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atmosphere or environment in the ACES College compared to other colleges. While the
mobility betw een AFFM and CE/F goes in both directions with similar numbers, the female
transfer-out rate at 5.4 percent is 3 percentage points lower than the female transtan

rate at 8.4 percent. Since AFFM has typically been a strongly mdteminated field, this

may mean thatCE/Fwas viewed as more ‘femaldriendly’ than AFFM.

Policy recommendations that stem from the findings in this project involve a
general understanding of the fact that over the years (at least since 1983), the CE/F
discipline has become les of an attractive option as a major to women. It is quite possible
that there are a number of women who may be interested in majoring in CE/F, but are
turned away due to its low level of attractiveness. Thus, in order to make the
undergraduate program and major more robust and gendetintegrated, something must be
done to entice females to it in a way that differs from previous attempts.

As a result, we suggest showcasing the CE/F major in a more attractive way to
females. Possibilities for improvementnclude an updating of class descriptions to include
more modern terminology and topics, perhaps a different web presence that caters more to
females, and an active campus presence of CE#&lated student organizations with a high
percentage of participating women.

The next stepto take in this projectwould be to incorporate the updated descriptive
analyses on transfers in and out of the majanto the regression analyses After that, an
AT AT UGEO 1T £ OEA b Eduldhelp Axbldin recdntdarg® dedlibeP ik pergent
female in CEF (Pan 2011)Because the gender differences in the transfer pools into and
out of the major do not seem to explain the decline in women, it could be useful to study the

freshman applicant pool,and the gerder composition of the freshman clasé particular.
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Since women are not transferring out oCE/Fto the extent posited, data on the
characteristics and gender composition of the initial applicant pool may be the necessary
ingredient to explain why CE/F has experienced such a steady decline in female presence
over the years. Policy implications and recommendations to stem the tide of declining

female enrollments will then be able to be furtherdeveloped from these results.
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Tables

Table 1. UIUC Majors in Consumer Economics and in Economics, and National Data on
Earned Bachelor's Degrees in Consumer Economics, Economics, and Overall, 1982-2010

UIUC Majors” National Bachelor's Degrees
CE/CEF Economics CE and CE-Related” Economics” all®
Percent Percent Percent Percent | Total | Percent

It Female e Female LG Female e Female | (thous) | Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (s) 1] (7 (8) (9] (10)
1982 2 50.0 633 34.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A 970 50.6
1983 14 85.7 639 36.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A 974 50.5
1984 21 81.0 662 39.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A 979 50.7
1985 30 733 776 39.6 N/A N/A N/A NfA 985 50.8
1986 6 63.9 964 40.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 991 51.5
1987 40 70.0 1,150 39.6 660 78.5 N/A NfA 9495 52.0
1988 44 75.0 1,034 38.3 747 73.5 N/A N/A 1,019 52.6
1989 46 71.7 811 34.3 902 68.7 N/A N/A 1,051 53.2
1990 37 63.2 618 7 843 66.3 14,083 301 1,095 53.9
1991 75 60.0 576 36.1 1,124 70.3 13,822 298 1,137 54.2
1992 47 57.4 496 36.9 1,285 71.4 12,720 30.0 1,165 54.3
1993 46 739 397 36.8 1,327 67.1 11,518 29.6 1,169 54.5
1994 is 63.2 329 35.9 1,215 68.1 10,175 29.5 1,160 54.6
1995° 33 45.5 375 33.6 1,022 71.3 9,911 29.8 1,165 a1
1996 35 429 527 29.2 1,149 741 10,107 299 1,173 55.6
1997 38 47.4 600 29.7 1,376 72.7 10,568 31.3 1,184 56.1
1998 53 34.0 654 30.1 1,584 69.4 10,913 32.7 1,200 56.8
1999 77 39.0 707 29.6 1,589 69.7 11,495 321 1,238 57.2
2000 76 329 845 33.4 1,613 68.9 11,887 34.0 1,244 57.3
2001 a0 344 875 3.7 1,597 69.4 13,167 33.2 1,292 57.4
2002 89 46.1 742 32.1 1,518 69.0 14,235 33.9 1,349 57.5
2003 87 379 621 29.0 1,530 66.3 15,254 32.6 1,400 57.5
2004 101 32.7 589 25.5 1,449 62.9 15,141 316 1,439 57.4
2005 104 35.6 694 23.1 1,325 64.3 15,422 319 1,485 57.5
2006 123 35.0 793 25.3 1,237 65.5 15,173 298 1,524 57.4
2007 150 34.0 761 24.7 1,327 63.4 16,067 30.5 1,563 57.3
2008 133 25.6 665 24.1 1,412 65.9 16,527 30.2 1,601 57.2
2009 93 28.0 633 23.1 N/A N/A N/A NfA 1,652 37.0
2010 80 28.8 650 26.0 N/A N/A N/A NfA 1,696 56.8
Total 1,858 50.6 19,846 32.3 27,831 68.9 248,185 31.2 35,899 55.3

Note: NfA = "Not Available’,

*Data in columns (1) and (2) are all students enrolled as CE/CEF majors, and in columns (3) and (4), 25 Economics majors (in LAS
and Co8 combined) at LIUC,

*Data in columns (5) and (6) are bachelors degrees earned in CE/CEF and CE/CEF-related disciplines (Family/Consumer Resource
Management; Family resource management studies, general; Consumer econemics; Family and consumer economics and related
services, other) at all naticnal degree-granting institutions (NCES Digest of Education Stotistics, Issues 1990 - 2003). The data is

unavailable prior to 1987 and for 2009 and 2010.

‘Data in columns (7) and (8) are bachelor's degrees from a survey of 255 identical degree-granting institutions (Siegfried 2010,
Table 2). The data is unavailable prior to 1950 and since 2008.

“Data in columns () and (10) are all bachelors degrees earned at national degree-granting institutions (NCES Digest of Education
Stotistics, 1990-2009). The data for 2009 and 2010 is projected (NCES 2010, Table 279).
*1995 was the year in which the merger between the Consumer Sciences division of SHRFS and the Department of Agricultural
Economics in ACES occurred at UIUC,
Source; Siegfried 2009, Table 2; NCES Digest of Educotion Statistics : Issues 1990 - 2009; UIUC Division of Management

Infarmation, 2011.
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Table 2: Enroliment in the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics & Finance
Major at UIUC by Gender and Year, 1982-2010°

Year Total Male Female Percent

Female
19382 2 1 1 50.0
1983 14 2 12 85.7
1384 21 4 17 810
1385 30 8 22 73.3
1386 36 13 23 63.9
1387 40 12 28 70.0
19388 44 11 33 75.0
1389 46 13 33 717
1950 57 21 36 63.2
1991 75 30 45 60.0
1992 47 20 27 574
1993 46 12 34 73.9
1994 38 14 24 63.2
1995° 33 18 15 45.5
1396 35 20 15 42.9
1997 38 20 18 47.4
1998 53 a5 18 340
1999 77 47 30 39.0
2000 76 51 25 32.9
2001 90 59 31 344
2002 89 48 41 46.1
2003 87 34 33 379
2004 101 68 33 327
2005 104 67 37 35.6
2006 123 80 43 350
2007 150 99 51 340
2008 133 98 34 25.6
2009 93 67 26 28.0
2010 80 57 23 28.8
Pre-merger: 1982-1994 496 161 335 67.5
Post-merger: 1995-2010 1362 888 473 34.7
Pre-name change: 1982-1996 564 199 365 64.7
Post-name change: 1997-2010 1294 830 443 34.2
Total 1858 1045 808 43.5

“The Consumer Econemics major began in 1982.

The merger occurred with Agricultural Economics in 1995,

“The name change frem Consumer Economics te Consumer Economics and Finance
occurred in 1997 .

“A new Financial Planning major began in Fall 2008.

Source; UIUC Division of Management Information Student Enraliment Reports

(http: /fwww.dmi.illinois edu/stuenr/); Prepared report



Table 3; Transfers Out of the Consumer Economics /Consumer Economics & Finance Major by Gender and Year,

1982 - 2008
| fe le sf Al
. Male Transfers as Female Transfers as | transfers
Total Transfers Out Total CE Majors Percent of CE Majors| Percent of CEMajors |  oyras
Percent of
Year Males |Females| All Percent Males |Females| All Percent Male Total Female Total e
Female Female Majors
1] 2} (3} 1a) 15} {6} 71 (&) (8} (10} [11) {12) 13} (14}
[21+2) | [B)ia) [el+(7) [ (78] [2)/8) [2)/(8) [ER] L] [2)/(8)
1982 0 1 1 100.0 1 1 2 50.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 50.0 50.0
1883 ] 2 2 100.0 2 12 14 85.7 0o 0.0 66.7 57.1 571
1984 o 5 5 100.0 4 17 21 81.0 0o 0.0 294 238 238
1885 2 2 4 500 2 22 30 733 5.0 6.7 91 6.7 133
1986 o 7 7 100.0 13 23 36 63.9 0o 0.0 304 19.4 194
1987 5 3 13 615 12 23 40 70.0 an.7 125 236 20.0 325
1888 7 6 13 46.2 1 33 44 75.0 63.6 155 18.2 13.6 M5
1989 4 15 19 78.9 13 33 46 717 30.8 87 455 32.6 413
1550 3 13 16 213 pal 36 57 632 14.3 53 Eoa 22.8 2381
1991 2 14 22 63.6 30 45 75 60.0 26.7 10.7 311 18.7 293
1992 13 12 25 438.0 20 27 47 57.4 65.0 277 44.4 5.5 53.2
1983 6 10 16 62.5 12 34 46 739 50.0 13.0 294 2.7 348
1994 5 15 20 75.0 14 24 38 63.2 35.7 13.2 62.5 39.5 526
1885 4 7 11 63.6 18 15 33 455 2.2 121 46.7 2.2 333
1996 9 3 12 25.0 20 15 35 429 45.0 25.7 200 8.6 343
1997 14 5 13 26.3 20 13 38 474 70.0 36.8 27.8 13.2 50.0
1988 10 7 17 41.2 35 18 53 340 8.6 188 389 13.2 321
1999 10 2 12 16.7 47 30 7 39.0 21.3 13.0 6.7 2.6 156
2000 13 10 23 43.5 51 25 76 329 55 17.1 40.0 13.2 303
2001 7 7 14 50.0 59 31 90 344 11.9 7.8 22.6 7.8 156
2002 28 4 32 125 43 1 29 8.1 58.3 315 9.8 45 36.0
2003 7 14 21 66.7 54 33 a7 379 13.0 20 42.4 16.1 241
2004 6 1 7 143 63 a3 1m 323 2.8 5.9 3.0 10 6.9
2005 12 5 17 2894 &7 37 104 356 17.9 115 135 48 16.3
2006 15 4 19 211 20 43 123 35.0 18.8 12.2 9.3 33 154
2007 10 12 22 54.5 99 51 150 340 10.1 6.7 235 2.0 14.7
2008 18 5 23 217 93 34 133 256 18.4 135 147 38 173
Pre-
Merger: 53 116 169 68.6 161 335 196 67.5 32.9 10.7 346 3.4 M1
1982-1994
Post-
Merger: 163 36 249 34.5 764 424 1189 387 21.3 13.7 203 7.2 209
1995-2008
Pre-Name
Change: 66 126 152 65.6 155 365 564 6.7 332 11.7 345 223 340
1982-1996
Post-Name
Change: 150 76 226 336 726 394 1121 351 20.7 134 18.3 6.8 202
1997-2008
Total 216 202 418 48.3 925 759 1685 45.0 21.8 12.8 26.6 12.0 24.8

Mote: This and all subsequent tables on transfers are based on individuzl data from a special report, which ended with 2008 data.

Source 2009, Special Report, WIUC Division of Management Infor mation
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Table 4: Transfers Qut of the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics & Finance Major: Selected
Majors Transferred To by Gender, 1982 - 2008

Females
Males as Total as
Percent of s Percent
College Department Major Total | Male |Female| Percent all male percent of all
Female Transfers- of all Transfers]
out | FEmale o
Transfers-

(1) 12) 12) 4 (5 (8] )] (8) 9 (10)

(6114 (5)/216 (6)/202 (4)/418

Total 79 32 47 39.5 14.8 23.3 18.9
Agr Economics 7 i 1 14.3 2.8 0.5 1.7
Agricultural, ACE Agribusiness, Farm & Financial® 24 13 11 45.8 6.0 5.4 5.7
Consumer & Consumer & Textile Marketing” 7 o 7 100.0 0.0 3.3 L7
EI'IIUi ronmental ACE-O'.hEI’: g a4 2 33.3 1.9 1.0 1.4
Sciences (ACES) Food Science & Human Nufrition” 13 3 10 76.5 14 5.0 31
Other ACES Human Devel & Family Studies® 10 1 ] S0.0 0.5 4.5 2.4
O‘.her; 12 3 7 38.3 2.3 3.5 2.9

Total 240 124 116 48.3 57.4 57.4 574

Economics 65 40 25 38.5 18.5 12.4 156

English & Communication® 68 26 42 61.8 12.0 20.8 16.3

Liberal Arts & Other Social & Behavioral Science Majors’ 44 22 22 50.0 10.2 10.9 105
Sciences “.ASI Matural Science Majors 10 i] 4 40.0 2.8 2.0 2.4
Foreign Language Majors 8 0 8 100.0 0.0 4.0 1.3
LAS Finance 8 2 0 0.0 3.7 0.0 1.9
General Curriculum 11 6 5 45.5 2.8 2.5 2.6

Total Bl 41 13 26.8 15.0 74 134
. Accountancy 14 12 2 14.3 5.6 1.0 3.3
Business Finance® 28 22 6 714 10.2 3.0 6.7
Other 14 7 7 50.0 3.2 35 3.3

Other Collegesm Total 43 15 24 55.8 8.8 11.5 103

Totals | All Majors 418 216 202 483 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mote Based on individual data from a special report, which ended with 2008 datz.
*Includes the following AFFM options/concentrations: Agri-Accounting, Agri-Finance Farm Management, Food and AgriManag ement

*Includes CFTM - Consumer & Tetile Marketing; and Mkt Testiles & Appare
“Includes IRCE - Erwv & Nat Res Mgmt, IRCE - Policy, Int Trd, Dvlpmt, and CFTM - Markets & Price Analysis
“Includes FSHN - Hospital ity Managemeant, FSHN - Industry and Business, FSHM - Dietetics, Digtetics, Foods & Nutrition, and Foods & Business

*Includes the Hurman Development & Family Studies (HDFS) major, and the HDFS concentration of Child and Adol esc ent Devel opment

"Includes AGR Enginesring 5C1, Core Curriculum, Yoo Home Econ Ed, Gen Home Economics, Ag Communications, and Technical Systems Management

Eincludes English, Pre-Journalism, and Spesch Communication majors

"Includes Political Science Psychology, and Sociology

nic ludes Biology, Molecular and Cedlular Biology, Chemistry, Geology, and Astronony

Includes East Asian Languages, French, German, Russian, and Spanish

“Includes Finance maj ors and Business Finance Investing and Financial Institutions

ric ludes thefol lowing Business Admin options/conc entrations: Business Processes, Management, Mgmit Info Sy stems, Marketing, Organizational Adm, and Economics; and

Marketing

"Combination of Col leges of &viation, Communications, Education, Applied Life Studies,Media, and Fine and Applied Arts

Source 2009, Special Report, UIUC Division of Management Information
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Table 6: Transfers-Out from the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics &
Finance Major to the CoB by Gender and Academic Year, 1982-2008

Quality Measures
Females
" Males as Average GPA Average ACT
Percent Percent
. Percent of All
AcademicYear Total Male |Female of All Mal
Female| . e a® | Male |Female | Male |Female
Transfers{
Transfers .
b Out
QOut
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
1982-1988 2 0 2 100.0 1.0 0.0 N/A 2.9 N/A N/A
1989-1994 8 4 4 50.0 2.0 19 3.4 3.4 N/A N/A
1995-1996 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1997-1999 4 2 2 50.0 1.0 0.9 3.4 2.9 24.0 25.0
2000-2001 8 8 0 0.0 0.0 3.7 3.4 N/A 25.1 N/A
2002-2003 12 10 2 16.7 1.0 4.6 3.4 3.6 25.5 26.0
2004-2005" 2 1 1 50.0 0.5 0.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2006- 2007 10 8 2 20.0 1.0 3.7 3.7 3.5 27.3 26.5
2008 10 8 2 20.0 1.0 3.7 3.4 3.5 26.6 26.5
Pre-M : 1982-
S 10 4 6 60.0 3.0 19 3.4 3.2 NA | N/A
1994
Post-Merger: 1995-
46 37 9 19.6 4.5 17.1 35 3.4 25.7 26.0
2008
Pre-N Ch z
re-flame Hhange:| g 4 6 60.0 3.0 19 3.4 3.2 N/A | N/A
1982-1996
Post-Name Change: 46 37 9 19.6 4.5 17.1 3.5 3.4 25.7 26.0
1997-2008 ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Total 56 41 15 26.8 7.4 19.0 3.5 3.3 26.0 25.9

Note: NfA = Not Available. Data based onindividual data from a special report, which ended with 2008 data.

*UIUC did not record ACT scores prior to 1997

%i.e., Females as a percentage of all Female Transfers-Out for the entire period 1982 to 2008. The number of all Female Transfers-

Out (excluding Fall 2004) is 202.

“i.e., Males as a percentage of all Male Transfers-Out for the entire period 1982 to 2008. The number of all Male Transfers-Out
(excluding Fall 2004) is 216.

®Records for Fall 2004 Transfers-Out are corrupted. Quality measures notshown dueto only one student in category.
Source: 2009, Special Report, UIUC Division of Management Information

67



Table 7: Transfers In to the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics & Finance Major by Gender and Academic
Year, 1982 - 20038

Total Transfers In Total CE Majors Male Transfers?s FemaleTransfers_as Al
Percent of CE Majors | Percent of CE Majors | Transfers
as
AcademicYear| Total | Males |Females Percent Total | Males |Females Percent Male Total Female Total ;E ;jcf::
Female Female .
Majors
1] 2] [El] fa) 15) 18] 7} 1B} ] 110} (11} (12} 113) ]
(412} [B]/(8) B3I (7} 131/18) [4)/(8) [4]/(8) [2)/(8)
1982 18 0 18 100.0 2 1 1 50.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1983 5 o 5 100.0 14 2 12 83.7 0.0 0.0 417 35.7 35.7
1984 6 2 4 66.7 21 4 17 810 50.0 8.5 23.5 13.0 28.6
1985 7 1 i 85.7 30 8 2 73.3 12.5 3.3 27.3 20.0 23.3
1986 E} 1 8 88.9 36 13 23 63.9 .7 2.8 34.8 22.2 25.0
1987 10 3 7 70.0 40 12 28 70.0 23.0 7.3 25.0 17.5 25.0
1988 10 4 5] 60.0 44 11 33 75.0 36.4 5.1 18.2 13.6 22.7
1989 12 3 9 73.0 46 13 33 717 23.1 6.5 27.3 15.6 26.1
1990 12 5 7 58.3 37 21 30 63.2 23.8 8.8 154 12.3 1.1
1991 3 2 1 33.3 75 30 45 60.0 6.7 2.7 2.2 13 4.0
1992 9 3 i 66.7 47 20 27 57.4 15.0 6.4 22,2 12.8 151
19493 8 0 8 100.0 46 12 34 73.9 0.0 0.0 23.5 17.4 174
1994 5 1 4 80.0 38 14 24 63.2 71 20 16.7 10.5 13.2
1995 1 0 1 100.0 33 18 15 45.5 0.0 0.0 6.7 3.0 3.0
1996 0 0 0 N/A 35 20 15 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1997 8 5 3 37.5 38 20 18 47.4 25.0 13.2 1a.7 79 21.1
1998 11 7 4 36.4 53 35 18 34.0 20.0 13.2 22,2 7.3 20.8
1999 16 5 11 68.8 77 47 30 35.0 10.6 6.3 36.7 14.3 20.8
2000 11 6 5 45.5 76 51 25 329 11.8 7.9 20.0 6.6 14.5
2001 15 8 1 57.9 90 39 31 344 13.6 8.9 35.5 12.2 211
2002 21 6 15 714 89 48 41 46.1 12.5 6.7 36.6 16.9 23.6
2003 8 5 3 375 87 54 33 37.9 8.3 5.7 9.1 34 9.2
2008 4 2 2 50.0 101 & a3 32.7 2.9 2.0 6.1 2.0 4.0
2005 24 14 10 41.7 104 67 37 35.6 20.9 13.5 27.0 9.6 231
2006 41 20 15 36.6 123 80 43 35.0 32.5 211 34.9 12.2 33.3
2007 44 28 16 36.4 150 59 51 34.0 28.3 18.7 314 10.7 29.3
2008 14 8 5 42.9 133 38 34 25.6 8.2 6.0 17.6 4.5 10.5
Pre-Merger: . ; - ; ;
10821991 114 25 89 78.1 456 161 335 67.5 15.5 5.0 26.6 17.9 23.0
Post-Merger: . ) . L ) .
1005.2008 222 120 102 45.9 1189 76l 424 35.7 15.7 10.1 24.1 8.6 18.7
Pre-Name
Change: 1982- 115 25 50 78.3 564 155 365 64.7 12.6 4.4 24.7 16.0 204
1996
Post-Name
Change: 1997- 221 120 101 437 1121 726 394 351 16.5 10.7 25.6 9.0 18.7
2008
Total 336 145 191 56.8 1685 525 759 45.0 15.7 8.6 25.2 11.3 15.9

MNote: Based on individual data from a special report, which ended with 2008 data.

*Transfer data for Fa

2004 is corrupted; for AY 2004, only transfers in Spring 2005 arecounted for this year.
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Males as | Females as| Total as
- ¢ Percent of| Percent of| Percent
College Department Major Total | Male [Female] = ™| all Male | all Female| ofall
Female
Transfers- | Transfers- |Transfers-
In In In
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
(6)/14) (5)/145 (6)/191 (4)/336




