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Rocha, F., Pereda, P., Matsunaga, L., Montoya Diaz, M. D., Narita, R., & Bor-
ges, B. (2021). Gender differences in the academic career of economics in Brazil.
Cuadernos de Economia, 40(84), 815-892.

In this paper, we study the underrepresentation of women in economics in Brazil
by analysing the evolution of their academic careers and their participation in two
leading national economics conferences. To depict the path of women in the pro-
fession, we use novel data collected from annual surveys carried out by the Brazil-
ian Women in Economics research group, data from the ANPEC exam, the unified
admission exam for graduate programmes in economics and secondary data pro-
vided by the two main economics associations in Brazil. We find that it is more
difficult for women to progress to tenure, and, therefore, there are “leaks in the aca-
demic career pipeline”. There are also persistent gender differences in the choice of
research fields, as women mostly research on applied microeconomics.

Keywords: Gender; academic career; conferences; economics; Brazil.
JEL: JO1, J16, J40, J71.

Rocha, F., Pereda, P., Matsunaga, L., Montoya Diaz, M. D., Narita, R., & Bor-
ges, B. (2021). Diferencias de género en la carrera académica de Economia en
Brasil. Cuadernos de Economia, 40(84), 815-892.

En este articulo estudiamos la subrepresentacién de mujeres en Economia en Brasil
mediante el andlisis de la evolucién de sus carreras académicas y su participacion en
las dos principales conferencias nacionales de Economia. Utilizamos datos novedo-
sos de una encuesta anual recopilada por el grupo de investigacién Brazilian Women
in Economics, datos del examen unificado de admision para programas de posgrado
en Economia —el examen “ANPEC”— y datos secundarios proporcionados por
las dos principales asociaciones brasileflas de Economia. Encontramos que es mds
dificil para las mujeres avanzar a la titularidad y, por tanto, como se ha reportado
para otros paises, en las universidades brasilefias “la tuberfa también tiene fugas”.
Ademds, existen diferencias de género persistentes en la eleccién de los campos de
investigacion, ya que las mujeres investigan principalmente en microeconomia apli-
cada.

Palabras clave: género; carrera académica; conferencias; Economia; Brasil.
JEL: JO1, J16, J40, J71.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the underrepresentation of women in
academic economics in Brazil. First, we analyse the evolution of their academic
careers, using a novel dataset collected by our research group, the Brazilian Women
in Economics Group - BWE! (“EconomistAs”, in Portuguese). Second, we investi-
gate the research career by examining data on participation in two leading national
economics conferences, the meeting of the Brazilian Association of Postgraduate
Programmes in Economics (ANPEC meeting)? and the meeting of the Brazilian
Econometric Society (SBE).* The concern with the lack of women in academic
economics evolved into an increasingly robust research, aiming to understand why
women are under-represented in economics departments, why their share of aca-
demic positions does not increase and what can be done to address these problems.
However, most of the research has been undertaken for the United States,* and we
contribute to the literature by gathering and discussing evidence for a developing
country.

To study female participation across the various stages of an academic career,
BWE conducts an annual national survey of 52 departments which have gradu-
ate programmes in economics.’ The survey aims to assuage the scantness of sys-
tematic data on female representation in more advanced training and career stages
in the country’s main economics departments. It has already collected two datas-
ets, 2018 and 2019, with information from 69.2 % and 63.5 % of the programmes,
respectively.® For international comparisons, we use the same questionnaire as
the American Economic Association’s Committee on the Status of Women in the
Economics Profession (CSWEP), which has been collecting data and analysing
female representation in the academic career of economics since the 1970s.” The

! Brazilian Women in Economics (www.usp.br/bwe) is a research group that studies the various di-
mensions of the gender gap in Brazil. It is specifically interested in understanding the relative lack
of women in economics in the different academic careers and labor market stages. It also intends
to promote higher participation of women in economics, by increasing the connections between
those who work in the private and public sectors and academia. There are similar initiatives in
other Latin American countries. In Colombia, M{AUniAndes is a group of students that works to
close the gender gap in economics. In Uruguay, “Proyecto mujeres y hombres en la economia” by
Marisa Bucheli, Inés Moraes, Veronica Amarante, Tatiana Pérez, Maria Julia Acosta and Soledad
Nién Celio is also concerned with gender differences in economics.

2 In Portuguese “Associagdo Nacional dos Centros de Pés-graduagido em Economia (ANPEC)”.
3 In Portuguese “Sociedade Brasileira de Econometria (SBE)”.
4 Lundberg et al. (2020) compiles the main literature on the subject.

5 These are the master/Ph.D. departments evaluated by Coordenagéo de Aperfeicoamento de Pessoal
- CAPES. CAPES is an agency of the Brazilian Ministry of Education (MEC) that works for the ex-
pansion and consolidation of graduate courses (master and doctorate) in the country. It is responsible
for the evaluation of graduate programmes in economics in Brazil and does so by assigning scores.

¢ Both reports are available at https://bwe.fea.usp.br/en/annual-survey. Our response rates are close
to the response rates of similar surveys in the United Kingdom (57%) and Canada (60-70%).

7" CSWEP is dedicated to mentoring female economists, promoting their professional careers and
research, and organizing events with regard to women’s status in the profession. Chassonnery-
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survey collects annual data on the gender composition of faculty and students in
Brazilian economics departments. The questions refer to: (i) the number of faculty
members at each academic career stage (assistant, associate and full professors) by
gender, (ii) the number of faculty members in administrative positions (as heads
or coordinators) by gender, and (iii) the number of students who completed their
education at undergraduate, master and doctoral levels. The data allow the discus-
sion of the “leaky pipeline” of women in academic careers.

We observe that the share of female students enrolled in undergraduate pro-
grammes in Brazil is consistently smaller than the male share, and it instead fur-
ther diminishes when women advance through the different career stages. We
believe that the first and one of the most important bottlenecks for women in the
academic career of economics in Brazil is the the unified graduate admission exam
in economics, the ANPEC exam. Therefore, besides the data from our question-
naires, we also present descriptive statistics using data from the ANPEC exam and
we find that, from 2009 to 2019, the share of women accepted in the most com-
petitive graduate programmes® in economics was 19% versus 32% in programmes
evaluated with lower scores.

To study gender differences in research careers, we analyse the unique data kindly
provided by ANPEC and SBE, the main academic economics associations in
Brazil, on the submissions to their annual meetings. We are able to construct a
panel for the ANPEC meeting from 2007 to 2017 and for the SBE meeting from
2012 to 2017. This panel contains information regarding submitted articles, those
approved and rejected and their authors. It also provides information regarding the
composition of the scientific committee, the meeting organizers and the discus-
sants (only ANPEC meeting). From these data we find that acceptance rates for
women are smaller, but the difference is not statistically significant. In addition to
that, we also find differences in the representation of women among sub-areas of
economics, suggesting a field bias towards applied areas.

Our paper is related to the growing body of the literature that discusses the bar-
riers at various stages in the training and promotional pipeline of academic eco-
nomics. Ginther and Kahn (2014) found evidence that the probability of achieving
tenure is 20% higher for men than for women in economics, while it is only
12% higher in other social sciences. The gender gap in the probability of promo-
tion is even higher: 50% for economists and 25% for the other social sciences.’

Zaigouche et al. (2020) reconstruct the context that led to the origin of the Committee and discuss
its successes and failures throughout the years 1971-1991, the first gender reckoning in econom-
ics in the United States.

8 According to official evaluations provided by CAPES. CAPES ranks the graduate programmes
using a scale that ranges from 1 to 7, where 7 is the highest score. Scores 1 and 2 imply that the
programme is not qualified, hence we only analyse educational institutions with scores from 3 to
7. We consider as most competitive those with CAPES scores of 6 and 7.

° In Brazil, being a full professor implies having an indefinite academic appointment and, as such,
is equivalent to a tenured position.
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Ceci et al. (2015) found that the gender gap in the probability of tenure disappears
for all disciplines, except economics, when controlling for productivity. Sarsons
(2017) revealed that co-authorship does not impact the likelihood of receiving ten-
ure for male economists. The same is not true for women, that are less likely to
receive tenure, the more they co-author, indicating that credit is gender-biased.
Hengel (2017) argued that female papers in top journals go through a longer and
more rigourous (higher quality in writing) process of peer review. As improving
writing takes time, women end up having less time to write new papers. They also
go through a longer revision process. Chari and Goldsmith-Pinkham (2017) found
no significant differences in the representation of women economists in the NBER
Summer Institute Programmes.!® On the other hand, Hospido and Sanz (2019)
found that female-authored papers were less likely to be accepted than male-
authored papers in European conferences (the Annual Congress of the European
Economic Association, the Annual Meeting of the Spanish Economic Association,
the Spring Meeting of Young Economists). Male referees are more favourable to
male-authored papers, while female referees evaluate papers uniformly, despite
the gender of the authors. Therefore, the gap is entirely routed by male referees.
Card et al. (2020) also concluded that male and female referees set higher stan-
dards for female-authored papers using data on referee recommendations and edi-
torial decisions.

This article is organized in four sections, besides this introduction. Section 2 briefly
discusses the gender composition of undergraduate and graduate students in eco-
nomics. It also describes what we suspect to be the first bottleneck in academic
careers in Brazil, the national admission exam for graduate programmes. Section
3 evaluates the submissions to the two main economics meetings by gender over
time and across areas. Finally, section 4 summarises the main conclusions.

THE GENDER MIX OF STUDENTS
Undergraduate and Graduate

Previous research has documented a gender gap in the propensity to study eco-
nomics at the undergraduate level. Emerson, McGoldrick, and Mumford (2012)
found evidence that in the U.S. women are less likely to major in economics, even
after controlling for several factors, including mathematics aptitude. Avilova and
Goldin (2018) demonstrated that women are more sensitive to grades than men
when choosing to major in economics. In this sense, women are dissuaded by a
poor performance in introductory courses, while males major in economics no
matter what their grades might be.!!

"The NBER Summer Institute is an annual conference that takes place in July and lasts 3 weeks.
The articles presented in each programme are selected by economists affiliated with the National
Bureau of Economic Research (NBER).

" Ceci et al. (2014) took a broader perspective and discussed the underrepresented fields as a whole,
which they labeled GEEMP (Geoscience, Engineering, Economics, Mathematics/Computer Sci-
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It is not easy to characterise the path of women in economics in Brazil because
there are no economics courses in high school and students must choose their field
of specialisation at the same time they apply for admission to college or university
(students are not admitted with an undeclared major).

There are two admissions systems to universities in Brazil. The first, is a central-
ised system called “Unified System of Selection” (Sistema Unificado de Selegdo
- SISU) through which students can apply mainly to public universities all over
the country using their scores from the national admissions test ENEM (Exame
Nacional do Ensino Médio). This system functions twice a year (January and
July). Each candidate can choose two career options (a combination of university
and field of study) and must rank them at the moment of filing the application. The
system calculates the cutoff score (the minimum exam score required in order to
be accepted in each university/field) every day so the candidates are aware of their
chances regarding their two most preferred choices. Based on this information, the
candidates decide whether or not they want to maintain their choices or change
to degree programmes that increase their probability of admission.'? This process
continues for a few days and then the system closes. The second, is a decentral-
ised system called “vestibular”. It is also an admissions test, used mainly by pri-
vate universities. Each university administers its own exam, once or twice a year,
for each field. Therefore, when a student decides to take to the exam (“vestibular’)
he/she is choosing a university and a degree programme at the same time.

In order to have a reference point we also queried the universities regarding their
undergraduate students. Table 1 shows that women accounted for 37% of the under-
graduate students in 2017 and 38% in 2018. These numbers are not much differ-
ent than the ones identified for the United States where men outnumber women
as undergraduate economics majors by three to one (Avilova & Goldin, 2018).
The reasons for the underrepresentation of women are not yet clear. According to
Bayer and Rouse (2016), there are supply and demand justifications. On the sup-
ply side, the evidence indicates that the lack of role models plays an important part
in the underrepresentation of women and minorities with respect to the career. On
the demand side, the authors suggest that implicit bias'® can affect interactions at
all career stages, in formal decisions or even in routine interactions, such as advis-

ence, Physical Sciences). They argued that the literature concerning women in academic careers
is “contradictory” in the sense that there is general agreement that women are underrepresented
in all math-intensive fields, but there is no consensus regarding the reasons behind this underrep-
resentation. In order to understand these inconsistencies, they examined transitions from primary
school to college, from college to graduate school, then to postdoctoral positions, assistant pro-
fessorships and senior positions. They concluded that pre-college factors and their impact on the
likelihood of majoring in these fields accounted for current barriers.

12The cutoff scores vary on a daily basis, depending on the candidates that are applying for the posi-
tions that day. Hence, it is possible for one candidate to have a score that is above the cutoff score
one day and below the cutoff score the next day.

130n page 228, Bayer and Rouse (2016) define implicit bias as “a form of discrimination based on
unconscious attitudes or associations, which can produce behaviour that diverges from the indi-
vidual’s own endorsed beliefs or principles.” And/or “a form of discrimination based on uncon-
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ing students on courses or responding to questions and ideas from colleagues.
However, the literature still seeks more evidence on this matter.'*

Besides the lower share of women enrolled in undergraduate economics courses,
there seems to be another struggle when women choose to pursue graduate pro-
grammes in economics. To enroll in a master’s programme in Brazil, students must
take a unified admission exam organised by the National Association of Postgrad-
uate Programmes in Economics (hereafter, ANPEC). The ANPEC exam can cer-
tainly be considered the first step to an academic career in economics in Brazil.
Although a master’s degree is not a prerequisite to apply to a Ph.D. programme,
the practical rule is to first finish a master’s programme and then pursue a Ph.D.
(within the country or abroad). This issue will be further discussed in Section
2.2.5.

Table 1 displays the number of diplomas awarded in the academic years 2017 and
2018 by gender. The percentage of women graduating at all levels (undergraduate,
masters and Ph.D.) is quite uniform. With regard to all the programmes the per-
centage varies between 36% and 38%. The percentage of women increased mar-
ginally at all levels from 2017 to 2018, but the differences between the two years
are not statistically significant (see Appendix Table A2).

Table 2 shows the percentage of graduating women according to the type of uni-
versity, private or public (state or federal). The participation of women is com-
paratively higher in undergraduate programmes at federal universities and this
difference is statistically significant at 1% (Appendix Table A3). For the mas-
ter’s and Ph.D. programmes, the difference is not statistically significant. Despite
that, the results for the master’s programmes are noteworthy, although not surpris-
ing. Since some private institutions are very prestigious and are well evaluated by
CAPES, the low percentage of women reflects the results observed by the qual-
ity of institutions. For private institutions, we note that the proportion of women
decreased in 2018 in comparison to 2017 at the undergraduate and master’s lev-
els - with significance levels of 5% and 10%, respectively. For the doctoral pro-
grammes, in 2018 the proportion of graduating women increased compared to
2017, but this difference is not statistically significant (Appendix Table A4).

scious attitudes or associations, which can produce behaviour that diverges from the individual’s
own endorsed beliefs or principles.”

4Cerezetti et al. (2019) carried out a study in Law course classes at the University of Sdo Paulo to
understand how the interactions take place in the classroom. They verified the existence of “very
subtle situations of differences in behaviour and posture between men and women, capable of
camouflaging gender. This scenario reflects many subjectivities, hindering, for the individuals
involved, the tasks of perceiving and detecting possible gender discrimination in the classroom.”

5The selection procedure for Ph.D. programmes, however, varies according to the university. Some
universities consider the student’s performance on the ANPEC exam, while others apply their
own exams. However, the performance on the exams is combined with reference letters, inter-
views, and research proposals.
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Table 1.
Number of graduates, by programme, 2017-2018

Departments Departments

with Ph.D. with master’s Total Response

programmes | programme only

n=18 n=15 n=33 rate

Women Women Women

Total (%) Total %) Total (%) (%)
2018 apt*
Undergraduate | 3, | y1g6 | 3560 | 725 | 4219% | 1911 | 380% | 100.0%
Programmes
Master's n=31| 205 | 366% | 114 | 404% | 319 | 37.9% | 93.5%
Programmes
Ph.D. n=15 131 38.2% 0 131 38.2% 93.3%
Programmes
2017 apt
Undergraduate |3, | 1036 | 3500 | 646 | 39.9% | 1682 | 36.9% | 100.0%
Programmes
Master's n=31| 213 | 315% | 114 | 439% | 327 | 358% | 87.1%
Programmes
Ph.D. n=15 130 37.7% 0 130 37.7% 93.3%
Programmes

Notes: *We consider “apt” as follows: (i) for undergraduate programmes, it refers to the
number of institutions that responded to the survey and have a degree programme in eco-
nomics; (ii) for master’s and Ph.D. programmes, it refers to the number of institutions that
already have graduated classes. The response rate refers to the ratio between the number of
departments that responded to the survey and the total number of departments in the same
category.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

The picture changes significantly when we look at female representation by qual-
ity of the graduate programme, measured by CAPES scores.'S CAPES evaluates
graduate courses (master’s and Ph.D.) in Brazil based on several criteria, among
which the most important is the quantity and quality of faculty publications. The
scale of CAPES scores ranges from 1 to 7 (7 being the highest score). Scores 1
and 2 imply disqualification of the programme, hence we only analyse educational
institutions with scores from 3 to 7.

Table 3 shows that the percentage of women among students who completed their
education is higher in programmes with lower scores. For example, women rep-

16To see all institutions by CAPES score check Appendix Table Al.
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resent 50% of the students that receiving a Ph.D. degree from universities with
a score of 3, and only 38.8% from universities with a score of 6 or 7 in 2017. In
2018, the difference is not that great (40% and 36%). What captured our attention
is the small percentage of women in the higher quality master’s programmes. In
2017, approximately 22% and 40% of the students were women in the more qual-
ified and less qualified master’s programmes, respectively. In 2018, the numbers
were quite similar (23% and 42%).

Table 2.
Number of graduates by programme (undergraduate, master’s and Ph.D.) and type
of institution (private/public), 2017-2018

State-level

Private . Federal public
R public o Response
institutions o el e institutions
institutions
n=5 n=7 n=21 rate
Women Women Women
Total (%) Total (%) Total (%) (%)
2018 apt
Undergraduate | ) | 493 | 2909 | 460 | 372% | 978 | 427% | 100.0%
Programme
Masters n=31 | 42 | 119% | 96 | 43.8% | 181 | 40.9% | 93.5%
Programme
Ph.D. n=15 28 42.9% 37 37.8% 66 36.4% 93.3%
Programmes
2017 apt

Undergraduate | o> | 4o | 3500 | 421 | 309% | 775 | 413% | 100.0%
Programme

Master's n=31 | 53 | 264% | 75 | 333% | 199 | 392% | 87.1%
Programme
Ph.D. n=15| 26 | 346% | 36 | 417% | 68 | 368% | 93.3%
Programmes

Notes: We consider “apt” as follows: (i) for undergraduate programmes, it refers to the
number of institutions that responded to the survey and have a degree programme in eco-
nomics; (ii) for masters and Ph.D. programmes, it refers to the number of institutions that
already have graduated classes. The response rate refers to the ratio between the number of
departments that responded to the survey and the total number of departments in the same
category.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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Table 3.
Number of graduates, by programme and CAPES score, 2017-2018
3 4 5 6and7 | Response
n=12 n=12 n=4 n=5 rate
Women Women Women Women
Total (%) Total (%) Total (%) Total (%) (%)
2018 apt
Undergraduate
n=32 | 514 [ 43.2% | 702 | 36.5% | 262 | 40.5% | 433 | 33.0%| 100.0%
Programmes
Master"s n=31 | 102 |42.2% | 95 |40.0% | 49 | 469%| 73 | 233%| 93.5%
Programmes
Ph.D.
n=15 | 10 |40.0% | 40 |32.5% | 29 | 483%| 52 | 36.5%| 93.3%
Programmes
2017 apt
Undergraduate
n=32 | 512 [ 40.2% | 582 | 36.6% | 157 | 38.9% | 431 | 32.7%| 100.0%
Programmes
Master's n=31 | 83 |434% | 120 |342% | 47 | 489%| 77 | 22.1%| 87.1%
Programmes
Ph.D.
n=15| 6 [50.0% | 34 |23.5% | 41 | 463%| 49 | 38.8%| 93.3%
Programmes

Notes: We consider “apt” the following: (i) for undergraduate programmes, it refers to the
number of institutions that responded to the survey and have a degree programme in eco-
nomics; (ii) for master’s and Ph.D. programmes, it refers to the number of institutions that
already have graduated classes. The response rate refers to the ratio between the number of
departments that responded to the survey and the total number of departments in the same
category.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Where the “leakage in the pipeline’’ seems
to begin: the ANPEC exam

As mentioned, ANPEC is the association that convenes institutions that develop
research and training activities at the graduate level in economics in Brazil. Since
its foundation in 1973 it has been exerting a leading role in guiding the develop-
ment of the economics profession in the country (Ferndndez & Suprinyak, 2018).
ANPEC is responsible for promoting institutional interaction among research
centers, for conducting the unified national admission exam for graduate pro-
grammes (the ANPEC exam) and for organising the national economic meeting,
an influential economics conference where recent original works are presented
and discussed.!” In order to enroll in a master’s programme, most students take the
ANPEC exam. According to Petterini (2020), only one out of 52 universities does

"For more information visit the ANPEC’s website: http://www.anpec.org.br/novosite/br/a-anpec.
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not use the ANPEC exam to select students for its graduate programme - highlight-
ing the relevance of the exam as the first step to an academic career in economics.

The ANPEC exam takes place once a year, usually in September, and it is a com-
pound of tests on microeconomics, macroeconomics, mathematics, statistics, the
Brazilian economy and English. Each candidate scores a total number of points
on each test and these scores are standardised. Then ANPEC releases a ranking
of candidates based on these standardised scores.'® However, each university has
autonomy in choosing its own weights and hence in developing its own ranking
to select students.' An advantage of this national exam format is the possibility of
settling disputes on the part of students from any region and reducing endogeneity
and the power of supervisors.

Two aspects of the exam deserve special attention. The first is the selection pro-
cedure: when registering for the exam, candidates submit a list containing a max-
imum of six desired universities without any order of priority. After the release of
the ranking, universities have one week to contact the candidates and make them
an offer. Every applicant who has received an offer must complete a form to give
“definite” or “conditional” acceptance. If the candidate opts for final acceptance,
the process ends and he/she will no longer receive offers from other schools. If
the candidate chooses conditional acceptance, he/she will temporarily select the
university inviting him/her, but at the same time will also reveal whether he/she
would rather attend another university and is still hoping to be accepted. After this
first round, a second round starts and the candidates can still choose between “def-
inite” or “conditional” acceptance. In the third, and final round, it is only possible
to accept definitively.

Most of the best candidates want to enroll in the best graduate programmes
(CAPES score 7) and the best programmes want to be chosen by the best students.
During the three rounds, the universities advertise themselves, emphasising the
qualities of their programmes and the future perspectives their programmes can
provide. To illustrate how extremely competitive the process is, to be accepted
by one of the “top 4” institutions the candidate must be among the 80 best ranked
candidates out of approximately 1,200. Aside from that, students believe that the
university they choose will make a huge difference in their future, so they put a
lot of pressure on themselves to perform really well on the exam. The rewards
come not only in the form of greater job opportunities and better paid jobs, but
also in more prestigious Ph.D. placements, especially abroad. Generally speak-
ing, professors at the best universities have better networks. These universities

8All tests are equally weighted with the exception of the English test, which is not used by any
institution as an admission criterion.

“The “top 4” institutions (the only ones evaluated with a score of 7 by CAPES), Fundacao Getiilio
Vargas Sao Paulo (FGV-EESP), Fundagio Getilio Vargas Rio de Janeiro (FGV-EPGE), Pontifica
Universidade Catdlica do Rio de Janeiro (PUC-RIO), and Universidade de Sao Paulo (IPE-USP),
do not take into account the Brazilian economy test and apply the same weights to the other four
tests (math, statistics, macroeconomics and microeconomics).
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also have a better reputation abroad since they have a history of sending excel-
lent students to the best Ph.D. programmes and many of them become profes-
sors at American and European universities. Therefore, there is a general belief?
that the best way to start an academic career is to obtain a master’s degree from
one of the “top 4” universities.

The second important aspect is the exam itself. The questions are mainly true or
false, where wrong answers are penalised in the sense that they can yield nega-
tive points. More precisely, an incorrect answer cancels a correct one. Omissions
are not penalised and yield zero points. There are a few open questions for which
there is no penalty. This scoring rule implies that the number of omitted questions
will affect the probability of entry, that is to say, there is a strategic component
involved in the exam.

To explore the possible differences in performance among men and women, we
look at the exam microdata kindly provided by ANPEC. The data provide infor-
mation on the candidates’ characteristics, their performance on each test and
their university choices. We use data from 2009 to 2019. On average, 1,131 can-
didates take the exam each year. Figure 1 illustrates that there are slight vari-
ations over the years, but the percentage of women was stable throughout the
whole period, varying between 31.8% in 2014 to 36.2% in 2018. These per-
centages are similar to the average percentage of women with an undergrad-
uate diploma in economics, as discussed before. However, when we take into
account only the candidates in top positions according to the ANPEC official
ranking, there is a drop in women’s participation. Figure 2 shows that on aver-
age 14.7% and 13.2% of the students in the top 50 and 20 positions, respectively,
are women. As a reflection of these results, there is a much smaller proportion of
women that are accepted by the most competitive institutions, especially those
evaluated with a score of 7 by CAPES. From 2009 to 2019, the participation of
women in score 3 programmes was on average 37%, versus 19% in score 7 pro-
grammes. Figure 3 shows the percentage of women per programme score per
year. The proportion of women in score 7 programmes is consistently lower than
in programmes with lower scores.

Pursuing a master’s or Ph.D. degree in programmes with higher CAPES scores is
not a synonym of success. However, as we mentioned before, these programmes
present some advantages for students who want to pursue an academic career in
Brazil - especially regarding networks and connections with top research centers
and renowned economics departments abroad. Hence, this might be the first bot-
tleneck that women face in a career as economists.

2 Although Santos et al. (2020) found evidence that the chances of entering a doctoral programme
are greater only for students classified up to 15th place in the ANPEC exam. For the other students
(up to 250th position), the probability is the same for attending a more selective or less selective
university.
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Figure 1.
Total ANPEC Exam Candidates by Gender, 2009 to 2019.
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Source: Author’s own elaboration based on ANPEC microdata.
Figure 2.

Percentage of Women Among “ANPEC Exam” Candidates by Classification in the
Exam, 2009 to 2019
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Source: Author’s own elaboration based on ANPEC exam microdata.
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Figure 3.
Percentage of Women Among Accepted Students by CAPES Scores, 2009 to 2019
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Source: Author’s own elaboration based on ANPEC microdata.

A growing specialised literature on economics shows there are consistent gender
differences in performance under competition, attitudes towards competition, atti-
tudes towards risk and overconfidence. This evidence helps to explain our results.
For example, Gneezy et al. (2003) found evidence that women perform worse than
men in competitive environments, although they perform similarly in non-compet-
itive ones. Nierdele and Vesterlund (2007) underscored that women seek to avoid
competitive situations while men seek to embrace them.. They also pointed out
that this difference in behaviour is due to lower female expectations regarding per-
formance. Dohmen and Falk (2011), on the other hand, attributed this difference
to gender differences in the attitudes towards risk.

These are all examples of experimental evidence and we expect that attitudes con-
cerning competition should matter even more in educational contexts where eval-
uation is mostly based on relative performance. An important example of a high
stakes competitive setting in education is university entrance examinations. Ors et
al. (2013) and Jurajda and Miinich (2011) established that women perform worse
than men in academic examinations with high future payoffs. For Brazil, Borges
et al. (2021) investigated the examination behaviour of women versus men using
data from one of the most competitive exams in Brazil, the UNICAMP exam,
which selects undergraduate students for UNICAMP, a prestigious and selective
Brazilian university. Their research found that women more than men, fail to prior-
itise subjects that count more towards the final score and, consequently, men out-
perform women in parts of the admission exam with relatively higher stakes. The
authors also provided some evidence of gender differences in perfectionism and
self-confidence as potential channels to explain their results.
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Particularly important evidence, given the similarity with the ANPEC exam, is
provided by Pekkarinen (2015). He studied gender differences in performance on
entrance exams for economics and business programmes at Finnish universities.
The exams in Finland involve multiple choice tests, and are similar to the Brazil-
ian exam in the sense that wrong answers are penalised with negative points while
omissions yield zero points. He obtained evidence that women perform worse than
men on the admission exam and are less likely to be accepted at the universities.
Women also omit more items than men, and as a consequence they deviate more
from the number of items that would maximise the probability of being accepted.

These are all speculative explanations, since we have not performed any formal
tests so far. However, understanding gender differences in performance on the
ANPEC exam seems an interesting avenue of research and certainly one that we
intend to explore in future studies.

THE CAREER GENDER MIX
Women in Economics Departments

In this section, we investigate female participation in the academic career of eco-
nomics in Brazil. The procedures to become a university professor in econom-
ics in Brazil differ between private and public universities. Private universities
select their professors based mainly on their publication history and their aca-
demic background. Public universities also take these aspects into account, but
they also require participation in a public competition (“concurso”). The candi-
dates are required to teach a class on a topic randomly selected from a list of top-
ics provided in advance. Often, a written test is also required, also with a topic
randomly selected from the same list. The entry costs for public universities are
higher in the sense that candidates have to make an extra effort to prepare the class
(certainly it is much easier to present their own research) and are subject to luck
since the topic drawn in the lottery may not be their most preferred.

There are differences between private and public institutions in the earlier stage
of the academic career. While we find that 27.5% of overall faculty members are
women (295 out of 1,074), Figure 4 shows that women represent 22.7%, 31.6%
and 28.3% of all faculty members in private, state public, and federal public insti-
tutions, respectively. Besides this, female participation is higher in departments
with the lowest CAPES scores, but not significantly higher than in institutions
with a score of 5. Since the universities with higher CAPES scores are mainly pri-
vate, there is a lower percentage of women in the most prestigious institutions.

It is important to call attention to the fact that the pool of candidates for private
universities is composed mainly of those who received a Ph.D. abroad and a mas-
ter’s degree in Brazil at an excellent university (Capes 7). The low participation
of women in private institutions should not come as a surprise, since we set forth
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before that only around 20% of masters’ students are female and only a few attend
the most prestigious programmes.

Figure 4.
Distribution of Women in Economics at Educational Institutions, by Region,
Public/Private, and CAPES Score, 20190

(a) By type of institution (b) By CAPES grade
35,00% 35,00%
30,00% 30,00%
25,00% 25,00%
20,00% 20,00%
15,00% 15,00%
10,00% 10,00%
5,00% 5,00%
0,00% 0,00%
Private State level public ~ Federal Public Total 3 4 5 6and 7 Total
institutions economics Institutions

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on public data.

Another relevant aspect to analyse is the difference between men and women in
career evolution. Table 4 shows the total number of faculty at each stage of the
academic career, and separately between institutions with Ph.D. programmes and
those with master’s programmes only. We split the sample to capture the hetero-
geneity between institutions. The data show that the number of women tends to be
lower in more advanced stages of the academic career. Women represent 20.8%
of full professors, 24.6% of associate professors, and 30.5% of assistant profes-
sors. Therefore, the higher the career position, the lower the percentage of women
tends to be.

The numbers for Brazil are similar to those for the United States. According to
the 2019 CSWEP report (Levenstein, 2020), 14.5% of full professors are women,
25.8% are associate professors (with and without tenure), and 30.3% are assistant
professors (with and without tenure).?! On the other hand, women compose 34.7%
of non-permanent researchers, a number higher than that observed for Brazil. The
United Kingdom and Canada do not present a very different scenario. Besides,
women generally have a higher representation at institutions which do not have
a Ph.D. programme. The 2017 report by the Royal Economic Society indicates
that women represented 16.6% of full professors, 26.5% of associate professors,
35.0% of assistant professors and 39.9% of researchers in non-permanent posi-
tions (Tenreyro, 2017). For Canada, based on the 2017 CWEN / RFE report, the

2'We do not have enough data to explore trends in the gender composition of academic econo-
mists as Lundberg and Stearns (2019) did for the United States using the CSWEP data. They
showed that from 1997 to 2006, the share of women among Ph.D. students and assistant profes-
sors grew by about 5 percentage points, and remained virtually stagnant in the following decade
(2006-2016). In fact, the growth in the fraction of women that are associate and full professors
in the last decade was the result of an influx of assistant professors in the previous decade who
were promoted.
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percentages were 13.6%, 29.4%, 21.6% and 46.1%, respectively (CWEN, 2017).22
This phenomenon is known in the literature as the “leaky pipeline” as women
move less from assistant to full professorship.

Here it is important to call attention to the fact that academic promotion in Brazil-
ian public universities also occurs by means of a contest. On this point, Bosquet et
al. (2019) provided a possible explanation for the observed “leakage”. In France,
academic career progress also involves a contest (concours). The list of applicants
is publicly available at the time of the competition and also the information on the
pool of potential applicants (those holding junior positions), because academi-
cians are civil servants. Therefore, two questions are addressed: whether gender
impacts the decision to become a candidate and whether gender affects the prob-
abilities of promotion. In fact, women are less likely than men to enter promotion
competitions. However, the probability of promotion conditional on applying is
not significantly lower for women.

Table 4.
Gender Distribution of Faculty by Career Stage and Programme, 2019
Permanent positions Not All Response
permanent ;.
Full professor | Associate | Assistant | Total positions positions | rate
(a) Institutions with Ph.D. programme (n=18)
Total 110 201 279 590 142 732 58.1%
Women 20 47 83 150 40 190
(%) 18.2% 23.4% 29.7% | 25.4% 28.2% 26.0%
(b) Institutions with master’s programme only (n=15)
Total 39 112 144 295 47 342 71.4%
Women 11 30 46 87 18 105
(%) 28.2% 26.8% 31.9% | 29.5% 38.3% 30.7%
(c) Total (n=33)
Total 149 313 423 885 189 1074 63.5%
Women 31 77 129 237 58 295
(%) 20.8% 24.6% 30.5% | 26.8% 30.7% 27.5%

Note: Non-permanent positions include temporary, visiting postdoc, senior faculty, post-
graduate collaborators without formal ties, emeritus professors and other non-categorised
classifications. The response rate refers to the ratio between the number of departments that
responded to the questionnaire and the total number of departments in the same category.
This data was reported by the participating departments.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

2In an earlier work, Jacobsen et al. (2006) also present similarities in the status of women in eco-
nomics careers in the USA, Canada and China.
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In Table 5, we also present the participation of women at each stage of the aca-
demic career according to the graduate programme score in the CAPES evaluation
(2013-2017). Programmes with the highest scores (6 and 7) were grouped such
that we maintain confidentiality of the very few outstanding programmes. Again,
we observe the “leaky” nature of the pipeline, especially for the higher quality
graduate programmes (scores 6 and 7). While women represent 25.9% of the assis-
tant professors, they make up only 16.3% of the full professors. For good pro-
grammes (score 5), it is difficult to become an associate professor, but there is not
much difference between the percentage of associate professors and full profes-
sors. Finally, for score 3 programmes, women manage to move through the pipe-
line, and 37.9% become full professors.

Table 5.
Gender Distribution of Faculty by Career Stage and CAPES Score, 2019

Permanent positions Non-
All Response
Full A iate | Assistant | Total permanent positions rate
professor ssociate | Assistan positions
(a) Grade 3 (n=12)
Total 29 87 126 242 42 284 70.6%
Women 11 23 43 77 15 92

(%) 37.9% 26.4% 34.1% |31.3% 35.7% 31.9%
(b) Grade 4 (n=12)

Total 45 95 148 288 318 606 75.0%
Women 9 22 40 71 16 87

(%) 20.0% 23.2% 27.0% | 26.4% 5.0% 15.9%
(c) Grade 5 (n=4)

Total 32 62 65 159 15 174 44.4%
Women 8 16 26 50 5 55

(%) 25.0% 25.8% 40.0% | 32.0% 33.3% 32.1%
(d) Grades 6 and 7 (n=5)

Total 43 69 116 228 62 290 50.0%
Women 7 16 30 53 16 69
(%) 16.3% 23.2% 259% | 24.4% 25.8% 24.6%

Note: Non-permanent positions include temporary, visiting postdoc, senior faculty, post-
graduate collaborators without formal ties, emeritus professors and other non-categorised
classifications. The response rate refers to the ratio between the number of departments that
responded to the questionnaire and the total number of departments in the same category.
This data was reported by the participating departments.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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One possible explanation for women progressing less in their careers would be
the fact that they assume more administrative positions. Table 6 reports the gen-
der composition of faculty members in terms of administrative positions. Not all
departments have all the positions listed, so the number of observations varies
with each position. Of the 33 programmes that responded to the survey, 26 have a
department head, of which 34.6% are women. Among graduate programme coor-
dinators, 18.8% are women, and among undergraduate programme coordinators,
this percentage is 25.0%.

Table 6.
Faculty in Administrative Positions, by Programme Type, 2019
Vice Graduate | Craduate | Under- Undergraduate
Department programme | graduate
department | programme . programme
head . Vice- programme | . .
head coordinator . . vice -coordinator
coordinator | coordinator
(a) Institutions with Ph.D. programmes
Total 15 11 17 12 17 11
Women 3 5 3 1 4 2
(%) (20.0) (45.5) (17.6) (8.3) (23.5) (18.2)
(b) Institutions with master’s programmes only
Total 11 10 15 14 15 14
Women 6 6 3 3 4 5
(%) (54.5) (60.0) (20.0) (21.4) (26.7) (357
(c) Total
Total 26 21 32 26 32 25
Women 9 11 6 4 8 7
(%) (34.6) (52.4) (18.8) (15.4) (25.0) (28.0)

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

The literature provides some explanations for the leaky pipeline that seem suit-
able for Brazilian reality, although more extensive research is necessary to support
them. One is the difference in time spent on research and teaching. Siegfried and
Stock (2004) found statistically significant differences in the time allocations to
teaching and research between males and females. The average female (male) aca-
demic reported spending 31% (22%) of her (his) time on teaching and 40% (47%)
on research. If research activities have greater impact on promotion than teaching
activities, as is the case in Brazil, this difference in the allocation of time appears
to be a good explanation. There is also evidence showing unequal treatment of
women in other aspects related to publishing, the main criterion of academic suc-
cess, as we discussed in the introduction (Sarsons, 2017 for credit for authorship,
Hengel, 2017 and Card et al., 2020 for the process of peer review). Finally, we
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cannot overlook the classic argument that reproductive age and career progression
occur at the same time.

Female Participation in Economics Meetings
Evaluation of Submissions

Given the evidence that women progress less in an academic career, we now ask
why this occurs. We can explore several possible reasons, but one that comes
immediately to mind is productivity. As observed by Hamermesh (2020) “most
academic economists judge their own and their peers’ achievements by number
of publications, with special emphasis given to publications in journals that are
considered to be more prestigious. The reason is simple: these signals of achieve-
ment require very little effort in gathering information and necessitate almost no
thought” (p. 11).

Participation in academic conferences can be viewed as a leading indicator of
future publication. Conferences increase the visibility of new articles, facilitate the
construction of networks for institutional exchange and co-authorship, and are an
efficient way to take advantage of peers’ comments and suggestions (Casadevall &
Handelsman, 2014; Casadevall, 2015; Kalejta & Palmenberg, 2017). Participation
at conferences also directly influences career progression at public Brazilian uni-
versities. Therefore, at this point we want to take a step back and look at the gender
differences in the evaluation of submissions to economics conferences.

In Brazil, the two main national economics conferences are the ANPEC and SBE
annual meetings. ANPEC and SBE are parallel meetings that have taken place
in December since 1979.2* Paper submissions and selection procedures are quite
standard as in major conferences in the US or in Europe.

The evaluation of the articles submitted to the ANPEC meeting is single blinded.
The members of the scientific committee do not know the identity of the authors,
but the authors know who evaluates their submissions. Submissions can be made
in one of 13 different areas: Area 1 - History of Economic Thought; Area 2 - Polit-
ical Economy; Area 3 - Economic History; Area 4 - Macroeconomics, Monetary
Economics and Finance; Area 5 - Public Sector Economics; Area 6 - Growth, Eco-
nomic Development and Institutions; Area 7 - International Economics; Area 8 -
Microeconomics, Quantitative Methods and Finance; Area 9 - Industrial Economy
and Technology; Area 10 - Regional and Urban Economics; Area 11 - Agricul-
tural and Environmental Economics; Area 12 - Social Economics and Economic
Demography; and Area 13 - Labour Economics.?* The articles submitted to the
SBE meetings, on the other hand, are evaluated through a non-blinded system, so

2 ANPEC meetings started earlier in 1973.

2Until 2012 submissions could be made in 12 different areas. In 2013 Political Economy became a
separate area. In order to make the comparison over time possible we follow the old classification.
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the scientific committee knows the authorship of the papers and the authors know
who judges their papers. The papers can be submitted in a small number of areas:
Area 1 - Applied Microeconomics; Area 2 - Applied Macroeconomics; Area 3 -
Econometrics; Area 4 - Finance; and Area 5 - Economic Theory.

There are some important differences between the two meetings.

First, the SBE meeting clearly has greater interest in more theoretical studies and
empirical works that apply advanced econometric methods to economic problems.
In this sense, we have many reasons to believe that the focus of the ANPEC and
SBE meetings is different.

Second, there are important differences regarding the composition of the organis-
ing committees of both meetings. Most importantly, the profile of the professors/
researchers that compose the scientific committees of the ANPEC and SBE meet-
ings is quite distinct.?

The average score for the SBE organising committee, measured by CAPES scores
of the graduate programmes where their members teach and/or research, is higher
than the average score for the ANPEC organising commmittee, and the difference
is statistically significant at 10%.The average score for the ANPEC committe was
5.70, while the average score for the SBE committee was 6.23.%

Using the same metric, we also investigate the scores of each conference’s sci-
entific committee. Panel A of Table 7 shows that ANPEC’s scientific committees
were mainly composed of professors/researchers from Brazilian universities clas-
sified with grades 3,4 and 5 by CAPES (62% of the members on average), and
that there have never been any members from international universities. On the
other hand, panel B of Table 7 shows that the members of SBE’s scientific com-
mittee were associated to renowned international universities, international organ-
isms and regional federal reserves in the United States” (46% on average) and
from Brazilian universities classified as grades 6 and 7 by CAPES (35% on aver-
age). Although these are not precise measures of “academic performance”, we use
them as proxies to show the distinct characteristics of each conference.

The organizing committees change every two years and the scientific committees change every year.

*In order to calculate the average, every member of the council and the president received the same
weight. Data were collected from the associations’ websites in December of 2020, and they refer
to the period 1974 to 2020 for ANPEC and 2012 to 2020 for SBE.

27 Aarhus Univeristy, Inter American Development Bank (IADB), Carnegie Mellon University, Catélica-
Lisbon School of Business and Economics, Duke University, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia,
Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, Federal Reserve Board,
Michigan State University, International Monetary Fund (IMF), Harvard University, London School
of Economics, Nova School of Business & Economics, Princeton University, PUC-Chile, Rice Uni-
versity, Toulouse School of Economics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Universidad de
los Andes, Universidade Nova de Lisboa, University of Amsterdam, University of Cambridge, Uni-
versity of Iowa, University of Michigan, University of Notre Dame, University of Ottawa, University
of Pennsylvania, University of Rochester, University of Southern California, University of Warwick,
University of Southern California, Vanderbilt University, Washington University in St. Louis, Yale
University, European University Institute and University of British Columbia.
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Table 7.
Scientific Committee Composition by Conference, 2013-2017

Panel A: ANPEC 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | Total
# members of the comittee: 37 39 37 37 38 188
Grades 3,4 & 5 59% 62% 59% 68% 61% 62%
Grades 6 & 7 41% 38% 41% 30% 39% 38%
Brazilian research institution 3% 1%

International research institution

Panel B: SBE 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | Total
# members of the comittee: 17 18 17 17 20 89
Grades 3,4 & 5 6% 17% 29% 12% 5% 13%
Grades 6 & 7 29% 39% 47% 29% 30% 35%
Brazilian research institution 12% 6% 10% 6%

International research institution | 53% 39% 24% 59% 55% 46%

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

As we will show, this does not imply that it is more difficult to present a paper at
the SBE meeting. On the contrary, we find that the average acceptance rates are
higher in SBE meetings, that can be explained by the degree of segmentation of
the meetings, and by the fact that SBE covers a much narrower range of topics
compared to ANPEC.

In order to obtain data from all the submissions made, we directly contacted the
organisers of the last two meetings who kindly provided the data that allowed us
to construct a panel for ANPEC from 2007 to 2017 and for SBE from 2012 to
2017. This panel contains information about the submitted articles, those approved
and rejected, their authors and the programme organisers. In addition, for ses-
sions with discussants, the data includes their names. We then identify the gen-
der of the authors, discussants, and organisers. Because the data do not include
gender, we had to build a gender variable from a two-stage procedure using the
individuals’ first names. First, we used data from the Brazilian Superior Electoral
Court (TSE),?® which provides electoral information for several years, containing
the candidate’s first name? and their respective gender, to construct a measure of
probability for the name being identified as masculine or feminine. Second, we
matched this database with the submissions database. For names with a proba-
bility greater than 90% of being feminine (masculine), the author’s gender was

2As a robustness test, we also performed the same procedure using data from the Annual List of
Social Information (RAIS), submitted by companies to the Brazilian government. There was an
adherence of 99.2% in the gender classification of RAIS and TSE.

PWe used the names of all candidates for the elections between 2008 and 2016. When we could
not find the name in the TSE data, or the probability of being feminine (masculine) was less than
90%, we manually assigned the gender using internet searches of the authors.
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identified as woman (man).*® From these data we calculated basic statistics on the
evolution of women’s participation over time.

Regarding ANPEC, out of 7,990 articles submitted by 18,218 authors in 11 years,
33.1% were accepted. Table 8 shows that the number of articles submitted varied
year by year, without a clear pattern, with acceptance rates indicating the degree
of competitiveness of the meeting. In 2007, the lowest acceptance rates were
observed (21%) and in 2011 and 2016 the highest (38%). The Table also draws
attention to the stability of the average number of authors per article, which for all
years was slightly higher than 2.

Table 8.
Evolution of the Number of Articles (Submitted and Accepted) and Average Num-
ber of Authors per Article - ANPEC

Articles Number of authors per article
Year Submitted | Accepted | % accepted | Submitted Accepted
2007 829 177 21% 2.12 2.18
2008 672 210 31% 2.11 2.17
2009 624 233 37% 2.20 2.24
2010 618 165 27% 2.20 2.38
2011 626 237 38% 2.20 2.36
2012 794 243 31% 2.26 2.23
2013 703 241 34% 2.24 2.27
2014 780 240 31% 2.33 2.30
2015 958 239 25% 2.38 2.37
2016 638 240 38% 2.44 2.50
2017 748 240 32% 241 2.38

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Table 9 shows that the SBE meeting is much smaller than the ANPEC meeting,
as revealed by the number of submitted articles. While over 600 papers are typi-
cally submitted to the ANPEC meeting (see Table 8), fewer than 200 papers are
submitted to SBE every year. Still, the acceptance rate of the SBE is quite high,
over 50%, and reached 62% in 2014. This reflects the degree of segmentation of
the two meetings, with fewer but more renowned researchers submitting papers to
the SBE event. Also, unlike the ANPEC meetings, there are no discussants at SBE
meetings, making it possible to include 4 articles instead of 3 articles in each ses-
sion. As in the ANPEC submissions, there are two authors on average per article.

% Abrevaya and Hamermesh (2012), Hoekstra (2018) and Card et al. (2020) used similar proce-
dures to identify gender.
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Table 9.
Evolution of the Number of Articles (Submitted and Accepted) and Average Num-
ber of Authors per Article - SBE

SBE Articles Number of authors per article
Year Submitted | Accepted | % accepted | Submitted Accepted
2013 1701 91 54% 221 2.31
2014 1651 103 62% 2.04 2.02
2015 1331 95 52% 1.92 1.91
2016 195 96 49% 2.16 2.20
2017 - 104 - - 2.39

@ 9

Data may be underestimated for these years. “-” indicates that data are unavailable.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

According to Table 10, women’s participation in terms of submissions to ANPEC
varies between 24% and 30%. The percentage of women with accepted articles
roughly follows the percentage of submissions by women, ranging from 21% to
31%. The differences between the rates of submission and the rates of acceptance
are not statistically significant, except for 2014.

Table 10.

Proportion of Women Among Submitted and Accepted Articles - ANPEC
Year % women’s submissions | %women’s acceptance | Difference test
2007 23.8% 21.3% 0.2896
2008 24.3% 23.5% 0.7242
2009 24.7% 23.2% 0.4776
2010 27.6% 24.0% 0.1558
2011 27.1% 24.9% 0.3096
2012 28.0% 24.5% 0.1109
2013 26.5% 24.5% 03488
2014 27.71% 23.0% 0.02737%:*
2015 26.6% 24.7% 0.3610
2016 29.5% 29.6% 0.9526
2017 27.2% 24.1% 0.1415

Note: Column ‘Difference test’ reports the p-values of t-test of mean differences between
submission and acceptance rates.

As Figure 5 shows, more than half of the articles accepted at the ANPEC meetings
are male-authored only. Articles in which the authors are only women correspond
to less than 10% and this pattern is stable over time. The share of accepted articles
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in which men and women are coauthors far exceeds the fraction of accepted arti-
cles whose authorship is solely by women.

Figure 5.
Female and Male Authorship Among Accepted Articles - ANPEC

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0,

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
M Male M Female Male + Female

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on ANPEC data.

Finally, Table 11 identifies the share of women on the scientific committees of the
different subfields of the ANPEC meetings. Throughout the subfields, the frac-
tion of women on scientific committees follows the share of women as authors.
This result is somewhat expected, since the selection of the scientific commit-
tee reflects the set of active researchers in that area.’' This is also in line with the
findings of Abrevaya and Hamermesh (2012) and Card et al. (2020) that there are
no differences in how referees of different genders assess papers by female and
male authors.

Subsequently, we repeat the analysis for the SBE meetings. Table 12 shows that
the percentage of women who submit articles varies between 15% and 19%, very
similar to the percentage of women with accepted papers (between 12% and 18%).
In either case, these fractions are below those of the ANPEC meetings, reflecting
the fact that there are fewer applied microeconomics fields of research and ses-
sions at the SBE meetings. Moreover, such fractions are lower because there are
fewer women in top departments in the country where submissions to the SBE
event usually come from.

3'Each year, the scientific committee is chosen by the executive committee of each organization and
this decision is based on academic experience and publications.
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Table 11.
Female Participation in the Scientific Committee by Area and Year - ANPEC

History (.)f Macroeco- Growth,
Economic . . .
. nomics, Public Economic .
Thought, Economic International
Year . Monetary Sector Development .
Methodology | History . . Economics
" Economics | Economics and
and Political . o
and Finance Institutions
Economy
2007 0.0% 50.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2008 0.0% 50.0% 33.0% 50.0% 33.0% 0.0%
2009 0.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2010 33.0% 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 33.0% 0.0%
2011 33.0% 0.0% 33.0% 0.0% 33.0% 0.0%
2012 33.0% 67.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2013 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67.0%
2014 17.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2015 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0%
2016 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0% 0.0% 33.0%
2017 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Average 15.0% 26.0% 15.0% 11.0% 11.0% 12.0%
Microeco- | v fustrial ) Agricultural )
nomics, and Regional and Environ- Education, Labour
Year | Quantitative and Urban Health and . Total
Technology . mental Economics
Methods .~ | Economics . Demography
. Economics Economics
and Finance
2007 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 28.0%
2008 33.0% 33.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67.0% 29.0%
2009 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 0.0% 8.0%
2010 0.0% 67.0% 33.0% 0.0% 67.0% 33.0% 28.0%
2011 0.0% 33.0% 67.0% 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 22.0%
2012 0.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0% 17.0%
2013 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 33.0% 0.0% 67.0% 22.0%
2014 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 15.0%
2015 0.0% 67.0% 33.0% 33.0% 33.0% 67.0% 22.0%
2016 33.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67.0% 33.0% 22.0%
2017 0.0% 67.0% 100.0% 0.0% 25.0% 33.0% 23.0%
Average 6.0% 41.0% 32.0% 9.0% 36.0% 45.0%

Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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Table 12.
Participation of Women Among SBE Authors
Number Number Number of | Number of % accepted
% %
Year of authors | of women women’s authors who | women who women’s women vs.
who have | who have L. have been have been submitted
. K Submissions Acceptance
submitted | submitted accepted accepted women
2013 376 55 15% 210 26 12% 47%
2014 336 50 15% 208 35 17% 70%
2015 352 66 19% 181 28 15% 42%
2016 423 72 17% 211 37 18% 51%
2017 - - - 249 43 17% -

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Figure 6 shows the gender composition of the accepted articles. It is noteworthy
that in the meeting that took place in 2013, none of the articles were written solely
by a woman. In other years, there are articles solely by women, but the vast major-

ity of the accepted papers are authored exclusively by men.

Figure 6.
Female and Male Authorship Among Accepted Articles - SBE
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Finally, Table 13 shows that the participation of women in the scientific commit-
tee also follows their choice of fields. The SBE scientific committee is typically
formed by three or four people. For example, participation of 33% indicates there
was one woman on a committee of three people and a participation of 25% indi-
cates there was one woman on a committee of four people. It is notable that the sci-
entific committee of finance has never had a woman as a member.

Table 13.

Female Participation on the Scientific Committee by Area and Year - SBE
Year Applied . . Applied . | Econometrics | Finance Economic Average

Macroeconomics | Microeconomics Theory
2013 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2014 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 10%
2015 25% 25% 0% 0% 0% 10%
2016 0% 25% 33% 0% 0% 12%
2017 20% 17% 0% 0% 33% 14%
Average 9% 23% 7% 0% 7%

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Women’s Field Choice in Economics

In addition to the temporal evaluation, we also examined whether there are dif-
ferences in the representation of women among sub-areas of economics, explor-
ing the fact that the submissions include a wide range of topics, especially for the
ANPEC meetings.

Table 14 shows the female participation by field. The same pattern observed in
the NBER Summer Meetings and the Annual Meeting of the AEA is observed
for the ANPEC meetings. Throughout the period, social economics and economic
demography retain the largest share of articles accepted authored by women. In
addition, negative bias towards macroeconomics and finance is also observed. This
is certainly the subfield in which the women’s share of accepted articles is the low-
est, not more than 15% (all years, except in 2008). On the other hand, the share
of female authors in social economics and economic demography, does not fall
below 22.5% (2017), and reaches almost 50% in 2012.

Table 15 again reveals a field bias but now looking at the SBE data. While women
submit more articles to the subfield of applied microeconomics, they also have
more papers accepted in this area. On the other hand, since their research is less
focused on Finance, Econometrics and Economic Theory, there are fewer submis-
sions to these sub-fields, and we observe also low acceptance or participation rates
(indeed, female participation is zero in the economic theory sessions of 2014).
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Table 14.
Female Participation in the ANPEC Meetings by Area and Year

History (.)f Macroeco- Growth,
Economic nomics Public Economic
Thought, | Economic ’ International
Year . Monetary Sector | Development .
Methodology | History . . Economics
" Economics | Economics and
and Political . o e
and Finance Institutions
Economy
2007 9.1% 20.0% 9.5% 29.4% 25.0% 4.2%
2008 35.3% 0.0% 25.6% 21.2% 19.0% 10.3%
2009 22.6% 0.0% 8.8% 8.0% 18.1% 28.9%
2010 28.6% 12.5% 12.2% 37.5% 14.3% 17.6%
2011 24.3% 26.3% 9.5% 21.9% 31.5% 10.3%
2012 11.1% 15.4% 14.3% 22.2% 38.3% 30.0%
2013 15.4% 6.3% 11.7% 28.6% 18.3% 20.0%
2014 3.7% 14.3% 10.3% 17.8% 17.9% 24.4%
2015 13.6% 22.2% 11.0% 16.3% 26.7% 34.2%
2016 17.2% 29.4% 15.3% 31.0% 26.7% 24.4%
2017 20.6% 0.0% 11.8% 26.7% 31.8% 28.3%
Total 17.3% 14.5% 12.1% 23.2% 23.7% 22.7%
I\’Iicroectfnon‘nics, Industrial Regional Agricultural Education,
Quantitative and and Labour
Year and Urban . Health and . Total
Methods and | Technology . | Environmental Economics
i A Economics . Demography
Finance Economics Economics
2007 9.4% 14.8% 30.4% 21.9% 47.4% 11.8% | 19.9%
2008 14.8% 36.1% 30.0% 36.0% 25.6% 54.5% | 26.0%
2009 17.4% 32.7% 22.0% 28.6% 42.9% 314% | 22.8%
2010 21.1% 32.0% 28.0% 9.1% 23.3% 50.0% | 23.1%
2011 15.9% 37.7% 22.7% 17.2% 40.3% 353% | 24.8%
2012 13.0% 30.8% 12.2% 20.6% 49.0% 31.7% | 24.2%
2013 17.4% 39.0% 21.7% 29.4% 41.8% 32.3% | 23.6%
2014 12.5% 36.5% 32.8% 22.9% 33.3% 294% | 22.3%
2015 17.1% 36.6% 26.9% 26.3% 39.1% 23.8% | 24.2%
2016 23.1% 33.3% 25.8% 34.0% 48.2% 36.2% | 28.9%
2017 17.1% 35.3% 26.2% 24.0% 22.5% 36.4% | 23.4%
Total 15.1% 33.5% 22.8% 24.4% 38.2% 323% | 23.6%

Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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Table 15.

Female Participation in the SBE Meetings by Area and Year
Year Mac::)l:elc):)iligmics Micggstl)::mics Econometrics | Finance E’:’(l)lr:())l:;ic Total
2013 11% 19% 7% 8% 10% 12%
2014 14% 30% 15% 9% 0% 17%
2015 5% 27% 5% 13% 8% 15%
2016 8% 29% 19% 8% 17% 18%
2017 15% 27% 17% 5% 11% 18%

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

As Lundberg and Stearns (2019) pointed out, “field choice may affect entry into
tenure-track positions in economics, publication rates, and the probability of pub-
lishing in top journals, all of which may also affect the probability of earning ten-
ure.” (p. 7)* Therefore, the distribution across fields of study is another dimension
of women’s representation, although only until recently has it started to receive
more attention.

The evidence available so far strongly supports a preference bias. Chari and Gold-
smith-Pinkham (2017) found gender differences in the distribution across specific
fields of research in the NBER Summer Institute Programmes. The share of female
authors in finance is only 14.6%, in macro and international economics it is 16.1%
and in applied micro it is 26.5%. The acceptance rates of submissions made by men
and women to the applied micro and macro international areas are, however, statis-
tically equal. Women who submit papers involving finance, on the other hand, are
less likely than men to have an article accepted. Beneito et al. (2018) evaluated the
programmes of the annual meetings of the American Economic Association (AEA)
and revealed that the share of women’s participation practically did not change over
time and that there were clearly two “research groups”, the first one involving macro,
finance and tools, with low female participation, and the second one involving micro
and other areas, with a higher presence of women.** Finally, Lundberg and Stearns
(2019 ) collected information on new Ph.D.s since the early 1990s, including names
and the JEL code of their theses, in order to offer a broader perspective of women
across fields. They did not find evidence that the distribution of Ph.D.s across fields
has evolved in a different way among genders. Women are more likely to write

This is no different in other disciplines of social science, e.g., political science as discussed in Key
and Sumner (2019).

$They use two alternative approaches. For the full period, they classify the articles in areas accord-
ing to the JEL codes of the corresponding sessions. The areas are microeconomics (theoretical
and empirical); macroeconomics (including international economics); finance; tools (mathemat-
ics and quantitative methods) and others. Because JEL codes may not accurately identify the topic
of the article, they also use machine learning techniques to evaluate article abstracts and classify
them by topics.
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theses on labour and public economics than men. Women are also less likely to
write theses on macro and finance. However, there are almost no differential trends
throughout the entire period. They concluded by calling attention to the fact that bias
in the choice of field may persist over time due to role model effects.

This bias of preference also manifests itself in other ways. One is in research, pub-
lished or not, of which the papers presented at meetings are only a part. Dolado et
al. (2012) evaluated the research conducted by 1,900 researchers at the 50 most
important departments of economics in 2005 according to Econphd.net. They con-
cluded that women prefer research topics such as wages, gender inequality, edu-
cation, health and demographics. On the other hand, among their least preferred
topics are mathematical economics, fluctuations and economic cycle.**

Much less is known about the reasons for gender distribution across the areas of
economic research. Dolado et al. (2012) debated whether the theoretical argu-
ments used to explain wage gaps in competitive occupations, of which academic
positions form part, could provide some insight. They soon discarded two of the
five possible alternatives. The first is self-selection (Polachek, 1981), according
to which the problem would be of supply, given an equal distribution of skills
between men and women. Since women know they will have more interruptions
in their careers, because they will have children and/or because they will have to
take care of their parents and relatives, they end up choosing less competitive jobs.
They self-select into these jobs because the penalty for inevitable interruptions is
lower. However, it is difficult to believe that this theory can explain differences
between areas within the same discipline, although it may be useful to explain
choices between different areas (Borden & Brown, 2007). The second possible
alternative is demand, but this does not seem promising either, since the choice of
an area of research is made following the much more difficult decision to work in
research activities in renowned economics departments.

They then presented three more alternatives: i) women are genuinely interested in
certain topics (persistence preferences); ii) women avoid subfields that are domi-
nated by men and vice versa (social exclusion); and iii) women are not interested
in male-dominated areas to avoid competition (gender differences in competition).
They found evidence that the probability of a woman choosing a particular area of
research is positively correlated with the share of women already working in that
area. This implies path dependence, which they did not attribute to differences in
preferences for sub-areas between men and women, but rather to issues of seg-
regation. Specifically, it seems that women tend to avoid male-dominated areas,
whereas the opposite does not seem to occur. The share of women in a given area
is also explained by the degree of competitiveness in that area, measured by an

3*Another is in academic performance. Beneito et al. (2018), using administrative data from the
University of Valencia, Spain, during the period 2010-2014, found evidence that female students
have a positive and statistically significant difference in grades in microeconomics when com-
pared to male students. The opposite occurs in macroeconomics, where the differential of wom-
en’s grades is negative.
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index defined by the proportion of articles in that area that are published in high-
profile academic journals.* The good news brought to light by their results is that
the gender gap is shrinking in some areas, as shown by weaker path dependence
among young researchers. At this point, it is clear that in the near future we have
two tasks. First, follow the papers submitted to the ANPEC and SBE meetings in
order to verify whether or not they are published, where they are published and if
there are gender differences in terms of quantity and quality of publications. Sec-
ond, evaluate the published papers, trying to establish the differences between men
and women regarding the network of co-authors and fields of preference.

FINAL REMARKS

In this paper, we present several statistics on female representation in economics
in Brazil, based on their career evolution. To do that, we use a novel dataset from
the survey collected by the research group Brazilian Women in Economics and
also unique data on paper submissions obtained from the main Brazilian econom-
ics associations. We complement our analysis using data from the national exami-
nation that selects students for graduate programmes (ANPEC exam).

When studying female participation in the career, we observe a “leaky pipeline” in
Brazil. There are few female graduate students, they usually do not pursue a career
at universities, and if they do, they rarely become full professors. Female partici-
pation is even lower at higher quality institutions.

Aggregate Brazilian data show some similarities to developed countries, but our
analysis reveals important disparities throughout the departments. First, there are
important differences between public and private institutions, as there are more
female professors and students in public institutions. Job stability at public insti-
tutions can attract more female professors, and having more women teaching can
be an important factor in attracting students (either because of role models, or
because the environment becomes more amenable to women). Second, our data
show that the entrance exam for master’s programmes in Brazil (the ANPEC
exam) is extremely competitive and the test format does not favour women either,
who are generally more averse to risk. This gateway to academic careers can also
be an important reason for women’s leaky career pipeline.

Looking at the data on the main Brazilian economics conferences, we also find a
field bias, where the subfields of education, health and demography stand out as pre-
ferred by women and the subfields of macroeconomics, finance and economic the-
ory stand out as not preferred by them. The same bias is observed in other countries.

$Experimental evidence (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2004) reveals that women perform worse in mixed
groups than in groups formed only of women, even if they are equally competent. The perfor-
mance of men, on the other hand, is not affected by the composition of the group. Thus, it is not
whether or not women like to compete, rather they do not like to compete when it is against men.
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It remains an open question which characteristics of the applied microeconom-
ics field make it more attractive to women economists. Potential explanations sug-
gested by the literature could be statistical discrimination against women in fields
with low female participation (Altonji & Blank, 1999) or differences in prefer-
ences due to the fact that women are on average less competitive and more averse
to risk (Bertrand, 2011; Croson & Gneezy, 2009). Goldin (2013) also speculated
that the way economics is taught may encourage or discourage women to become
economics majors in the U.S. In the future, it would be interesting to model the
likelihood of an individual choosing a certain area, following Dolado et al. (2012)’s
work, by evaluating in particular the roles played by the share of women in each
field and the degree of competition against men.

This is the first study on this subject in Brazil, and it aims to provide an under-
standing of the persistent gender gap in promotion and other aspects of the aca-
demic career in economics. Moreover, it argues that it is particularly important to
conduct research to understand the earlier stages in the pipeline, including gender
differences in undergraduate courses or before.*

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful for the data that was kindly provided by ANPEC and SBE. We
thank all the institutions that participated in the Brazilian Annual Survey of Female
Participation. We also thank Pedro Feijo, Luiza Karpavicius, Victoria Klarosk, and
Fabiana Pereira for their excellent research assistance. We are also grateful to the
Department of Economics at the University of Sdo Paulo, FIPE and FAPESP grant
no. 19/16952-7 for their financial support.

REFERENCES

1. Abrevaya, J., & Hamermesh, D. S. (2012). Charity and favoritism in the
field: are female economists nicer (to each other)? Review of Economics
and Statistics, 94(1), 202-207.

2. Altonji, J. G., & Blank, R. M. (1999). Race and gender in the labor mar-
ket. Handbook of Labor Economics, 3, 3143-3259.

3. Avilova, T., & Goldin, C. (2018). What can UWE do for economics? AEA
Papers and Proceedings, 108, 186-190.

4. Bayer, A., & Rouse, C. E. (2016, November). Diversity in the economics
profession: A new attack on an old problem. Journal of Economic Per-
spectives, 30(4), 221-242. https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/
jep-30.4.221 doi: 10.1257/jep.30.4.221

%*Ceci et al. (2014) showed the relevance of early stage expectations on female careers.


https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257
10.1257/jep

848

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Cuadernos de Economia, 40(84), Numero especial Género, 2021

Beneito, P., Bosca, J. E., Ferri, J., & Garcia, M. (2018). Women across
Subfields in Economics: Relative Performance and Beliefs (Working
Paper 2018-06). FEDEA.

Bertrand, M. (2011). New perspectives on gender. In Handbook of Labor
Economics (vol. 4, pp. 1543-1590). Elsevier.

Borden, V., & Brown, P. (2007). Just the stats: Top 100 popular disciplines
by race, gender. Diverse: Issues In Higher Education (July 13).

Borges, B., Estevan, F., & Morin, L.-P. (2021). Gender differences in
reaction to high-stakes. Unpublished Manuscript.

Bosquet, C., & Combes, P.-P., & Garcia-Pefalosa, C. (2019). Gender and
promotions: Evidence from academic economists in France. Journal of
Economics, 121(3), 1020-1053.

Card, D., DellaVigna, S., Funk, P., & Iriberri, N. (2020). Are referees and
editors in economics gender neutral? The Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics, 135(1), 269-327.

Casadevall, A. (2015). Achieving speaker gender equity at the American
Society for Microbiology General Meeting. MBio, 6(4), e01146-15.
Casadevall, A., & Handelsman, J. (2014). The presence of female con-
veners correlates with a higher proportion of female speakers at scientific
symposia. MBio, 5(1), e00846-13.

Ceci, S. J., Ginther, D. K., Kahn, S., & Williams, W. M. (2014). Women
in academic science: A changing landscape. Psychological Science in the
Public Interest, 15(3), 75-141.

Ceci, S. J., Ginther, D. K., Kahn, S., & Williams, W. M. (2015). Women
in science: The path to progress. Scientific American Mind, 26(1), 62-66.
Cerezetti, S. C. N, de Almeida, C. B., Barbosa, I. M. P., Guimaraes, L. G.,
Ramos, L. de O., Lessa, M. M. K. R, ... Ferraro, L. P. (2019). Interagoes
de género nas salas de aula da Faculdade de Direito da USP: um cur-
riculo oculto? Cétedra UNESCO de Direto a Educagao/Universidade de
Sao Paulo (USP). https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf00003674207-
posInSet=1{& }queryld=dbc82b57-9314-42d3-b076-b43fdf424517{ &}
fbclid=IwAR2PHiSatzO3bPbciM8HwWPRXOGS5orxkls6lmPrMpricm-
PrQoj2yaP2Rztnk

Chari, A., & Goldsmith-Pinkham, P. (2017). Gender representation in
economics across topics and time: Evidence from the NBER summer insti-
tute (Tech. Rep.). National Bureau of Economic Research.
Chassonnery-Zaigouche, C., Cherrier, B., & Singleton, J. D. (2020). Eco-
nomics is not a man’s field: CSWEP and the first gender reckoning in
Economics (1971-1991) (Tech. Rep.). SSRN Electronic Journal.

Croson, R., & Gneezy, U. (2009). Gender differences in preferences.
Journal of Economic Literature, 47(2), 448-474.


https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark

Gender differences in the academic career of economics in Brazil Fabiana Rocha et al. 849

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

CWEN, C. W. E. N. (2017). CWEN/RFE -Report on the status of women
in Canadian economics.

Dohmen, T., & Falk, A. (2011). Performance pay and multidimensional
sorting: Productivity, preferences, and gender. American Economic
Review, 101(2), 556-590.

Dolado, J. J., Felgueroso, F., & Almunia, M. (2012). Are men and wom-
en-economists evenly distributed across research fields? Some new empir-
ical evidence. SERIEs, 3(3), 367-393.

Emerson, T. L., McGoldrick, K., & Mumford, K. J. (2012). Women and
the choice to study economics. The Journal of Economic Education,
43(4), 349-362.

Ferndndez, R. G., & Suprinyak, C. E. (2018). Creating academic econom-
ics in Brazil: The Ford foundation and the beginnings of ANPEC. Econo-
miA, 19(3), 314-329.

Ginther, D. K., & Kahn, S. (2014). Academic women’s careers in the
social sciences. Cambridge University Press.

Gneezy, U., Niederle, M., & Rustichini, A. (2003). Performance in com-
petitive environments: Gender differences. The Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 118(3), 1049-1074.

Gneezy, U., & Rustichini, A. (2004). Gender and competition at a young
age. American Economic Review, 94(2), 377-381.

Goldin, C. (2013). Notes on women and the undergraduate economics
major. CSWEP Newsletter, 15, 4-6.

Hamermesh, D. (2020). Measuring success in economics. CEPR Press.
Hengel, E. (2017). Publishing while female. are women held to higher
standards? Evidence from peer review, (Tech. Rep.). (Working Papers in
Economics 1753). Cambridge.

Hoekstra, M. (2018). The effect of own-gender juries on conviction rates
(Working Paper 25013). NBER.

Hospido, L., & Sanz, C. (2019). Gender gaps in the evaluation of research:
Evidence from submissions to economics conferences (Discussion Paper
12494). IZA.

Jacobsen, J., Robb, R. E., Burton, J., Blackaby, D. H., Humpbhries, J.,
Joshi, H., ... Dong, X. Y. (2006). Explorations on the status of women
economists. Feminist Economics, 12(3), 427-474.

Jurajda, S., & Miinich, D. (2011). Gender gap in performance under com-
petitive pressure: Admission to Czech universities. American Economic
Review, 101(3), 514-518.

Kalejta, R. F., & Palmenberg, A. C. (2017). Gender parity trends for
invited speakers at four prominent virology conference series. Journal of
Virology, 91(16), e00739-17.



850

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

Cuadernos de Economia, 40(84), Numero especial Género, 2021

Key, E. M., & Sumner, J. L. (2019). You research like a girl: Gendered
research agendas and their implications. PS: Political Science amp; Poli-
tics, 52(4), 663-668.

Levenstein, M. (2020). Report: Committee on the status of women in the
economics profession (CSWEP). In AEA Papers and Proceedings (vol.
110, pp. 726-736).

Lundberg, S. et al. (2020). Women in economics. CEPR Press, 1(1),
1-138.

Lundberg, S., & Stearns, J. (2019). Women in Economics: Stalled pro-
gress. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 33(1), 3-22.

Nierdele, M., & Vesterlund, L. (2007). Do women shy away from compe-
tition? Do men compete too much? The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
122(3), 1067-1101.

Ors, E., Palomino, F., & Peyrache, E. (2013). Performance gender gap:
Does competition matter? Journal of Labor Economics, 31(3), 443-499.
Pekkarinen, T. (2015). Gender differences in behaviour under competitive
pressure: Evidence on omission patterns in university entrance examina-
tions. Journal of Economic Behavior Organization, 115, 94-110.
Petterini, F. C. (2020). Brazilian academic economics: A picture from the
ANPEC exam microdata. EconomiA, 21(3), 325-339.

Polachek, S. W. (1981). Occupational self-selection: A human capital
approach to sex differences in occupational structure. Review of Econom-
ics and Statistics, 63(1), 60-69.

Santos, K. G. dos, et al. (2020). Does it matter which top institution you
choose? A case study of Brazilian graduate admissions (Unpublished
master’s thesis).

Sarsons, H. (2017). Recognition for group work: Gender differences in
academia. American Economic Review, 107(5), 141-145.

Siegfried, J. J., & Stock, W. A. (2004). The labor market for new PhD
economists. AER Papers and Proceedings, 94(2), 272-285.

Tenreyro, S. (2017). Royal economic society’s report on the gender bal-
ance in UK economics departments and research institutes in 2016. The
Royal Economic Society’s Women’s Committee.



Gender differences in the academic career of economics in Brazil Fabiana Rocha et al. 851

APPENDIX

Figure Al.
Regional distribution of all graduate programmes and the responses (dark orange)
by region and type of institution, 2018 and 2019

(a) By macroregion (b) By type of institution
30% 35%
25% 30%
20% 2%
° 20%
15% 15%
10% 10%
5% 3%
0%
0% Private State-level public Federal public
North  Northeast Midwest South  Southeast institutions institutions institutions
M Response 11 All graduate Programmes M Response I All graduate Programmes

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Table Al.
Brazilian institutions with graduate programmes in Economics by CAPES score

CAPES o
Institutions
score
7 PUC-RIO, FGV-RJ, FGV-EESP, FEA-USP
6 UCB, UNB, UFMG, UFRIJ, UFF, UNICAMP
5 CAEN-UFC, UFPB, Decon-UFPE, UFPR, UFRGS, UFSC, UFV-DER,
ESALQ-USP, USP-RP
UFPA, UFBA, MAER-UFC, UFPE-AGRO, UEM, PUC-RS, UFPEL,
4 UNISINOS, UFES, UFJF, UFU, UFV-DEE, UERJ, INSPER, UNESP,
UFABC
UFG, UFMT, UFAL, UFMA, UFRN, UERN, FUFSE (UFS), UEL,
3 UNIOESTE, UEPG, FURG, UFSM, UNIFAL, UFOP, PUC-SP, UFSCAR,
UNIFESP

CAPES evaluates the programmes every four years.
These scores are from the last evaluation carried out by CAPES in 2017.
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Table A2.

Cuadernos de Economia, 40(84), Numero especial Género, 2021

Proportion test - 2018 vs 2017

Proportion of Women

Difference
2018 2017
0.38 0.37 0.01
Undergraduate Students
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
0.38 0.36 0.02
Master’s Students
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.38 0.38 0.00
Ph.D. Students
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06)

Notes: Standard deviation in parentheses. ***p < 1%; **p < 5%; *p < 10%.
Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Table A3

Proportion test, by type of institution, 2018

Proportion of Women (2018)

Federal Other Difference
institutions institutions
0.43 0.33 0.10%3%*
Undergraduate Students
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
0.41 0.34 0.07
Master’s Students
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
0.36 0.4 -0.04
Ph.D. Students
(0.06) (0.06) (0.09)

Notes: Standard deviation in parentheses. ***p < 1%; **p < 5%; *p < 10%.
Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Table A4.
Proportion test, private institutions - 2018 vs 2017
Proportion of Women
in Private Institutions Difference
2018 2017
Undergraduate Students 0.29 0.35 -0.067
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Master’s Students 0.12 0.26 0.15%
(0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
0.43 0.35 0.08
Ph.D. Students
(0.09) (0.09) (0.13)

Notes: Standard deviation in parentheses. ***p < 1%; **p < 5%; *p < 10%.
Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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