
GENDER AND THE CONSULTING ACADEMIC ECONOMIST
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We surveyed academic economists on their experiences and perceptions of legal
consulting. Nearly two-thirds have consulting experience and 40% have consulted
within the last 5 years. Base hourly rates average $244, with a median of $200. Women
are less likely than men to have served as consultants and charge lower rates than
comparable men, but there are few differences by gender in willingness to consult.
Women report substantially more negative bias and are less likely to consult in complex
cases or to have a high profile role in litigation. (JEL J44, J71, K41)

I. INTRODUCTION

Academic economists play an important and
often highly visible role in the legal system and
in public policy.1 However, in contrast to the vast
information available on professional activities
related to aspects such as pay, hiring, reputation,
coauthoring, and citations,2 little is known about
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1. For only a few examples, consider the role of aca-
demic economists in highly visible legal cases involving
antitrust policy and litigation (e.g., Kovacic 1992), environ-
mental damages (e.g., Maas and Svorenčík 2017), and affir-
mative action in university admissions (e.g., Hoover 2018).
Thornton and Ward (1999) describe the role of economists in
tort litigation.

2. For only a few examples, see Chen and McKinnish
(2005), Gibson, Anderson, and Tressler (2017), Hamermesh
and Pfann (2012), McDowell, Singell, and Stater (2006),
Moore, Newman, and Turnbull (2001), and Siegfried and
Stock (2004).

the market for academic economists who pro-
vide consulting services as a sideline to their aca-
demic jobs.3 Anecdotally, consulting seems to be
common but is often undertaken discreetly, mak-
ing these activities largely opaque about even the
most basic characteristics such as prevalence and
pay rates.

To fill this gap, we conducted an online sur-
vey of economics faculty in spring 2019.4 We
received 1,205 responses, with women compris-
ing about 30% of the sample. Because there is
a widespread perception in the legal world that
women are generally underrepresented as expert
witnesses and are paid less when they do serve
as consultants,5 we were particularly interested
in exploring whether there are gender differences
in consulting activity.

3. The only other survey of economists that we were able
to identify is a 2012 survey of members of the American Soci-
ety of Health Economists (ASHE). See Cawley, Morrisey, and
Simon (2015).

4. We conducted an initial pilot survey of members of the
American Law and Economics Association in spring 2018.

5. Kaufman (2017a, 2017b) report that women are much
less likely to do consulting or expert witness work in litiga-
tion. O’Neill (2014) reports that women make up only 17% of
expert witnesses based on data from a firm that matches expert
witnesses to law firms, and that women are paid 30% less than
male experts, with the pay disparity even higher for medi-
cal experts. Drawing on published opinions, Walters (1994)
finds a low percentage of female expert witnesses, gender
differences in participation across types of cases, and more
frequent questioning of qualifications or sufficiency of evi-
dence of female experts.

ABBREVIATIONS

ASHE: American Society of Health Economists
UAQ: Universal Academic Questionnaire
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To summarize key findings, nearly two-thirds
of our respondents have had some consulting
experience and over 40% have consulted within
the last 5 years. Men are more likely to have
consulting experience than women, but much of
the difference by gender is related to differences
in professional characteristics. However, among
those with experience, women report substan-
tially more negative bias; they also are less likely
to consult in complex cases or to have a high pro-
file role in litigation. Hourly rates average $244,
with a median rate of $200. Average hourly rates
are higher for men by about $60.

Although consulting is common, it is clearly a
financial sideline for academic economists, repre-
senting under 10% of earnings in the past 5 years
among those who have consulted in this time
period. We also find that the value of consult-
ing is not merely financial; consulting appears
to provide numerous complementary benefits to
teaching and research activities, as well as oppor-
tunities to make contributions to society.

II. GENDER AND CONSULTING

The limited evidence, which is primarily
anecdotal, suggests that women are underrep-
resented as expert witnesses. Kaufman (2017a)
cites judges, attorneys, service providers, and
professors who uniformly observe that attorney
bias, perhaps influenced by expected jury bias
against female experts, is primarily to blame.6

Kaufman (2017a) mentions the dearth of women
in some fields as a possible reason for the gender
gap in expert witness selection. However, women
are not especially scarce in the economics pro-
fession, as about a third of PhDs in economics
are awarded to women.7 Gender differences
in employment status, such as whether or not
one is tenured and type of academic institution,
and in fields of qualification, may be important
influences on the decision to consult.

6. Academic studies of gender differences in expert wit-
ness work are limited and primarily use surveys of jurors, or
mock trials or experiments, to examine juror bias and varying
perceptions by gender rather than actual experiences or per-
ceptions of experts themselves. This literature is reviewed in
Neal (2014). An exception is a survey of forensic psychiatrists
who were members of the American Academy of Psychiatry
and the Law; in this survey, more women reported that gender
was a factor in whether they were chosen as experts. See Price
et al. (2004).

7. National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics,
Women, Minorities, and Persons with Disabilities in Science
and Engineering, NSF 17-310 (Arlington, VA: National Sci-
ence Foundation, 2017), https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2017/
nsf17310/digest/fod-women/economics.cfm.

In addition, there have been continuing con-
cerns in the economics profession about mis-
treatment of women economists and their slower
advancement along the academic career ladder.8

Along these lines, expectations of or experiences
with gender bias in consulting work could dis-
courage more women from serving as experts.
Identifying the extent and sources of any bias
against female economists serving as experts
contributes to this literature.

At the most basic level, legal consulting can
be a lucrative side activity for academics, making
it of particular importance to examine if there is a
gender gap in rates of serving as a legal consultant
and/or in the compensation received. However,
the importance of who serves as legal experts
goes beyond the financial benefits of consulting
income to individuals. It is also important with
respect to visibility in legal cases, with respect
to academic research agendas, and for possible
pedagogical value.

Legal issues are regularly covered by the
major media, and having only men in visible
roles in the legal system may give the impres-
sion that the important work is done only by
men, which may discourage women from enter-
ing the field.9 The Microsoft antitrust case and
Students for Fair Admissions v. Harvard are two
prominent examples that have received substan-
tial coverage of the economic experts for both
sides of the litigation.10 Notably, all of the eco-
nomic experts in these cases who testified at trial
and received substantial media coverage are men.
Achieving greater representation and visibility of
women among legal consultants could help miti-
gate the perception that economics is unwelcom-
ing to women, perhaps encouraging more women
to study economics at all levels.

Furthermore, the stakes involved in large
and potentially precedent-setting cases attract
research money and publications in support of
positions of opposing sides. For example, the
research that established guidelines for con-
tingent valuation studies came from efforts to
quantify damages associated with the Exxon

8. There is a substantial literature dedicated to examining
possible gender bias in the economics profession. See for
example Bayer and Rouse (2016), Ceci et al. (2014), Ginther
and Kahn (2004), and Lundberg and Stearns (2019).

9. Relatedly, women are less likely to appear or to be
shown in leadership positions in principles of economics
textbooks (Stevenson and Zlotnik 2018).

10. For a description of the roles of economics experts in
these cases see, for example, Fisher and Rubinfeld (2001) and
Hoover (2018).

https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2017/nsf17310/digest/fod-women/economics.cfm
https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2017/nsf17310/digest/fod-women/economics.cfm
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Valdez oil spill. A large number of economists,
almost exclusively male, were involved as
experts in this case (Maas and Svorenčík 2017).
The legitimacy of contingent valuation as an
important valuation tool, and academic publi-
cations, were tied to an important legal case in
which women with expertise in the field largely
had no role.

An additional benefit to an increase in
women’s representation as legal consultants is
to add to the pool of potential court-appointed
experts. Some have observed that the reluctance
of judges to engage court-appointed experts is
because judges do not believe that they can iden-
tify genuinely neutral experts, perhaps because
so many potential experts have a history in
consulting making it difficult for them to be per-
ceived as neutral (Rubinfeld 2010). An increase
in the pool of available experts through greater
participation by women could offset this concern.

As a final point, students may benefit from
the consulting activities of their professors by
learning about real world applications of seem-
ingly abstract concepts. Students may also bene-
fit from assisting professors with their consulting
work, gaining professional contacts, and valuable
research experience. More women participating
in consulting work could enhance these benefits.

III. SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND METHODOLOGY

Our goal was to develop a representative
sample of academic economists in the United
States. The methodology is described in detail in
Appendix A; we include a brief overview here.
After hand-collecting email addresses from fac-
ulty in economics departments, we successfully
sent 8,157 emails requesting participation in an
online survey. The consent form, provided when
email recipients clicked on the link in the email,
described the nature of the survey (which did not
specifically reference our interest in gender dif-
ferences), informed participants that the survey
would take 5–10 minutes to complete, that the
respondent could skip any questions, and that all
responses would be held confidential in a secure
computer system.

We received 1,205 responses, with 1,100
participants submitting complete surveys.11 Our

11. See Appendix A, Table A1, for detailed information
on sample size. Including the additional 105 respondents in
the analysis (where they answered particular survey ques-
tions) has little quantitative impact on the descriptive statistics
and regressions and no qualitative impact on the conclusions

final sample of completed surveys is comprised
of 321 women and 756 men, and 23 respondents
for whom gender is missing. Our response rate,
based on the number of economists receiving
the survey of 8,157 and 1,205 respondents, is
14.8%, and it is 13.5% based on 1,100 completed
surveys. For comparison, the response rate to the
AEA Professional Climate Survey is 22.9%.12

Like the AEA survey, we did not pay respondents
for participation.

An important concern is whether our respon-
dents are representative of the population of
interest. To address this concern, we compare
the demographics of our survey participants to
three groups: (1) the full list of recipients of
our survey; (2) the distribution of economics
faculty reported to the AEA through the Uni-
versal Academic Questionnaire for 2019 (Scott
and Siegfried 2019); and (3) respondents to the
National Survey of College Graduates for 2003,
2010, 2013, 2015, and 2017, who had a PhD in
economics and were employed in a 4-year college
or university. Overall, we find that our respon-
dents are quite representative of the population of
academic economists.13

We provide here an overview of the design
of the survey. The survey begins by explaining
to participants that the term “consulting” in the
context of our survey refers to “any economic
analysis/research, report writing, or expert wit-
ness work you have done outside of your primary
employment for which you have been paid,” and
then asks the respondent if they have ever done
any consulting. All respondents are asked if they
have taken any measures to indicate their avail-
ability for consulting (and if yes, what kind of

we draw. These observations cannot be included in the com-
parisons of men’s and women’s responses as none reported
gender.

12. The response rates to the AEA survey vary by mem-
bership expiration, from 12.0% for those whose membership
expired in 2009–2011 and 32.8% for those with an expiration
date in 2019 or later. See https://www.aeaweb.org/resources/
member-docs/final-climate-survey-results-sept-2019.

13. See Appendix A, Tables A2–A4, for details on these
comparisons. Although the sample respondents are represen-
tative of the surveyed population with respect to demograph-
ics, institution type, and rank, we recognize that there is no
way to rule out sample selection bias if academic economists
who are more, or less, involved in consulting differ in whether
they responded to our survey. To provide some insight into
this issue, we conducted a series of tests to identify if answers
to any of the survey questions, including our key consulting
measures, were related to whether respondents completed the
survey after the first request or after a reminder was sent.
This provides evidence on whether those who are more vested
or more interested in the topic were more likely to respond
quickly. In no case did we find meaningful differences.

https://www.aeaweb.org/resources/member-docs/final-climate-survey-results-sept-2019
https://www.aeaweb.org/resources/member-docs/final-climate-survey-results-sept-2019
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measures), case types for which they consider
themselves qualified to consult, their perspectives
on possible benefits that consulting might pro-
vide, whether they would be willing to consult
in the future, and if not, reasons they would not
do so in the future, and whether they would be
willing to serve as a court-paid peer reviewer of
expert reports.

We also asked all respondents what base
hourly rate they would charge if they were to do
consulting today. Those who answered “yes” to
having done paid consulting are asked additional
questions: their history (timing) of consulting
work, how they acquired their first consulting
work, benefits they have actually received from
consulting, types of cases for which they have
consulted, the roles and the level of expertise
needed in their past consulting work, the percent
of earnings over the last 5 years that has come
from consulting, and whether they have experi-
enced positive or negative biases from their own
client or legal team, the opposing side, or the
judge, mediator, or arbitrator.

The survey concludes with questions about
educational background, current employment
status (including faculty rank), age, gender,
racial/ethnic minority group status, and if they
were a resident of the United States up to age 16.
We also use linked information from the Inte-
grated Postsecondary Education Data System
to add information about the institutions of the
respondents, specifically whether it is a PhD,
MA, or BA institution, whether public or private,
and student enrollment in ranges.14 Women are
overall somewhat younger, with 71% under age
55, in contrast to 55% of men under age 55, and
they are less likely to be tenured faculty. Men are
more likely to be employed in PhD institutions
and more likely to have spent their childhood
in the United States. Men and women in the
sample largely are similar with respect to race or
ethnicity and public/private institution classifica-
tion, and there are only slight differences in their
distribution across size of their institutions.

IV. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

A. Consulting Activities and Hourly Rates

As shown in Table 1, experience with paid
legal consulting is common among academic
economists. Overall, 64% have any consulting

14. Appendix A, Table A5, reports descriptive statistics
for the background characteristics overall and by gender.

TABLE 1
Consulting Experience, Rates, and Earnings by

Gender

All Men Women

Percent have consulted 63.7 66.3 58.6*

Currently consulting 21.9 24.5 16.2**

Recently consulted 43.6 47.0 36.4**

N 1,100 756 321
Mean hourly rate—all 243.8 260.4 199.2**

Median hourly rate—all 200.0 200.0 150.0**

N 960 679 266
Mean hourly rate if consulted 266.7 283.6 221.2**

Median hourly rate if
consulted

200.0 250.0 175.0**

N 624 456 163
Mean hourly rate if not

consulted
201.4 212.9 164.3*

Median hourly rate if not
consulted

150.0 150.0 100.0**

N 336 223 103
Mean percent of earnings

from consulting over past
5 years if consulted

9.0 9.2 7.7

N 426 322 101

Notes: Table reports percentages, means, or medians as
indicated. The “All” column includes individuals who did
not report gender or chose not to disclose gender. Mean and
median hourly rate calculations exclude one participant who
reported a rate of $20,000 and 7 respondents who reported
a rate of $0. Statistically significant differences by gender
indicated as follows: *p< .05; **p< .01.

Source: All tables report results from authors’ survey of
academic economists; see text for details.

experience, with 66% of men and 59% of women
having experience, a difference by gender that is
statistically significant (p = .02).15 A little over
one-fifth are currently consulting, with men more
likely to be currently consulting than are women,
at 25% among men and 16% among women. We
define “recently consulted” as those who are cur-
rently consulting and/or have consulted within
the past 5 years, and 44% of the full sample have
recently consulted.16 Once again, there is a sta-
tistically significant difference across men and
women of about 10 percentage points.

All respondents were asked what base hourly
rate they would charge if they were to do

15. Including respondents who did not complete the sur-
vey (N = 1,205), 64.3% have consulted, 22.3% are currently
consulting, and 43.5% have recently consulted. As noted, the
respondents who did not complete the survey did not provide
gender information.

16. Cawley, Morrisey, and Simon (2015) report a sub-
stantially higher share with recent consulting experience than
we find in our survey. In their survey of members of ASHE,
the share of their sample of 148 academics with any consult-
ing income in the past 3 years is 68.9%. The breakdown by
gender is not reported.



1204 ECONOMIC INQUIRY

FIGURE 1
Distribution of Hourly Rates
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consulting today. As shown in Table 1, hourly
rates overall average $244, with a median rate
of $200.17 The mean and median rates differ
by gender and by whether the respondent has
any consulting experience. Mean hourly rates
are about $60 higher for men than women, and
this gap is similar among those with consulting
experience, but smaller, approximately $50,
among those without consulting experience.
Within gender, men with consulting experience
would charge $71 more on average than those
without; among women, the difference is $57.18

Figure 1 provides the distribution of hourly
rates for men and women, which shows a higher
percentage of women reporting lower rates than
men. The share of respondents reporting an
hourly rate of $200 or less is 70% for women and
53% for men. Likewise, 6% of men and 3% of
women report hourly rates of greater than $500
per hour, with 2% of men and less than 1% of
women reporting hourly rates greater than $800.
The share of earnings from consulting in the
last 5 years among those who have consulted in

17. The average hourly rates we find are similar to those
reported in the survey of ASHE members (Cawley, Mor-
risey, and Simon 2015): in 2012, average hourly rates usually
charged to industry by assistant and associate professors were
$186 and by professors were $384, with rates usually charged
to government and nonprofits averaging about half the indus-
try rates within academic rank.

18. Tests of differences in mean hourly rates by whether
or not respondents have consulted are all significant at the 1%
level (for all respondents and for men and women).

this time period is about 9%, with no significant
difference by gender.

B. Search Efforts for Consulting Work

The observed differences in consulting rates
by gender may most simply be explained by dif-
fering efforts on the part of men and women in
seeking consulting work. To investigate this pos-
sibility, we first asked if individuals had made any
efforts to indicate their availability for consult-
ing, and if yes, whether they had taken particular
steps, with results reported in Table 2. Women
are significantly less likely to have made efforts
to indicate their availability for consulting work
(15% vs. 22%). The two most common methods
used by those who have sought consulting work
(at close to 50% each for all respondents) are to
talk to professors or colleagues or talk to prospec-
tive clients/attorneys. Likewise, when asked how
they acquired their first consulting work, 67%
chose “through professors or colleagues.” Men
are more likely to talk to attorneys/clients and
more likely to use membership in a professional
association or affiliation with a consulting firm
to seek consulting work. Overall, there are dif-
ferences across gender in how individuals gained
their first consulting job, with more men acquir-
ing their first work through contact with clients or
attorneys and more women acquiring their first
consulting through professors or colleagues. In
other words, women are less likely to demon-
strate their interest in consulting work, and when
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TABLE 2
Seeking Consulting Work

All Men Women

Indicated availability for
consulting

19.8 21.9 15.3*

N 1,099 755 321
Measures taken to indicate availability

Talked to
professors/colleagues

51.8 49.1 61.2

Talked to prospective
clients/attorneys

51.4 54.5 40.8+

Joined a professional
association

21.6 24.8 12.2+

Subscribed to or joined an
expert witness service

11.5 13.3 6.1

Affiliated with a consulting
firm

28.9 32.1 14.3*

Established own consulting
firm

23.9 25.5 18.4

Made business
cards/website

25.7 27.3 20.4

N 218 165 49
How achieved first consulting work

Professors/colleagues 67.4 64.8 75.3*

Contact with
clients/attorneys

21.8 25.0 13.7**

Professional association 2.7 2.1 4.4
Affiliation with a
consulting firm

5.2 5.8 2.7

Own consulting firm 1.9 1.7 2.2
Distribution of business
cards/website

1.0 0.6 1.6

N 674 480 182

Notes: Table reports percentages. Statistically significant
differences by gender indicated as follows: +p< .10; *p< .05;
**p< .01.

they do, they are more likely to use existing net-
works rather than join new ones.

C. Fields of Qualifications

We asked respondents to select types of cases
or issues for which they believe they would
be qualified to serve as a consultant, and those
results are presented in the first three columns
of Table 3. Not surprisingly, given evidence that
men and women in economics are unequally
distributed across research fields (Dolado,
Felgueroso, and Almunia 2012), women are
more likely to report being qualified for family
law, labor and employment cases, and health and
medical malpractice. For 10 of the 13 case areas,
there is a greater percentage of men than women
reporting they believe they are qualified to con-
sult. The biggest differences in the percentages
of men and women claiming they are qualified to
consult are in the areas of antitrust/competition
and regulation.

We also asked those who have consulted for
the actual areas of consulting to see if they follow
a pattern similar to perceptions of qualifications.
The last three columns of Table 3 show that a
greater percentage of women report serving as
consultants in the three areas for which a greater
percentage report being qualified—family
law, health and medical malpractice (the dif-
ference is not statistically significant), and
labor/employment cases. Overall, labor and
employment cases are the most frequently
reported case types for economists, with cases
involving regulation second, and personal injury
or wrongful death/termination and energy and
environmental issues being very close third and
fourth most reported cases/issues.

D. Case Complexity

The lower rates that women would charge may
arise from gender differences in the complexity
of the cases and in the roles that women take
in a consulting project. For instance, as noted in
the introduction, anecdotally, women appear to
be far less likely than men to be trial experts.
Women may, for example, be recruited or accept
consulting work for routine low stakes cases,
but may be less likely to serve as consultants
for higher profile cases that would afford larger
fees for experts. Or, their role may be as part
of a consulting team in which they do empirical
analysis or write reports, but they may be less
likely to be deposed or serve as a trial expert.

Starting with indicators of complexity, we
asked all respondents with consulting experience
how they would characterize the types of cases
they have been involved in: consulting that could
be done by many economists with limited expe-
rience in consulting; consulting that could be
done by many economists but benefited from
substantial consulting experience; and consult-
ing that requires specialized expertise and/or sub-
stantial experience. As shown in Table 4, there is
a clear pattern by gender in how men and women
who have done consulting report on experience
needed in their work: women are more likely
than men to do consulting that could be done by
many economists, and men are more likely to do
consulting that requires substantial experience or
specialized expertise. Specifically, 59% of men
but only 43% of women report that they have
been involved in consulting that required spe-
cialized expertise and/or substantial experience,
while 62% of women and 54% of men report
doing consulting that requires limited expertise.
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TABLE 3
Types of Cases/Issues

Qualified to Consult Consulting Experience

All Men Women All Men Women

Antitrust, competition 21.9 25.8 12.8** 25.0 29.1 13.8**

Commercial damages, business valuation 15.2 17.9 8.7** 20.3 24.0 10.1**

Consumer finance, consumer bankruptcy 11.2 11.8 10.0 12.3 12.6 11.7
Energy, environmental issues 21.5 23.5 17.1* 27.0 28.9 22.3+

Family law 7.1 5.2 11.5** 8.6 6.4 14.4**

Health care, medical malpractice 16.5 15.5 19.6+ 19.1 18.6 21.8
Intellectual property 8.3 9.9 4.4** 10.4 13.0 3.7**

International arbitration/trade 11.6 12.6 9.0+ 11.1 11.8 9.6
Labor, employment 39.6 37.3 45.8** 44.4 42.1 50.5*

Personal injury, wrongful death/termination 20.2 23.3 13.7** 27.5 30.5 20.2**

Products liability, mass torts 5.6 6.6 3.1* 7.9 9.2 4.3*

Regulation 23.8 27.1 15.9** 29.0 31.7 20.2**

Securities/finance, corporate bankruptcy, taxes 12.1 14.3 6.2** 13.0 15.2 5.9**

N 1,100 756 321 701 501 188

Notes: Table reports percentages. The “All” column includes individuals who did not report gender or chose not to disclose
gender. Statistically significant differences by gender indicated as follows: +p< .10; *p< .05; **p< .01.

TABLE 4
Case Complexity

All Men Women

Level of expertise required
Required limited
experience

55.9 53.5 62.2*

Benefited from substantial
consulting experience

29.5 32.9 20.2**

Required
expertise/substantial
experience

54.9 59.3 43.1**

N 701 501 188
Roles in consulting

Assisted in the preparation
of a report

67.5 68.5 63.8

Been primary/sole author
of a report

70.5 73.1 62.8**

Been deposed 27.7 31.9 17.0**

Prepared to be trial witness 28.8 32.3 20.2**

Served as trial witness 22.4 26.0 13.3**

N 701 501 188

Notes: Table reports percentages. The “All” column
includes individuals who did not report gender or chose not to
disclose gender. Statistically significant differences by gender
indicated as follows: *p< .05; **p< .01.

Not only do men report involvement in more
complex cases, but they also report that they have
higher profile roles in the consulting jobs they do.
Men are more likely to be the primary or sole
author of a report (73% of men, 63% of women).
The differences by gender are starker with respect
to being deposed (32% vs. 17%), preparing for
trial (32% vs. 20%), and serving as a trial witness
(26% vs. 13%). In combination with the smaller

share of women who have done consulting, it is
not surprising that seeing women economists as
trial experts is rare.

E. Willingness to Consult in the Future

As the lower share of women with consult-
ing experience may arise from women being
asked less or from women being less willing to
consult, we asked all survey participants about
their willingness to consult in the future. As
shown in Table 5, most of the respondents—89%
of the men, 87% of the women—are at least
willing to consider consulting as indicated by
their responses of yes or maybe, and these pro-
portions are not statistically different although
a greater percentage of women chose “may-
be” willing rather than an unqualified “yes” to
future consulting.

The main reasons respondents (of both gen-
ders) chose for not being willing to consult in the
future are: having no interest, having no time,
and not needing the money (which is consistent
with our finding that academic economists on
average do not generally make a large share
of their income from this kind of work). We
once again observe that perceived lack of match
between fields of qualification seems to be limit-
ing consulting by women to a greater degree than
for men, with 43% of women giving that reason
for not willing to consult in the future versus
20% for men. The other two reasons given for not
being willing to consult in the future for which
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TABLE 5
Future Consulting

All Men Women

Willingness to consult in future
Yes 54.6 57.4 48.6**

Maybe 33.8 31.9 38.3*

No 11.6 10.7 13.1
Yes or maybe 88.5 89.3 86.9

N 1,100 756 321
Reasons not willing to consult in future

No interest 59.1 61.7 54.8
No time 56.7 53.1 64.3
Too much travel 7.1 7.4 4.8
Unpredictable deadlines 9.5 8.6 9.5
Too stressful 15.8 12.4 21.4
Stress of trial 4.7 1.2 11.9**

Lack self-confidence 10.2 7.4 16.7
Not enough experience 9.5 7.4 11.9
Fields/expertise not match 26.8 19.8 42.9**

Dislike of the adversarial process 13.4 8.6 21.4*

Ethical concerns 18.9 17.3 23.8
Do not need the money 49.6 54.3 42.9

N 127 81 42
Willingness to serve as court-paid peer
reviewer of expert reports

Yes 58.9 63.8 48.7**

Yes—if not testify 17.7 14.2 24.8**

No 23.4 22.1 26.4
N 1,092 753 318

Notes: Table reports percentages. The “All” column
includes individuals who did not report gender or chose not to
disclose gender. Statistically significant differences by gender
indicated as follows: *p< .05; **p< .01.

there are significant gender differences seem to
fit gender stereotypes: stress of trial and dislike of
adversarial process (and lacking self-confidence
is close to significant with a p-value equal
to .12).

A related, additional question asked of survey
respondents, “Would you be willing to serve as
a court-paid peer reviewer of statistical or eco-
nomic analyses submitted in legal proceedings
by expert witnesses?” was motivated by a pro-
posal presented in Hersch and Bullock (2014) to
reduce rejection of valid expert witness analy-
sis and reduce incorrect findings by courts. Serv-
ing as a peer reviewer is a role with which most
academic economists are familiar and is another
way that economists could share their experience
and expertise within the court system with less
pressure and less public visibility of testimony.19

19. Hersch and Bullock (2014) argue that many of the
opposing experts’ critiques of expert witnesses’ statistical
analyses make use of invalid arguments, but courts are often
swayed by such meritless attacks. Although courts can and do
appoint expert witnesses, as Rubinfeld (2010) among many
others have noted, judges have generally been reluctant to

Overall, 77% of respondents are willing to serve
in this capacity (under any circumstances or if
they do not have to testify), with women only 4
percentage points less likely to be willing to play
this role than are men. But women are nearly 11
percentage points more likely to say yes to serv-
ing as a peer reviewer with the caveat that they do
not have to testify.

F. Gender Bias

Given concerns raised by the extant litera-
ture about possible bias against women by jurors,
judges, or attorneys or legal teams, we asked
about bias experienced in doing consulting work,
separating this into bias experienced from the
client or employer of the consultant, from the
opposing side, and from the judge, mediator, or
arbitrator. Individuals could choose whether they
experienced no bias, negative bias, or positive
bias for each of these categories.20 We find strong
evidence that female consultants have experi-
enced more negative bias than their male coun-
terparts from all three groups, and the differences
are statistically as well as quantitatively signif-
icant. For instance, as shown in Table 6, 12% of
women reported experiencing negative bias based
on gender from their own client or employer, and
26% of women reported having experienced neg-
ative bias from the opposing side, compared to
only 1% of men who reported negative bias from
either party. On the other hand, men are not any
more likely than women to report experiencing
positive bias from their own client/employer or
from the opposing side. Fewer women report neg-
ative gender bias from decision makers, but they
still report that experience at statistically signif-
icant, higher rates than men. Thus, we find evi-
dence that there is negative gender bias in legal
consulting, and it is almost exclusively experi-
enced by women.

do so. Rubinfeld (2010) reports the probable reasons are that
judges believe it is difficult to find a neutral expert and that
judges do not want the experts to be perceived as determining
the outcome. Thus, Hersch and Bullock (2014) recommend
using peer reviewers appointed by the court and paid by par-
ties as a small percent of total billings of experts. Designating
peer reviewers rather than court-appointed expert witnesses
would mitigate the two concerns noted by Rubinfeld (2010).
They will not be called to testify and will not be challenged on
the basis of consistency with their previous expert reports, and
judges will not be concerned that decisions will be perceived
as emanating from the reviewers rather than the judge.

20. We asked the same question with respect to biases
based on race, ethnicity, or nationality, but too few partic-
ipants had consulting experience and belonged to minority
groups to draw any valid conclusions across minority status.
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TABLE 6
Consulting Experiences: Gender Biases

All Men Women

Gender bias from own client/employer
No bias 92.3 95.3 84.2**

Yes, negative bias 4.0 1.1 11.5**

Yes, positive bias 3.7 3.6 4.2
N 627 451 165
Gender bias from opposing side

No bias 93.0 98.4 71.4**

Yes, negative bias 5.9 1.0 26.0**

Yes, positive bias 1.0 0.7 2.6
N 388 304 77
Gender bias from judge/mediator/arbitrator

No bias 97.6 98.9 90.4**

Yes, negative bias 1.5 0.7 5.8**

Yes, positive bias 0.9 0.4 3.9*

N 336 277 52

Notes: Table reports percentages. The “All” column
includes individuals who did not report gender or chose not to
disclose gender. Statistically significant differences by gender
indicated as follows: *p< .05; **p< .01.

G. Benefits from Consulting

There may be nonfinancial motivations for
doing consulting beyond the payments received
which may differ by gender. Therefore, we asked
survey respondents to select from a list of pos-
sible benefits those they believe may come from
consulting. For individuals who have done con-
sulting, we also asked them to select those ben-
efits they felt they had actually received from
consulting. Table 7 reports percentages choosing
the various possible benefits and percentages who
report receiving those benefits from their con-
sulting work. A majority of economists see a
wide range of possible benefits from consulting,
with access to data, doing interesting work, and
discovering research questions having the high-
est percentages. We do not report responses by
gender as there were very few significant dif-
ferences between men and women.21 However,
there are a number of differences in perceptions
of benefits by whether or not one has consulted,
with a greater share of those with consulting
experience claiming there are potential benefits.
Among the latter group, the percent of respon-
dents reporting receiving actual benefits are, not
surprisingly, lower than the perceptions, but still

21. A higher percentage of women than men selected
“providing research questions” and “social contribution” as
perceived benefits (72% vs. 66% for the former and 70% vs.
60% for the latter). There are no significant differences in
responses by gender for benefits received for those who have
consulted.

TABLE 7
Benefits from Consulting

Perceived Benefits
Benefits
Received

All
Not

Consulted Consulted Consulted

Data 69.7 66.4 71.6+ 40.2
Interesting work 68.6 66.7 69.8 76.6
Research questions 67.7 66.2 68.6 50.5
Social contribution 62.4 56.6 65.6** 61.3
Publications 56.3 41.4 64.8** 38.2
Networking 55.9 48.4 60.2** 47.5
Travel 49.4 38.6 55.5** 33.8
Working as a team 44.9 28.1 54.5** 44.9
Career transition 48.8 34.8 56.8** 8.4
Teaching 54.6 50.1 57.2* 54.2
Student jobs/experience 51.4 44.1 55.5** 25.8
N 1,100 399 701 701

Notes: Table reports percentages. All columns include individuals
who did not report gender or chose not to disclose gender. Benefits
received questions were only asked of those who have consulted.
Statistically significant differences by consulting experience indicated
as follows: +p< .10; *p< .05; **p< .01.

most types of benefits have been received by over
one-third of respondents. Notably, doing interest-
ing work has been experienced by 77% of aca-
demic consultants, and making a social contribu-
tion is reported by 61% of respondents. Benefits
to teaching round out the top three benefits actu-
ally received by individuals.

V. REGRESSIONS OF PROBABILITY OF
CONSULTING AND HOURLY RATES

Our descriptive statistics show that women
are less likely to have consulting experience
and would charge lower hourly rates on average
than men. However, these gender disparities may
relate to differences in demographics and career
or employment factors. First, we estimate pro-
bit regressions of the probability of having done
any consulting and having recently consulted.22

We control for demographic characteristics (gen-
der, minority status, age, residence up to age 16),
tenure status, and institutional characteristics, as
well as respondents’ reported fields of qualifica-
tion. We find no gender disparity in the probabil-
ity of consulting or recently consulted once we
control for these characteristics.

Next, we examine whether the gender hourly
rate gap remains once we control for the respon-
dents’ characteristics. In Table 8, we provide
coefficient estimates for key variables from

22. Table B1 in Appendix B provides the estimated
marginal effects for these probit regressions.
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TABLE 8
Log of Hourly Rate Regressions

All All
Ever

Consulted
Ever

Consulted

Ever consulted 0.231** 0.181**

(0.057) (0.058)
Female −0.154* −0.127+ −0.088 −0.052

(0.077) (0.076) (0.058) (0.058)
Female× consult 0.032 0.051

(0.098) (0.096)
Include indicators

for fields of
qualifications

No Yes No Yes

R2 .25 .30 .26 .31
N 960 960 624 624

Notes: Regressions include individuals who chose not
to answer or chose not to disclose gender and exclude one
participant who reported an hourly rate of $20,000 and 7
respondents who reported an hourly rate of $0. Additional
variables in regressions are reported in Appendix B. +p< .10;
*p< .05; **p< .01.

regressions in which the dependent variable
is the natural log of the base hourly rate each
respondent would charge if they were to do
consulting today.23 Columns 1 and 2 include all
respondents, and columns 3 and 4 restrict the
sample to those who have consulted. Regressions
in columns 2 and 4 include indicator variables
for fields of perceived qualification.

Results reported in Table 8, columns 1 and
2, show the hourly rate is higher by 23 log
points (26%) without controls for fields, and 18
log points (20%) with controls for fields, among
those with any consulting experience. Even con-
trolling for previous consulting experience, the
substantial hourly rate gap by gender observed
in the unadjusted averages remains with detailed
controls for characteristics including tenure sta-
tus, age, institutional characteristics, and fields of
qualification. Women would on average charge
rates that are around 15% lower than comparable
men, and this difference is not related to previ-
ous consulting experience, as there is no statisti-
cally significant coefficient on the interaction of
being female and having consulting experience.
When the sample is restricted to those with con-
sulting experience, there is no statistically signifi-
cant gender disparity once we control for individ-
ual and institutional characteristics, in particular,
fields of qualification and indicators for the time
pattern of consulting activity.

23. Table B2 in Appendix B provides the full regressions
for the log hourly rate.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We find that consulting is quite common
among academic economists. It is more common
among men, but this disparity is largely explained
by differences in age and fields of qualification.
In contrast to past or current experience with
consulting, women are similar to men in their
willingness to consult in the future, with close to
90% willing to consider consulting in the future.

Men would charge higher rates on average
whether they have consulted or not. For all
respondents, which includes those without con-
sulting experience, this disparity is reduced but
not entirely eliminated by controlling for charac-
teristics including tenure status, age, institutional
characteristics, and perceived fields of qualifica-
tion. In part, this rate gap may relate to the lack of
transparency about the prevalence of consulting
and pay rates. To the extent that information on
consulting and pay is shared among economists
in a network, the fewer women in economics
departments and fewer women who are engaged
in consulting may lead to women having less
information about the going rate for consulting
activities. Turning to those who have consulting
experience, the gender rate gap is eliminated once
we control for respondents’ characteristics. Thus,
any knowledge gap by gender in going rates for
consulting may be mitigated by actual experience
with consulting.

We find that women in consulting are largely
in lower profile roles and involved in less com-
plex cases. It is noteworthy that almost no men
with consulting experience report negative gen-
der bias, while among women, 12% report neg-
ative bias from their own client, 26% from the
opposing side, and 6% from the judge, mediator,
or arbitrator. Such bias experiences may discour-
age women from being willing to take on higher
profile roles and may prevent them from gain-
ing experience needed for more complex roles or
cases. We find that female economists are as will-
ing to consider consulting in the future as males
despite having less consulting experience. Com-
bined with reported negative gender bias expe-
riences, these results suggest there are barriers
faced by women who would like to serve as
legal experts.

Respondents report numerous benefits from
consulting with respect to research and teach-
ing as well as its social contribution, and eco-
nomic experts often have a highly visible role in
legal cases which have important impacts on pub-
lic policy. To the extent that women are indeed
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underrepresented in consulting generally or in
high profile and influential cases because of gen-
der bias, there is a social welfare loss. Alterna-
tive means of using economic experts in resolv-
ing legal disputes, such as the peer review system
described here, may lead to greater gender parity
in consulting and expand the reach of economists
in legal decision making.

APPENDIX A: METHODOLOGY

A1: Sampling Methodology and Sample Size

Our goal was to develop a representative sample of aca-
demic economists in the United States. We began with a list
of 1,623 U.S. institutions of higher education downloaded
from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System,
restricting our search to 4-year, not-for-profit institutions with
more than 1,000 students that offered at least a bachelor’s
degree (eliminating “special focus institutions” and the 7 U.S.
service academies). This left 1,374 colleges and universities.
Through searching websites on these schools, we narrowed
our sample to schools that: (1) had an economics department
(which generally meant they offered a major in economics or
something similar such as “economics and finance” or “busi-
ness and economics”) or who had a business school/program
in which economics faculty members were clearly identified;
and (2) had a website that provided faculty lists with email
addresses. The final number of schools that satisfied these cri-
teria is 788.

We then collected email addresses for economics faculty
members at these schools, not including individuals clearly
listed as emeritus faculty, adjunct faculty, or visiting faculty.24

We successfully sent 8,157 emails requesting participation in
an online survey (accessed through an individual-specific link
for tracking and reminder purposes). The consent form, pro-
vided when email recipients clicked on the link in the email,
described the nature of the survey (which did not specifi-
cally reference our interest in gender differences), that we had
received institutional IRB approval, that the survey would take
5–10 minutes to complete, that the respondent could skip any
questions, and that all responses would be held confidential
in a secure computer system. We explained that the survey
was linked to their institution for statistical analysis purposes
(making it easier for us to merge institutional data to survey
respondents), but any individual identifying information (e.g.,
email addresses) would be stripped from the data when it was
downloaded for analysis.

We sent initial requests in March 2019 and April 2019
and follow-up emails to those on the list who had not taken
the survey. We received 1,205 responses, with 1,100 partici-
pants submitting complete surveys and 105 respondents not

24. We included economics faculty with titles other than
professor, associate professor, assistant professor, such as lec-
turer, instructor, research professor, clinical professor, and
teaching professor. We recognize that at some schools “lec-
turer” or “instructor” is the title given to part-time or adjunct
faculty, but we opted to include individuals who are listed on
the departmental website unless their title contained the word,
“adjunct.” In our experience, those who have tenuous links
with a department and/or teach only an occasional class are
usually not listed on departmental websites.

TABLE A1
Sample Size

Sample Characteristics
Number of

Observations

Survey requests sent 8,157
Participated 1,205

Men 756
Women 321
Gender unknown—not finished 105
Gender unknown—finished survey 23

Finished survey 1,100
Men 756
Women 321
Gender unknown 23

fully completing the survey. Of those who did not fully com-
plete the survey, none reported their gender, and we have
dropped those respondents from the analyses presented in this
paper. Our final sample is comprised of 321 women and 756
men who completed the survey and reported their gender as
either female or male, and 23 respondents for whom gender
is missing (either they chose not to disclose gender or left
the gender question blank). Because respondents could skip
survey questions and because not all questions are applica-
ble to all respondents (e.g., percent income from consulting),
the sample size varies by question. We use the appropriate
subsamples based on the specific issue. For example, if the
question of interest involves tests of gender differences, we
include only those reporting their gender. When we are inter-
ested in the overall distribution of responses, we report based
on all observations with responses to the question, including
those who did not report their gender.25 Detailed information
on the available samples and gender responses is provided in
Table A1.

A2: Comparisons of Sample to Population of Academic
Economists

Table A2 reports on available demographics of those who
responded to the survey and of those who were sent the sur-
vey. In compiling the email addresses for distribution, we also
used first names and sometimes pronouns in bios to record
the likely gender of the faculty member. This indicates that
approximately 27% of the surveyed population (8,240 obser-
vations26) are reasonably likely to be female,27 and the share
in our respondent sample (1,205 observations) who report
their gender as female is also 27%. Thus, there does not seem

25. One caveat: one male respondent reported a base
hourly consulting rate of $20,000, which is eight times the
second highest rate; we exclude this observation in any anal-
ysis that involves the hourly rate but otherwise include this
observation in the analysis.

26. There were 83 email addresses that were correct but
were rejected (or “bounced”), leaving 8,157 successfully-
delivered survey recipients, and that latter number provides
the basis for our response rate.

27. We recognize, of course, that gender identify is dis-
tinct from any inference about gender that can be made from
names. Our analysis uses the individual’s reported gender. But
we believe that name assignment provides a reasonable proxy
for gender for purposes of comparing the representativeness
of our sample to the underlying population.
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TABLE A2
Comparison of Surveyed Population to Survey Respondents

Surveyed Population Survey Respondents

All
Full

Professor
Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Other
Regular
Faculty All

Full
Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Other
Regular
Faculty

A. Gender distribution (%)
Percent female 27.1 17.8 31.0 34.5 35.3 26.6 19.9 32.8 31.9 28.3
Percent male 72.8 81.8 69.0 65.4 64.5 62.7 68.6 58.9 59.0 55.8
Percent gender unknown 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.3 10.6 11.5 8.3 9.1 15.8

B. Distribution by rank and institution type (%)
PhD institutions 59.4 41.9 21.4 24.1 12.5 59.2 42.9 19.6 25.7 11.8
MA institutions 24.6 35.8 25.4 23.5 15.4 21.4 39.9 26.0 24.0 10.1
BA institutions 15.9 39.0 23.4 29.8 7.8 19.4 44.4 24.8 26.5 4.3

C. Gender distribution by rank and institution type (% female)
PhD institutions 24.1 15.0 27.0 30.9 36.4 23.8 18.0 25.7 30.1 28.6
MA institutions 30.5 21.2 33.3 39.3 34.0 30.2 27.2 31.3 35.5 26.9
BA institutions 33.3 24.2 40.6 39.5 32.4 31.2 18.3 51.7 33.9 30.0

Notes: Surveyed population statistics reported here are based on information collected about gender and rank/title from
economics department websites for 8,240 survey recipients. Survey respondent statistics are based on 1,205 respondents to the
survey.

TABLE A3
Comparison of Survey Respondents to AEA Distribution of Faculty

Survey Respondents AEA distribution of faculty

Full
Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Other
Regular
Faculty

Full
Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Other
Regular
Faculty

A. By rank (%)
PhD institutions 42.9 19.6 25.7 11.8 43.2 18.3 22.6 15.9
MA institutions 39.9 26.0 24.0 10.1 30.8 26.2 22.2 20.9
BA institutions 44.4 24.8 26.5 4.3 37.5 23.6 26.6 12.4

B. By gender (% female within rank)
PhD institutions 18.0 25.7 30.1 28.6 14.0 25.6 29.1 38.9
MA institutions 27.2 31.3 35.5 26.9 21.0 25.5 29.7 36.9
BA institutions 18.3 51.7 33.9 30.0 22.1 35.9 38.1 29.6

C. By minority status (% any minority within rank)
PhD institutions 16.4 23.0 13.1 9.2 16.3 27.3 31.4 18.2
MA institutions 23.3 19.4 22.6 3.8 18.4 26.1 27.8 12.2
BA institutions 9.6 20.7 22.6 0 12.4 22.8 27.2 11.8

Notes: Survey respondent statistics are based on 1,205 respondents to the survey. For comparison to AEA distribution of
faculty, in this table, we count nonresponses to our question of whether the respondent considers themselves to be a member
of a racial or ethnic minority as “no.” AEA statistics are calculated by using the values reported in Table 4 of Scott and
Siegfried (2019). We recalculated the faculty rank distribution rows after excluding part-time faculty and combining the categories
“tenure or tenure track—other” and “full-time non-tenure track.” The values reported in the “Other” column are calculated as
weighted averages of the two indicated categories. The percent “any minority” is the sum of the percent “Black or Hispanic”
and “Asian”; this will overstate the percent minority for those who fall into both minority groups (although this is statistically
rare).

to be systemic bias by gender in responding to the survey.
Table A2 also provides a breakdown of the distribution of
faculty by institutional classification (PhD institution, mas-
ter’s institution, or bachelor’s institution) and by rank within
institution type for the surveyed population and the sam-
ple of respondents in Panel B. The shares of each rank,

within each classification, are quite similar for the surveyed
population and respondents. For example, 42% of our sur-
veyed population and 43% of our respondents are full pro-
fessors at PhD institutions. Panel C of Table A2 reports the
percent female in each category (by institutional classifica-
tion and also by rank) for both the surveyed population and
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TABLE A4
Comparison of Survey Respondents to National Survey of

College Graduates

Survey Respondents NSCG

Female 26.6 19.8
Male 62.7 81.2
Unknown 10.6
Minority 15.9 20.0
Minority unknown 13.5
U.S. native/lived in

United States as
childa

68.3 72.0

Ageb 49.9 52.6
N 1,205 337

aPercent lived in United States until age 16 in our survey
sample and native born U.S. citizens in NSCG.

bFor our survey respondents, age is imputed using mid-
point of categories.

respondents. Overall, the percent female in the population and
sample are very close across institutional classifications. By
rank, there are some small differences in percent female, but
the percent female in the sample is not systematically over-
represented or underrepresented compared to the population.

Next, we compare the distribution of our respondents to
the responses to the AEA Universal Academic Questionnaire
(UAQ) for 2019 (Scott and Siegfried 2019). The UAQ is based
on reports of faculty by rank, gender, and race or ethnic-
ity, with the values reported by departments, stratified into
categories by institution type (PhD, MA, BA). We use our
data on faculty rank and individuals’ responses of their gen-
der and minority status to provide a comparison to the AEA
distribution, which is reported in Table A3. This table shows
a strong similarity between the distribution of our respon-
dents and the distributions reported by the AEA UAQ. For
example, consider the distribution of faculty in PhD institu-
tions. Our distribution shows 42.9% full professors, 19.6%
associate professors, 25.7% assistant professors, and 11.8%
other regular faculty. For comparison, we recalculate the dis-
tribution from the AEA UAQ after excluding part-time faculty
and combining the categories “tenure or tenure track—other”
and “full-time non-tenure track.” The corresponding distribu-
tion is very similar to ours, with 43.2% full professors, 18.3%
associate professors, 22.6% assistant professors, and 15.9%
other regular faculty. All other comparisons, including with
respect to the gender and minority distribution, show a strong
similarity to our respondents.

In Table A4, we show comparisons of demographics of
our survey respondents to respondents to the NSCG for 2003,
2010, 2013, 2015, and 2017, who had a PhD in economics
and were employed in a 4-year college or university. The
NSCG data allow us to compare demographics not avail-
able in the AEA UAQ or faculty websites. An advantage of
the NSCG is that U.S. citizenship status is reported in the
NSCG, allowing us to make a comparison to our survey ques-
tion which asked where the respondent lived most of the
time until age 16. Comparison to the NSCG also indicates
that respondents to our survey are representative of academic
economists, although our sample has a higher share of women
than in the NSCG sample. The comparison of native born U.S.

TABLE A5
Descriptive Statistics for Demographic, Background, and

Institutional Variables

All Men Women

Economics PhD 95.7 95.6 96.3
Other PhD 1.6 1.9 1.2
Other degree 2.6 2.5 2.5
Tenured faculty 66.0 67.7 62.3+

Tenure-track faculty 21.9 20.9 24.3
Other employment 12.1 11.4 13.4
Age 25–34 13.5 11.5 17.8*

Age 35–44 25.1 24.2 27.7
Age 45–54 21.1 19.6 25.2*

Age 55–64 22.7 23.5 21.2
Age 65 or older 16.7 20.8 7.8**

Male 68.7
Female 29.2
Gender missing/not disclosed 2.1
Not member racial/ethnic

minority group
77.3 79.6 76.9

Member racial/ethnic minority
group

17.5 16.8 20.2

Race/ethnicity missing/not
disclosed

5.3 3.6 2.8

Childhood in United States 74.8 76.9 72.0+

Childhood outside United States 23.7 22.6 27.7+

Childhood location missing/not
disclosed

1.5 0.5 0.3

BA institutions 19.8 18.5 22.7
MA institutions 20.6 19.3 24.3+

PhD institutions 59.5 62.2 53.0**

Public institution 55.0 54.9 55.8
Private institution 45.0 45.1 44.2
1,000–4,999 students 25.6 24.1 29.6+

5,000–9,999 students 12.5 12.2 13.4
10,000–19,999 students 24.3 24.5 23.4
20,000 or more students 37.6 39.3 33.6+

N 1,100 756 321

Notes: Table reports percentages for participants who
completed the survey. The “All” column includes 23 individu-
als who finished the survey but did not report gender or chose
not to disclose gender. Statistically significant differences by
gender indicated as follows: +p< .10; *p< .05; **p< .01.

citizens calculated from the NSCG sample of 72% is sim-
ilar to the 68% of our respondents that lived in the United
States most of the time until age 16. In our survey, 16% of
respondents report they are a member of a racial/ethnic minor-
ity group, while the same percentage of NSCG economists
report they are a member of a non-white racial group (an
additional 3% identify as Hispanic ethnicity in the NSCG,
separate from chosen race). The average age in the NSCG
of 53 is close to our sample average age of 50 (which is an
approximation as it is imputed from the midpoint of cate-
gories with 10-year ranges). Thus, comparison to the NSCG
also indicates that respondents to our survey are representative
of academic economists.

Table A5 provides descriptive statistics for the sample.
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APPENDIX B: REGRESSIONS

TABLE B1
Probability of Consulting

Ever
Consulted

Ever
Consulted

Recently
Consulted

Recently
Consulted

Female −0.027 0.014 −0.094** −0.050
(0.034) (0.035) (0.034) (0.036)

Gender missing/not disclosed 0.031 0.031 −0.085 −0.086
(0.143) (0.148) (0.142) (0.149)

Other PhD 0.022 0.053 0.086 0.126
(0.124) (0.119) (0.121) (0.124)

Other degree −0.092 −0.039 −0.153+ −0.115
(0.106) (0.108) (0.091) (0.100)

Tenured faculty 0.057 0.078 0.008 0.023
(0.052) (0.054) (0.051) (0.052)

Tenure-track faculty −0.120+ −0.067 −0.116+ −0.081
(0.067) (0.067) (0.063) (0.066)

Age 35–44 0.075 0.061 0.074 0.066
(0.051) (0.051) (0.058) (0.060)

Age 45–54 0.208** 0.196** 0.126+ 0.114
(0.050) (0.050) (0.068) (0.070)

Age 55–64 0.224** 0.230** 0.052 0.045
(0.049) (0.047) (0.067) (0.070)

Age 65 or older 0.355** 0.336** 0.107 0.050
(0.035) (0.034) (0.071) (0.074)

Member racial/ethnic minority group 0.036 0.016 −0.014 −0.040
(0.042) (0.044) (0.044) (0.045)

Race/ethnicity missing/not disclosed −0.076 −0.046 −0.041 −0.019
(0.090) (0.095) (0.085) (0.091)

Childhood outside United States −0.182** −0.155** −0.137** −0.122**

(0.040) (0.043) (0.038) (0.040)
Childhood location missing/not disclosed −0.063 −0.046 0.043 0.064

(0.155) (0.165) (0.158) (0.171)
MA institutions 0.008 −0.014 −0.010 −0.038

(0.069) (0.072) (0.070) (0.073)
PhD institutions 0.061 0.042 0.052 0.030

(0.081) (0.083) (0.080) (0.083)
Private institution −0.090* −0.080+ −0.101* −0.093*

(0.042) (0.044) (0.041) (0.043)
5,000–9,999 students −0.010 −0.035 −0.002 −0.022

(0.079) (0.084) (0.078) (0.081)
10,000–19,999 students −0.035 −0.033 −0.058 −0.056

(0.081) (0.084) (0.078) (0.081)
20,000 or more students −0.094 −0.072 −0.117 −0.090

(0.088) (0.091) (0.084) (0.088)
Antitrust, competition 0.021 0.003

(0.044) (0.044)
Commercial damages, business valuation 0.154** 0.140**

(0.045) (0.051)
Consumer finance, consumer bankruptcy −0.015 −0.077

(0.055) (0.052)
Energy, environmental issues 0.199** 0.184**

(0.032) (0.040)
Family law 0.047 −0.100

(0.065) (0.063)
Health care, medical malpractice 0.034 0.090*

(0.044) (0.046)
Intellectual property 0.023 0.004

(0.071) (0.065)
International arbitration/trade 0.052 0.081

(0.047) (0.052)
Labor, employment 0.122** 0.115**

(0.034) (0.035)
Personal injury, wrongful death/termination 0.151** 0.143**

(0.043) (0.047)
Products liability, mass torts 0.033 0.012

(0.091) (0.080)
Regulation 0.125** 0.150**

(0.038) (0.041)
Securities/finance, corporate bankruptcy, taxes 0.065 0.064

(0.048) (0.054)
N 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100

Notes: Table reports marginal effects from probit regression, where reported effects measure impact of discrete change of indicator variable
from 0 to 1. Regressions include individuals who chose not to answer or chose not to disclose gender. Excluded categories are: male, economics
PhD, other employment, age 25–34, not member of racial/ethnic minority group, childhood in the United States, BA institution, public institution,
and 1,000–4,999 students. +p< .10; *p< .05; **p< .01.
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TABLE B2
Log of Hourly Rate Regressions

All All Ever Consulted Ever Consulted

Ever consulted 0.231** 0.181**

(0.057) (0.058)
Female −0.154* −0.127+ −0.088 −0.052

(0.077) (0.076) (0.058) (0.058)
Female× consult 0.032 0.051

(0.098) (0.096)
Gender missing/not disclosed 0.396+ 0.427+ 0.168 0.178

(0.227) (0.223) (0.299) (0.293)
Other PhD −0.079 −0.039 −0.183 −0.126

(0.160) (0.157) (0.180) (0.177)
Other degree −0.170 −0.142 −0.177 −0.135

(0.140) (0.139) (0.170) (0.168)
Tenured faculty 0.297** 0.309** 0.326** 0.328**

(0.070) (0.069) (0.078) (0.077)
Tenure-track faculty 0.274** 0.311** 0.152 0.198+

(0.091) (0.090) (0.116) (0.114)
Age 35–44 0.185* 0.186* 0.203+ 0.212+

(0.077) (0.076) (0.113) (0.111)
Age 45–54 0.339** 0.352** 0.262* 0.300*

(0.093) (0.091) (0.124) (0.122)
Age 55–64 0.365** 0.375** 0.206 0.247+

(0.093) (0.091) (0.128) (0.127)
Age 65 or older 0.554** 0.542** 0.444** 0.454**

(0.100) (0.098) (0.131) (0.130)
Member racial/ethnic minority group −0.121* −0.140* −0.131+ −0.149*

(0.060) (0.059) (0.073) (0.072)
Race/ethnicity missing/not disclosed 0.025 −0.000 0.014 −0.030

(0.119) (0.116) (0.139) (0.137)
Childhood outside United States −0.000 0.022 −0.088 −0.041

(0.056) (0.056) (0.070) (0.071)
Childhood location missing/not disclosed −0.287 −0.231 −0.234 −0.071

(0.253) (0.249) (0.374) (0.371)
MA institutions −0.119 −0.154+ −0.240* −0.274*

(0.093) (0.092) (0.111) (0.110)
PhD institutions 0.221* 0.173 0.055 0.021

(0.107) (0.105) (0.126) (0.125)
Private institution 0.331** 0.317** 0.291** 0.268**

(0.058) (0.057) (0.067) (0.066)
5,000–9,999 students 0.308** 0.299** 0.400** 0.369**

(0.105) (0.103) (0.122) (0.122)
10,000–19,999 students 0.230* 0.223* 0.383** 0.346**

(0.105) (0.104) (0.123) (0.122)
20,000 or more students 0.425** 0.408** 0.475** 0.427**

(0.114) (0.113) (0.133) (0.132)
Antitrust, competition 0.266** 0.283**

(0.056) (0.064)
Commercial damages, business valuation 0.018 0.048

(0.065) (0.067)
Consumer finance, consumer bankruptcy 0.146* 0.039

(0.068) (0.076)
Energy, environmental issues −0.081 −0.070

(0.052) (0.057)
Family law 0.111 0.091

(0.086) (0.093)
Health care, medical malpractice 0.003 −0.008

(0.058) (0.063)
Intellectual property 0.069 0.090

(0.082) (0.087)
International arbitration/trade −0.074 −0.065

(0.066) (0.077)
Labor, employment 0.016 0.017

(0.046) (0.053)
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TABLE B2
Continued

All All Ever Consulted Ever Consulted

Personal injury, wrongful death/termination 0.121* 0.090
(0.060) (0.062)

Products liability, mass torts −0.112 −0.102
(0.097) (0.099)

Regulation 0.068 0.039
(0.055) (0.060)

Securities/finance, corporate bankruptcy, taxes 0.084 0.061
(0.068) (0.079)

Currently consulting 0.076 0.033
(0.054) (0.053)

Consulted within 5 years −0.047 −0.037
(0.057) (0.057)

Consulted 6–10 years ago 0.025 0.015
(0.058) (0.057)

Consulted 11–15 years ago 0.168* 0.154*

(0.067) (0.066)
Consulted 16–20 years ago 0.007 0.017

(0.079) (0.077)
Consulted more than 20 years ago 0.016 −0.012

(0.073) (0.073)
Constant 4.083** 4.018** 4.381** 4.310**

(0.132) (0.131) (0.166) (0.167)
R2 .25 .30 .26 .31
N 960 960 624 624

Notes: Regressions include individuals who chose not to answer or chose not to disclose gender and exclude one participant
who reported an hourly rate of $20,000 and 7 respondents who reported an hourly rate of $0. Excluded categories are: male,
economics PhD, other employment, age 25–34, not member of racial/ethnic minority group, childhood in the United States, BA
institution, public institution, and 1,000–4,999 students. +p< .10; *p< .05; **p< .01.
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