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This paper documents the gender gap in performance among high-
skilled professionals in the United States. On the basis of widely used
performance measures in law firms, we find that male lawyers bill
10 percent more hours and bring in more than twice as much new cli-
ent revenue as female lawyers. The differential impact across genders
in the presence of young children and differences in aspirations to be-
come a law firm partner account for a large share of the difference in
performance. We show that accounting for performance has impor-
tant consequences for gender gaps in lawyers’ earnings and subsequent
promotion.
I. Introduction
The reasons for gender gaps in career outcomes, particularly among
high-skilled workers, remain unclear. We still do not know the extent to
which gender gaps in career outcomes are attributable to differences
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in performance, as objective measures of performance have been unavail-
able to researchers. This questionmust be addressed because gender gaps
in career outcomes could partly be the result of differences in perfor-
mance. Firms reward higher individual performance either directly, through
performance pay, or indirectly, through promotion and hiring decisions.
In highly skilled professions in particular, higher pay and promotion are
often associated with explicit performance evaluations (Lazear and Shaw
2007; Lemieux, MacLeod, and Parent 2009). Therefore, to understand
gender gaps in the career outcomes of high-skilled professionals, it is cru-
cial to examine gender differences in performance andwhat could bedriv-
ing them.
In this paper, we document the existence of gender differences in per-

formance in the legal profession and examine their determinants. More-
over, we analyze the link between gender gaps in career outcomes and
gender performance gaps. As with many other high-skilled professions,
the legal profession exhibits persistent gaps in career outcomes and earn-
ings. However, unlike many other sectors, the legal profession tradition-
ally evaluates performance using measures that are transparent and ho-
mogeneous across firms and areas of specialization: annual hours billed
and the amount of new client revenue brought to the firm. These mea-
sures are widely used not only to compensate lawyers but also to evaluate
them for promotion decisions (Heinz et al. 2005; Cotterman 2010). In
our analysis, we exploit comprehensive, nationally representative infor-
mation on young lawyers in the United States, including information on
career outcomes and the measures used to evaluate their performance,
to analyze the link between them as well as the determinants of gender dif-
ferences in performance.
We start by presenting the substantial gender differences in annual

performance measures and examining their determinants. We first ex-
plore the more traditional explanations of discrimination, child rearing,
and human capital differences. We also consider alternative hypotheses
that might reflect gender differences in both cognitive and noncognitive
traits. In particular, we consider differences in areas of specialization, the
inclination toward overbilling, networking behavior, and career aspira-
tions. We find that the presence of preschool-aged children in the house-
hold has a crucial differential effect on the performance of male and
female lawyers. However, differences across men and women in their as-
pirations to be promoted in the law firm are also a key determinant of the
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performance gap. In particular, such aspirations affect the amount of
new client revenue, the performancemeasure that is particularly relevant
for long-term career outcomes. To address potential reverse causality be-
tween career aspirations and performance, we proxy for aspirations using
pre–labor experience variables, which were determined prior to the con-
ditions and feedback that lawyers might have encountered. Although
these pre–labor experience variables could reflect gender differences
in aspirations shaped by social norms, they should not capture any type
of feedback from their specific employers. We provide further evidence
of preexisting gender gaps in career aspirations by looking at young indi-
viduals who later study law.
In contrast, other explanations that we consider are less relevant in ex-

plaining gender performance gaps. For instance, female lawyers are less
likely to report “overbilling” clients, and although overbilling has (posi-
tive) consequences in terms of performance, it has a negligible effect
in explaining gender performance gaps. In a similar vein, the amount
of time spent networking is significantly higher for male lawyers but does
not explain a large share of the gender performance differences. With re-
spect to discrimination, it is possible that the main determinants of per-
formance differences—child rearing and career aspirations—are associ-
ated with subtle forms of discrimination, such as compliance with social
norms. However, a key finding of the paper is that the gender perfor-
mance gaps do not appear to be correlated with measures of explicit dis-
crimination at the firm level.
We also analyze the extent to which gender performance differences

explain the gender gap in earnings and promotion. We contribute to
the analysis of gender gaps in career outcomes by using the main mea-
sures of performance in the legal profession, which are transparent
and comprehensive measures of on-the-job performance. This is a con-
siderable step forward relative to previous literature that relies on indi-
rect proxies for performance, such as differences in hours of work and
absenteeism, to understand gender gaps in labormarket outcomes (Altonji
and Blank 1999; Ichino and Moretti 2010). As in other professions and
industries, the legal profession has a persistent gender earnings gap. Fig-
ure 1 illustrates the gender difference in lawyers’ salaries in the United
States.1 Moreover, it shows that there is no evidence that this difference
has decreased over the last decade as the male-dominated cohorts have
retired.2 Similarly, in the legal profession, although women constitute
43 percent of associates at large law firms, only approximately 20 percent
1 The patterns hold with and without controlling for important individual (age, marita
status, number of children, ethnicity) and work (full-time status, type of organization, firm
size) characteristics.

2 It was not until the 1980s that the expansion of the legal profession attracted a large
number of women (Rosen 1992).
l
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are law firm partners. This divergence also appears to persist over time as
themale-dominated cohorts have retired, according to the Ninth Annual
Survey of the National Association for Women in Law (2015). Therefore,
our paper also contributes to the literature that studies the underrepre-
sentation of women in senior high-skilled positions, frequently referred
to as the glass ceiling (e.g., Bertrand and Hallock 2001; Bertrand et al.
2014).
Previous research has shown that a sizable gender gap among lawyers’

earnings remains even when controlling for the range of individual char-
acteristics (Wood, Corcoran, and Courant 1993; Dinovitzer, Reichman,
and Sterling 2009).3 Gender gaps in earnings have also been largely un-
explained in other industries (see Altonji and Blank [1999] for a review
of the literature). In our data, the raw earnings gap betweenmale and fe-
male lawyers is 18 log points. Individual and firm characteristics explain
50 percent of this initial gap. We find that the two measures of perfor-
mance used in the legal profession explain a substantial share—approx-
imately half of the remaining gender gap. Our analysis therefore shows
that previously unexplainable gender earnings gaps are partly explained
by performance differences.
FIG. 1.—Evolution of lawyers’ gender gap in earnings, 2000–2010. Median weekly earn-
ings for lawyers in the period 2000–2010. Source: Current Population Survey.
3 Wood et al. (1993), using Michigan Law School graduates (1972–75), and Dinovitzer
et al. (2009), using a nationally representative sample of lawyers who graduated from law
school in 2000, show that a substantial gender earnings gap remains unexplained after
controlling for individual and firm characteristics.
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In addition to examining the effect of performance on the gender gap
in lawyers’ earnings, we can also analyze the link between performance
and gender gaps in career advancement. Ourmeasure of career advance-
ment is whether lawyers have achieved partnership status 12 years out
from law school. In our raw data, there is a sizable gender gap in partner-
ship status of approximately 10 percent. We show that performance mea-
sured earlier in the lawyers’ career is positively and significantly associated
with the likelihood of becoming partner, explaining approximately 40 per-
cent of the gap. Moreover, once performance is accounted for, the gender
gap in partnership status is no longer statistically significant. These find-
ings are key, as they suggest that performance is important not only for ex-
plaining gender differences in current earnings but also for future earn-
ings, through promotion to partner status.
The legal profession is among the highest-paid professions in theUnited

States, along with physicians and chief executive officers, and law firm earn-
ings account for a significant share ofUSGDP.4 In 2007, there were approx-
imately 1millionprofessional lawyers in theUnited States, of whomroughly
one-third were female.5 Moreover, the highly skilled nature of these profes-
sions suggests that women and men have similar skills, training, and moti-
vation. Here, we focus on a generation of lawyers that has experienced vir-
tual gender equality in law school admissions and no prominent gender
differences in law school performance.6 There has been increased interest
in why large earning gaps exist among the more able and career-driven
women in high-skilled professions (Manning and Swaffield 2008; Bertrand,
Goldin, and Katz 2010).7 Our paper demonstrates that performance gen-
4 Physician and CEO earnings are taken from national cross-industry wage estimates
from theUS Bureau of Labor Statistics. Over the last decade, legal expenses have accounted
for nearly $300 billion annually, which accounts for more than 1 percent of US GDP. Com-
pared with other large economic sectors, we observe that this amount was $30 billionmore,
on average, than that for educational services and nearly two times more than that for air
transportation services (Bureau of Economic Analysis, US Department of Commerce).

5 Lawyers account for roughly 0.8 percent of the US labor force, which is comparable to
other high-skilled professions, such as physicians and surgeons (0.7 percent) and CEOs
(1.3 percent). Females in these professions also account for roughly one-third of the total
(Current Population Survey, Women in the Labor Force Databook, 2007). In addition, law
school graduates represent approximately one-third of the individuals who in the last de-
cade earned a professional degree (i.e., business administration and management mas-
ter’s, law degrees, and medical degrees), and approximately 45 percent of these graduates
with a professional degree are women (Digest of Education Statistics, 2007, 2012).

6 In that period, female lawyers accounted for approximately 50 percent of law school
graduates (Digest of Education Statistics) and 45 percent of law firm associates (National
Association for Law Placement 2008).

7 Manning and Swaffield (2008) and Bertrand et al. (2010) find that there is no gender-
based earnings gap at the outset of young professionals’ careers but that their earnings di-
verge 10 years after graduation. Bertrand et al. focus on master of business administration
graduates from the University of Chicago and attribute growing earnings gap differences
to career disruptions, training choices prior to MBA graduation, and weekly hours worked.
Manning and Swaffield focus on graduates in theUnitedKingdom andfind that differences
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der gaps have important consequences for earnings. As inManning and Swaf-
field (2008) and Bertrand et al. (2010), we also find that gender gaps in labor
supply explain part of the gaps in earnings. However, labor supply—more
specifically, hours of work—alone is not a sufficient proxy for perfor-
mance. We show that performance differences are more powerful ex-
planatory variables for earnings and explain a more substantial part of
the earnings gap.
Our analysis sheds light on the gender differences in earnings and ca-

reer progression observed among high-skilled professionals in general.8

In otherhigh-skilled professions, the patterns of earnings and promotion
gaps are similar to those in the legal profession. For instance, the litera-
ture has noted persistent gender gaps in earnings and career outcomes
among CEOs, physicians, and university professors (see, e.g., Bertrand
and Hallock 2001). Even in professions such as medicine, accounting,
and pharmacy, which are viewed as relativelymore female-oriented, there
are gender differences in salaries and a significant underrepresentation
of women in top career positions (Flynn, Leeth, and Levy 1996; Jagsi et al.
2006; Goldin and Katz 2012). Given the similarity in labor force dynamics
in these other sectors, our paper suggests that performance gapsmay also
be present in these other high-skill professions and could explain the ex-
istence of persistent earnings and career gender gaps. Performancemea-
sures in many professions, such as in the financial sector, are heteroge-
neous across firms within the sector, making it difficult to compare
gender performance differences. An important advantage of the legal
profession is that the comparability of the performance measures allows
us to study gender performance gaps across firms and areas of specializa-
tion. We find that these performance gaps, which we link to earnings
gaps, have similar patterns in different legal areas and law firm types.
Moreover, because we use a nationally representative sample of profes-
sional graduates, we can draw from a wider population of highly skilled
professionals. Relative to settings that look at one specific firm or educa-
tional institution, this representation of high-skill individuals with diverse
educational backgrounds allows for greater external validity.
8 For the purposes of extrapolation, we examined performance on professional school
admission tests. In general, men tend to outperform women on standardized tests (Amer-
ican Association of University Women Educational Foundation, 1998); however, compared
with other professions, the distributions of scores on law school standardized admission
tests (the LSAT) are fairly similar for males and females. Male LSAT test takers have slightly
higher performance, by approximately 2 percent, compared with female test takers
(Dalessandro et al. 2010). On the standardized Medical College and Graduate Manage-
ment Admission Tests (MCAT and GMAT), which apply to health and management stud-
ies, respectively, gender gaps also exist and are larger than those for the LSAT, at approx-
imately 8 percent.

in human capital and psychological factors explain a share of the wage growth gap, butmost
of the gap remains unexplained.
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The results of our paper not only are applicable to the legal and other
high-skilled professions but also provide a possible explanation for the
overall male-female wage gap for a broader set of professions and skills.
The gender wage gap literature makes inferences about the unexplained
gender gaps. We show that without accounting for performance differ-
ences, the residual earnings gap might be misinterpreted. Thus, being
able to document gender performance gaps constitutes an important
part of our paper’s added value. In addition, the expansive set of variables
included in the data allows us to perform a comprehensive analysis to un-
derstand the determinants of performance. In particular, our findings re-
garding career aspirations and the impact of child rearing highlight the
influence of gender roles, even among the most career-oriented individ-
uals.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II provides back-

ground information about the legal profession and the two widely used
performance measures. Section III describes the data and the main de-
scriptive statistics. Section IV presents the results on gender performance
gaps along with the analysis of their possible determinants. Section V
shows the link between gender performance gaps and the gender earn-
ings gap. Finally, Section VI presents conclusions.
II. Performance Measures in the Legal Profession
The legal profession provides an ideal framework for studying gender dif-
ferences in performance. Unlike other high-skilled professions, it uses
widely accepted, objective methods to measure and reward lawyers’ pro-
ductivity, namely, the hours billed to clients and new client revenue
raised. The use of performance pay has increased since the 1970s through-
out different economic sectors and has become pervasive in professional
activities and high-skilled occupations.9 In contrast to the legal sector,
the methods to measure performance in other professions and industries
are heterogeneous across firms, making it difficult to make comparisons
within an industry. However, as is common in other high-skilled profes-
sions, lawyers’ performance, and thus decisions about their earnings and
promotions, is based on these annual performance measures rather than
on performance per hour worked. This is typically justified by job indivis-
ibilities, lower substitutability amongworkers, and increasing returns to cu-
9 Recent research has explored the importance of performance pay in inequality across
economic sectors. Lemieux et al. (2009) study the evolution of performance pay and wage
inequality in the US labor market from the 1970s to the 1990s. Heywood and Parent (2012)
use the same period but focus on the white-black wage gap. They find that the white-black
earnings differential is larger in the share of the income distribution in which performance
pay is more prevalent. Finally, comparing Spanish industries, De la Rica, Dolado, and Vegas
(2015) find that the gender gap is considerably larger for workers whose salaries include a
variable component than for those who have just a fixed salary.
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mulative experience. In the remainder of this section, we provide further
information on the two annual performance measures commonly used in
the legal profession.
A. Hours Billed
Standard practice among law firms in the United States is to determine
the value of legal services by computing hourly fees multiplied by the
number of hours devoted to a case. Commonly known as billable hours,
this method was first introduced in the 1950s and has become a widely
used management tool within law firms over the last several decades.10

As billable hours directly determine firms’ revenues, they are also their
preferred way to measure lawyers’ productivity.11 Most law firms use bill-
able hours to determine bonus compensation and have annual billable
hours requirements for their associate lawyers (Fortney 2005; Cotterman
2010). To compute the number of hours a client should pay for, lawyers
keep detailed records of the time they devote to each case (e.g., using
time-tracking software). It is important to note that the number of hours
that a lawyer bills does not generally coincide with the number of hours he
or she worked. In general, the number of hours lawyers work is larger than
the number of hours billed because there are broad tasks, such asmeetings,
review of general correspondence or legal updates, networking activities,
and training time, that cannot be assigned to specific clients or cases.
While the firm is concerned with the number of hours its attorneys bill,

as this is a direct determinant of the firm’s revenue, the firm is also con-
cerned with the quality of the work done in a billed hour. Better quality
brings future revenue, and the firmmaximizes a discounted flow of prof-
its and not just current revenue. Partners in law firmsmonitor the quality
of hours billed by junior lawyers and will “write down” (or discount)
hours that they feel are inadequate. Typically motivated by reputational
or even legal concerns, discounting hours is relatively common. For ex-
ample, 13 percent of lawyers in our sample report that they had hours dis-
counted by a partner in the previous year. Moreover, lawyers also have
their own clients and reputations to uphold and are likely to internalize,
at least partially, the long-term costs of billing poor-quality hours.
10 The practice of time recording became routine in the 1950s. By the end of the 1960s,
“most mid-sized and large law firms had shifted to hourly billing” (American Bar Associa-
tion 2002, 3). Exceptions include personal injury litigation, in which contingent fees are
more prevalent, and the use of flat fees for some specific services. In legal areas that use
contingency or flat fees, firms frequently record billable hours as a method to record law-
yers’ performance, although, strictly speaking, they are not actually billed to the client.

11 A more accurate term is perhaps “perceived productivity” or “perceived perfor-
mance.” Throughout the paper, we refer to them as “performance,” as these are widely es-
tablished performance measures in the profession, and law firms use them to evaluate law-
yers’ annual productivity.
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In this paper, we use the annual number of hours billed by lawyers as
the first measure of lawyers’ performance. As is common in other high-
skilled professions (academia, management, etc.), employers are more
concerned with overall performance than with the number of hours
worked. Ultimately, the annual number of hours billed is most relevant
for law firms, as it will determine annual revenues. In 2006, the median
hourly billing rate for associate lawyers was $200 per hour, and the me-
dian number of hours billed was 1,704 (Altman Weil 2007). In turn,
the median associate lawyer generated revenues in excess of $300,000.
There is substantial variability across firms in the billing rates and lawyers’
billable hours requirements. Typically, these are increasing in the size of
the law firm and also vary depending on the area of the law considered.12

The use of billable hours has proven persistent over time. Advocates of
billable hours argue that this method serves to calculate the value of the
service, minimize transaction costs between clients and law firms, and
eliminateuncertainty andarbitrariness regarding lawyers’bonuses (Amer-
ican Bar Association 2002).13While the hours billed are accountable, such
that they reflect quality and not only quantity, some critics argue that this
method may not reflect all aspects of the services provided to the client
and it discourages the use of technology that might increase productivity.
Others remark thatmeasuring performance based onhours billedmay in-
duce associate lawyers to overbill clients. Law firms’ short-term revenues
could benefit from overbilling practices; however, partners also have in-
centives to control billing abuses due to competition between law firms,
the fear of losing clients, reputational and ethical concerns, and potential
punishment.14
B. New Client Revenue
A second measure of lawyers’ performance commonly used in the legal
profession is whether lawyers personally bring new clients to their firms
in a given year, measured by how much revenue these new clients gener-
ated. There are two main differences between new client revenue and
hours billed. First, new client revenue exclusively refers to revenues gen-
12 The areas of law with larger billing rates are antitrust, municipal finance, securities,
mergers and acquisitions, and intellectual property. The average number of hours billed
also varies across areas: Lawyers working on trusts and real estate, e.g., billed 1,507 hours
on average in 2006 (Altman Weil 2007).

13 For a summary of the debate, see American Bar Association (2002). The report argues
that “the hourly billing method has endured virulent criticism over the past two decades,
[although the criticisms] have not displaced hourly billing or even reduced its dominance
as the most common form of law firm billing” (7).

14 The Rules of Professional Conduct for lawyers forbid unreasonable fees. Violation of
the rules constitutes professional misconduct and could potentially constitute fraud. Such
disputes between lawyers and clients can be taken to court or the Legal Fee Arbitration
Committee at the corresponding state bar association.
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erated from new business, excluding revenues from hours billed to pre-
viously established clients of the firm. Second, if a lawyer brings a new cli-
ent to the firm, she will receive credit for the revenue that the client gen-
erated, including revenue from hours billed by other lawyers in the firm.
Together with hours billed, the origination of client revenue—also

known as “rainmaking”—is the most used objective criterion to measure
lawyers’ performance (Heinz et al. 2005). Cotterman (2010) finds that
more than half of law firms—more frequently in large ones—use formal
origination credit scoring systems to reward lawyers’ ability to attract new
clients. It is common for law firms’ client bases to constitute only between
40 and 60 percent of stable clients (Heinz et al. 2005); thus, firms rely
heavily on partners and associate lawyers to generate new business for
the firm.
New client revenuesmake it possible to further capture information on

the quality dimension of lawyers’ performance: Lawyers who provide
higher-quality work will establish a good reputation with clients, who will
then be more likely to recommend their services. Although sources of
new client revenue are diverse, considerably important sources are refer-
rals from previous clients and other lawyers (Spurr 1988; Garicano and
Santos 2004). Therefore, this performance measure captures a lawyer’s
ability to create personal connections, reputation, and visibility. These
skills are crucial in promotion decisions because they provide informa-
tion on lawyers’ potential performance as law firm partners. The likeli-
hood of becoming a law firm partner will depend on the individual’s his-
torical productivity level (billable hours history); the individual’s ability
to sustain high productivity at a partner’s billing rate; and the individual’s
ability to support himself or herself as a partner, which is related to the
ability to develop and originate new clients for the firm (Rose 2011).
III. Data Description
Our analysis uses data from After the JD, a nationally representative, lon-
gitudinal survey of lawyers in theUnited States. The AJD study is a project
of the American Bar Foundation and other legal associations. Lawyers in
the sample are representative of all lawyers first admitted to the bar in
2000. Participants are primarily employed in private practice (54 per-
cent)—the focus of the survey questions—as well as government jobs
and nonprofit organizations (25 percent), private industries other than
law firms (18 percent), and academic institutions (3 percent).15
15 The category government jobs and nonprofit organizations includes positions such as
prosecutor, judge, and public defender. The private industry category includes all lawyers
working for consulting firms, in Fortune 1,000 industries, and in investment banking. The
academic category includes academic administrators as well as tenured and nontenured
professors.
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The survey was first conducted in 2002, and the same lawyers were in-
terviewed again in 2007.16 Survey participants respond to detailed ques-
tions on job characteristics, employment history, educational background,
and family status. Dinovitzer et al. (2009) use the first wave of the AJD
study data (2002), when the lawyers were 2 years out of law school, and
conduct a descriptive analysis of gender gaps in earnings.17 In 2007, the
survey also included questions on hours billed and other relevant vari-
ables such as aspirations to be promoted, which is why this period will
be the focus of our analysis.
We focus on lawyers who bill hours—the large majority of whom work

for private law firms.18 Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for this core
sample in 2007. The first measure of performance, hours billed, corre-
sponds to lawyers’ total number of hours billed during the year before
the survey, 2006. As shown in table 1, male lawyers bill, on average,
1,826 hours per year, while female lawyers bill 1,677 hours, on average.
Respondents are also asked about their annual target hours in their firm
and position, which is their billable hour requirement. This requirement
typically reflects the type and size of the firm. From table 1, we observe
that the gender difference in target billable hours is considerably smaller
than that in the actual number of hours billed. Male lawyers, on average,
have a target of 1,827 hours, while female lawyers have a target of
1,759 hours, on average.
For the second measure of performance, new client revenue, we use

responses about the revenue attributed to new clients “personally
brought” by the lawyers to their law firm in the year before the survey,
2006. The gender difference in annual new client revenue originated is
nearly $30,000. Both performance measures enter into the firms’ objec-
tive function and jointly determine the firms’ current and future profits,
but originating new clients and legal work do not necessarily require the
same set of skills. In our data, we examine the correlation in performance
using these twomeasures and find that it is small and is, if anything, a pos-
itive relationship, although not statistically significant.
Because the AJD data are self-reported by lawyers, it is possible that

respondents misreport on how they perform. Although the survey was
conducted anonymously and there were no incentives to misreport, we
16 The response rate in 2002 was approximately 70 percent. Among those responding in
2002, more than 85 percent also responded in 2007. In Sec. VI, we use the currently avail-
able data from a third wave in 2012, which has a response rate of approximately 80 percent.

17 Dinovitzer et al. (2009) find a gender earnings gap, after controlling for individual
and firm characteristics. Then, they perform an Oaxaca decomposition using individual
demographic and workplace characteristics and conclude that only part of the wage gap
would be narrowed if women resembled men across observable endowments, while a sub-
stantial part of the gender gap remains unexplained.

18 Among those who bill hours, more than 93 percent work for law firms, and the re-
maining lawyers work in solo practices.
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complement our data with external, firm-reported data sources on key
variables from a number of alternative sources.19 The sources conform
to our study and exhibit patterns overall and by gender similar to those
found in our data. We discuss the sources andmain findings in the online
appendix.
With respect to total earnings, which refer to lawyers’ reported annual

salaries including bonus components, we see that male lawyers earn, on
average, $150,000 and female lawyers $132,000. As is commonly known in
the legal profession, total earnings and performance expectations are
highly positively correlated with the size of the law firm. However, the
fraction of female lawyers working in large organizations is not signifi-
cantly different from the fraction of males. There are also no significant
gender differences in the average number of years in the current job. Fe-
male lawyers are, however, slightly younger and less likely to be married
and have considerably fewer children. They are alsomore likely to belong
to a minority group. The descriptive statistics are very similar when com-
pared to the lawyers in the sample who do not bill hours.20

The data set contains detailed educational variables. We use the brack-
eted ranking of the institutions that respondents attended as under-
graduates and law students, as well as their reported grade point averages
in both institutions.21 We also use information on whether, as law stu-
dents, they participated in simulated mock trials (moot court) and law
journal editorial activities (general journal and specific journal), as these
activities help build skills relevant to practicing law and obtaining jobs. In
addition, we also have information onwhether respondents held positions
as judicial clerks in state or federal courts. Because judicial clerkships are
prestigious internships through which outstanding students assist judges—
usually for the 2 years immediately following graduation—havingheld a po-
sition as a clerk captures additional skill information. All of these education-
related variables serve as proxies for ability.
Finally, we also have information on the region in which lawyers live.

After accounting for regional mobility, there are 30 regions in the sam-
ple.22 Most of the regions are at the state level, but for those living in ma-
jor urban areas, information is disaggregated at the city level.
19 We use firm-reported data on target hours, hours billed, new client revenue, and earn-
ings using the National Association for Law Placement, Survey of Law Firm Economics, Na-
tional Association of Women Lawyers, and the Major, Lindsey & Africa’s Partner Compen-
sation Survey; additional details are provided in the online appendix.

20 The raw earning gap is higher ($25,000) for the overall sample, which seems driven by
a larger gender gap among those working in professional service firms other than law firms
(e.g., investment banking, consulting).

21 The rankings are based on 1996 and 2003 U.S. News and World Report articles on under-
graduate and law school studies, respectively.

22 To account for regional mobility between 2002 and 2007, we update the information
on lawyers’ residence available for 2002 with information on whether lawyers were last ad-
mitted to practice law by a state bar’s authority in a different location.
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IV. Gender Gaps in Performance
This section presents the main results of the paper. First, we document a
sizable gender gap in performance. We demonstrate that controlling for
detailed individual and firm characteristics does not close the gap in per-
formance. Then, we investigate a number of hypotheses for why female
lawyers may not be billing as many hours or raising as much new client
revenue as male lawyers. In online table A.3, we summarize our hypoth-
eses and highlight their relative importance. In this section, we primarily
focus on three hypotheses—employer discrimination, the presence of
children, and career concerns—and briefly discuss some others.
From column 1 of table 2, we see that, on average, male lawyers bill 153

more hours per year than female lawyers, which is equivalent to approx-
imately 10 percentmore hours billed. In column 2, we control for individ-
ual and firm characteristics, including marital status, age, the number of
children, the presence of children of preschool age (i.e., under 4 years of
age), ethnicity, years of tenure, working full-time, the size of the firm, and
the type of organization.23 Some of these factors, such as experience in
the current firm and working full-time, have a significant effect on hours
billed; however, these factors explain only a small share of the perfor-
mance gap. In addition, column 3 indicates that including detailed edu-
cational variables as proxies for ability has a negligible effect on the gen-
der gap. Having participated in editorial activities for law journals, for
example, has a positive effect on hours billed; however, including them
as a control, once the other individual and firm characteristics are in-
cluded, does not affect the gender gap. Overall, a gender gap of nearly
100 annual hours billed remains unexplained.
Regarding the secondmeasure of performance, new client revenue, we

see from columns 4, 5, and 6 thatmale lawyers bring inmore than twice as
much new client revenue as female lawyers ($30,000). After controlling
for firm and individual characteristics, together with proxies for ability,
the gender gap in revenue remains approximately the same. Having held
a judicial clerkship has a considerable effect on raising new client reve-
nue; however, it does not help explain the gap.24

In figure 2, we plot the percentiles for the performance measures. The
figure presents the gender coefficient from quantile regressions at differ-
ent points in the distribution. For hours billed, we find that the gender
gap in performance is relatively stable throughout the distribution. For
client revenue, however, there is some evidence that the gender gap is larg-
est at the top of the distribution—especially above the 60th percentile.
23 If we include only the presence of children, without separating by the number of chil-
dren, the results are qualitatively similar.

24 In Sec. IV.B, we discuss the performance results when interacting gender with the
presence of children. Interacting gender with other demographic characteristics, such
as marriage, does not change the baseline findings.



TABLE 2
Performance Gaps

Hours Billed New Client Revenue

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Female 2.153*** 2.103*** 2.0971*** 2.299*** 2.293*** 2.324***
[.0329] [.0315] [.0319] [.0916] [.102] [.104]

Age 2.0132*** 2.0116*** 2.0091 2.0118
[.0032] [.0033] [.0102] [.0109]

Married .0595 .0645 .242* .243*
[.0396] [.0401] [.127] [.131]

1 child 2.0174 .0001 .0531 .0927
[.0510] [.0520] [.164] [.170]

2 children .0016 2.0169 2.0357 2.074
[.0501] [.0512] [.161] [.168]

31 children 2.0953 2.0785 2.107 2.119
[.0625] [.0635] [.201] [.208]

Child aged < 4 2.0159 2.0164 2.147 2.188
[.0454] [.0462] [.146] [.151]

White 2.0127 2.0277 .0319 .0153
[.0377] [.0389] [.122] [.127]

Tenure .0141** .0126** .0388** .0413**
[.0059] [.006] [.0190] [.0197]

Full-time .500*** .498*** .165 .126
[.0623] [.0629] [.200] [.206]

Undergraduate
university ranking 2.00124 2.0113

[.0042] [.0138]
Law school ranking .0097 .0461

[.0156] [.0511]
Judicial clerk .114 .732**

[.0889] [.291]
Moot court .0098 .0737

[.0301] [.0986]
General journal .0833** 2.002

[.0353] [.116]
Specific journal .0761** 2.0026

[.0352] [.115]
Constant 1.842*** .683 .584 .527*** .168 .311

[.0205] [.478] [.487] [.0571] [1.540] [1.593]
Firm controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,039 1,014 974 1,039 1,014 974
R 2 .021 .301 .311 .01 .066 .08
Note.—Hours billed is the annual number of hours billed (expressed in 1,000s of hours)
last year (2006), and new client revenue is the approximate amount of new client revenue (ex-
pressed in100,000s ofUSdollars) generated last year (2006). Firmcontrols include the typeof
organization (solo practice, private law firm, other Fortune 1,000 industry/service, other busi-
ness/industry, labor union, trade association, other) and the size of the organization, which
are bracketed (0–5, 6–10, 11–25, 25–50, 51–100, 101–150, 151–200, 201–250, 251–500, 501–
1,000, and 1,0001). For definitions of other variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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However, with the exception of the 10th and 90th percentiles, the gender
gap in raising new client revenue is always significant.
A possible explanation for gender differences in performance is unob-

served firm effects that relate to the required number of target hours to
bill; for example, it could be that male and female lawyers select (or are
selected) into firms that have different billing requirements. We explore
this using the hours that firms expect their lawyers to bill (i.e., the “target
hours” to bill), which could be related to gender differences in hiring
FIG. 2.—Percentiles of the gender gaps in performance. This figure provides the gender
coefficient of the quantile regressions ranging from 0.10 to 0.90 for hours billed (ex-
pressed in 1,000s of hours) and new client revenue (expressed in 100,000s of US dollars)
greater than zero, after controlling for individual, education, and firm characteristics, as
well as region fixed effects. Confidence intervals (dashed line in gray) are at the 5 percent
confidence level.
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outcomes or in job assignments. Column 1 of table 3 shows that there is
no gender gap in the target hours to bill.25 Some lawyers in the sample
(15 percent) who report billed hours do not have billable hours require-
ments (i.e., they report target hours of zero).26 Including those who re-
port zero target hours (col. 2), we find that the gender gap is not signif-
icant but the coefficient is larger. Importantly, however, from column 3,
TABLE 3
Target Hours

Target Hours
(1)

Target Hours Including
Zero Target Hours

(2)
Prob(Zero Target Hours)

(3)

Female 2.0277 2.0481 .0188
[.0245] [.0472] [.0258]

Age 2.0057* 2.0135*** .0057**
[.0031] [.0051] [.0028]

Married 2.0041 .0231 2.0062
[.0313] [.0596] [.0325]

1 child .0594 .19** 2.0899**
[.0409] [.0778] [.0425]

2 children .0111 .123 2.0701*
[.0403] [.0763] [.0416]

31 children .0014 .1902** 2.127**
[.0487] [.0931] [.0508]

Child aged < 4 .0005 2.139** .0810**
[.0357] [.0692] [.0378]

White 2.0062 2.0022 2.0007
[.0309] [.0595] [.0324]

Tenure .0032 2.0094 .0069
[.0047] [.0091] [.0050]

Full-time .400*** .307*** .0157
[.0495] [.0940] [.0513]

Constant 1.021*** 1.799** 2.455
[.355] [.717] [.391]

Firm controls Yes Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 652 770 770
R2 .308 .343 .244
25 Not all respondents
der gaps in performance
port target hours.

26 Among these lawyer
that have fewer than 10 e
report their ta
are similar wh

s without billa
mployees.
rget hours (only 770 out
en we restrict the samp

ble hours requirements,
Note.—Target hours are the annual hours (expressed in 1,000s of hours) the lawyer was
expected to bill last year (2006). Zero target hours refers to when the lawyer reports zero
for the number of hours expected to bill last year. For definitions of other variables, see
table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
of 974). However, the gen-
le to respondents who re-

70 percent work in firms
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we see that there is no gender difference in the probability of reporting
zero target hours.
Differences in annual performance could be due to differences in

hours worked or in the output produced per hour worked. Studying
the ratio of performance to hours of work may help determine whether
there are gender differences in productivity per hour worked. In table 4,
we find that, on average, the gender coefficient of the ratio between
hours worked and hours billed is not statistically significant, implying
that female lawyers do not work more hours per hour billed than males
do. However, when mapping client revenue to hours worked, the gender
coefficient is negative and significant (col. 2). In column 3, we combine
TABLE 4
Ratio of Hours Worked to Performance

Hours Billed/
Hours Worked

(1)

Client Revenue/
Hours Worked

(2)

Aggregate Performance/
Hours Worked

(3)

Female .0005 212.3412*** 2.0612**
[.0144] [3.9637] [.0247]

Age 2.0027* 2.5353 2.0054**
[.0016] [.4264] [.0026]

Married .0206 9.4761* .0679**
[.0184] [5.0519] [.0315]

1 child 2.0166 5.3890 .0104
[.0241] [6.6328] [.0413]

2 children 2.0092 21.1202 2.0148
[.0237] [6.5106] [.0405]

31 children 2.0206 22.179 2.0315
[.0291] [7.9856] [.0497]

Child aged < 4 .0172 29.1147* 2.0283
[.0215] [5.8975] [.0367]

White .0100 .2707 .0114
[.0181] [4.9709] [.0310]

Tenure .0058*** 1.6154** .0139***
[.0028] [.7703] [.0048]

Constant .5060*** 25.8856 2.0884
[.1020] [27.8949] [.3690]

Firm controls Yes Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 903 903 903
R 2 .182 .091 .08
Note.—For definitions of variables, see table 1. Ratios are computed for full-time work-
ers. We calculate the annual hours of work, assuming a 50-week work year. New client rev-
enue is expressed in 100,000s of US dollars. Aggregate performance is calculated using a
conversion rate of $200 to transform client revenue dollars into an hours billed equivalent.
We then sum lawyers’ hours billed and (hours billed equivalent) client revenue. Online
app. table A.4 presents results for the range of conversion rate between $50 and $500.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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both performance measures using the median hourly billing rate for as-
sociate lawyers in the United States ($200) as a conversion rate to trans-
form client revenue into hours billed equivalent units. Overall, we find
that there are gender differences in the ratio of aggregate performance
to hours worked. This implies that there are gender differences in perfor-
mance that are not due to differences in the total hours worked.27

We next explore whether a lawyer’s specialty affects performance. Al-
though our results are within the same profession, one may relate differ-
ences in the area of specialization to the literature on occupational seg-
regation.28 Differences in nonpecuniary benefits across firms could be
reflected in the size of the law firm and the number of hours it expects
its lawyers to bill, as well as in the areas of law in which the firm specializes.
We control for lawyers’ area of specialization using the percentage of
their time that respondents devote to 27 different areas of law listed in
the survey. Of the 27 specialties listed, we find that, compared to the over-
all sample, male lawyers aremore significantly represented in intellectual
property and criminal law, while family law, probate (wills and trusts), em-
ployment law (management), workers compensation, insurance law, civil
rights, and public utilities/administrative law have a significantly larger
number of female lawyers.29 However, table 5 shows that areas of law ex-
plain only a small share of the gender performance gap. The gender co-
efficient decreases slightly for hours billed (col. 1), while it increases
slightly for client revenue (col. 2). Moreover, we do not find evidence of
female lawyers systematically sorting into areas with lower hours billed
(see table A.5).
Therefore, the question remains unresolved: What is causing the gen-

der differences in performance? We explore a number of factors to
understand the determinants of the performance gap.We begin by inves-
tigating the traditional explanations for gender gaps in earnings: discrim-
ination and child rearing. We then investigate alternative hypotheses, in-
27 Since the output equivalence of hours billed and client revenue is likely to be hetero-
geneous across firms as it will depend on the cost structure of the firm and on the likeli-
hood that new clients become regular, we perform robustness checks on a broad interval
of conversion rates (from $50 to $500), as shown in table A.4. The performance per hour
difference is negative for the entire interval and statistically significant from $50 up to con-
version rate $400.

28 While occupational segregationhas declined over time, there still appears to be a tendency
for women andmen to choose different types of jobs and different specialized training within
a given profession. See, e.g., Blau, Simpson, andAnderson (1988), Goldin (1990), Altonji and
Blank (1999), Blau and Kahn (2000), Bertrand et al. (2010), and Adda, Dustmann, and Ste-
vens (2017).

29 Lawyers in the sample report the percentage of time that they devote to each of the
legal areas. We do not find either men or women to be overrepresented in the remaining
areas of specialization: antitrust, general practice, bankruptcy, civil litigation, commercial
law, employment law (unions), environmental law, general corporate law, immigration law,
municipal law, personal injury (plaintiff or defense), real estate (commercial or personal),
securities, tax, health, and “other” areas.
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cluding differences in career aspirations, to determine if they contribute
to the gap.
A. Discrimination
If employers (partners of the firm) can “interfere” with the number of
hours that associate lawyers bill, there could be scope for discrimination.
TABLE 5
Areas of Law

Hours Billed
(1)

New Client Revenue
(2)

Female 2.0818** 2.3281***
[.0321] [.108]

Age 2.0094*** 2.015
[.0033] [.0111]

Married .064 .2885**
[.0394] [.132]

1 child .0041 .0837
[.051] [.1714]

2 children .001 2.1146
[.0506] [.170]

31 children 2.0547 2.1608
[.0625] [.210]

Child aged < 4 2.0208 2.1711
[.0454] [.1527]

White 2.0308 .0147
[.0381] [.1281]

Tenure .0133** .0409**
[.0059] [.0199]

Full-time .4804*** .131
[.0623] [.209]

Constant .436 .533
[.472] [1.586]

Firm controls Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes
Areas of law Yes Yes
Observations 974 974
R 2 .373 .116
Note.—For definitions of variables, see table 1. Online table A.5 pre-
sents all 27 areas of law separately. Areas of law refers to the proportion of
time devoted to each the following legal disciplines: general practice, an-
titrust, bankruptcy, civil litigation, civil rights, commercial law, criminal
law, employment law (management), employment law (unions), environ-
mental law, family law, general corporate law, immigration law, insurance,
intellectual property, municipal law, personal injury (plaintiff), personal
injury (defense), probate (wills and trusts), public utilities and administra-
tive law, real estate (commercial), real estate (personal), securities, tax law,
health law, workers’ compensation, and other areas.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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In particular, there could be some form of discrimination in the assign-
ment of cases when more senior colleagues or firm partners assign the
cases for which associates bill hours. To investigate this possibility, we first
study whether receiving enough assignments from the partner explains
lower performance. We also investigate whether partners interfere with
the way hours billed are measured by not awarding associate lawyers full
credit for the hours that they bill, that is, by writing down hours billed.We
also use information on self-reported discrimination to assess whether
there are gender differences and if this reporting affects performance.
In addition, we investigate other potential sources of discrimination, such
as whether differences in the gender and seniority of mentors or the tasks
assigned to the lawyers play a role in explaining gender differences in per-
formance.
The two main reasons that lawyers find it difficult to bill hours that

could be connected with discrimination are, first, not receiving enough
assignments and, second, partners discounting hours (see table A.2).
While both explanations seem to be quantitatively important—accounting
for approximately 30 percent of the difficulty in meeting billable hours—
male and female lawyers report them at similar frequencies. In table 6,
we observe that not receiving sufficient assignments implies that the
lawyer bills fewer hours, suggesting constraints on performance. How-
ever, the gender gap remains unchanged after including this variable,
while the interaction term demonstrates that there is no significant gen-
der difference in the hours billed for these “constrained” female and
male lawyers. In other words, a female lawyer who claims that she has
not received enough case assignments does not bill less than a similarly
situated male lawyer. The results are similar for partner-discounted hours.
Not only does this variable have no effect on the gender gap, but it also has
no significant effect on lawyers’ hours billed in general. One might argue
that male and female lawyers have different thresholds at which they are
constrained; that is, they feel that they do not receive enough assignments.
If that is the case, then there may still be scope for discrimination in case
assignment. In table 7, we observe that lawyers billing between 1,600 and
1,800 hours, between 1,800 and 2,100 hours, or more than 2,100 hours re-
port being less constrained than those billing 1,600 or fewer hours.30 The
coefficient is significant only for the two upper intervals. In column 2,
when we interact gender with the different thresholds, we do not find
any significant gender difference. This is reassuring, as it suggests that
the likelihood of being constrained is the same for bothmen and women
at different points in the hours billed distribution.
The mentoring activities of senior partners represent a channel

throughwhich they could discriminate.Mentors are common in the legal
30 These cutoffs are in line with the quartiles of the distribution.
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profession. For instance, nearly 90 percent of lawyers in our sample re-
port having had at least onementor. There may be a tendency for lawyers
to be mentored by senior lawyers of the same gender; if there were some
sort of favoritism toward male lawyers in mentorship assignments, this
could affect performance. In our data, we observe a tendency for senior
male partners to mentor male lawyers, as 85 percent of male lawyers are
mentored bymale partners, compared to 69 percent of female lawyers. As
shown in table 8, columns 1 and 2, having a seniormale partner has a pos-
itive but not statistically significant effect on hours billed and does not af-
fect raising client revenue. In addition, it does not explain away the gen-
der difference in either performance measure.
Another potential channel for discrimination is the extent to which law-

yers interact with the firm’s clients. For instance, if women are less involved
in tasks that involve direct contact with clients, this could jeopardize their
TABLE 7
Performance: Discrimination

(Gender Differences in Constraint Threshold)

Constrained

(1) (2)

Female .0001 .0011
[.0276] [.0569]

1,600 < hours billed < 1,800 .0483 .0534
[.0402] [.0551]

1,800 < hours billed < 2,100 2.122*** 2.120**
[.0388] [.0509]

2,100 < hours billed < 3,000 2.245*** 2.250***
[.0442] [.0562]

Female � (1,600 < hours billed < 1,800) 2.0093
[.0778]

Female � (1,800 < hours billed < 2,100) 2.0068
[.0699]

Female � (2,100 < hours billed < 3,000) .0182
[.0827]

Constant .269 .267
[.415] [.416]

Individual controls Yes Yes
Firm controls Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes
Observations 974 974
R 2 .122 .122
Note.—The dependent variable, constrained, takes the value one if the in-
dividual responds that she does not have enough assignments. Hours billed
is expressed in 1,000s of hours. The omitted category is 800 ≤ hours billed ≤
1,600, where 800 is the lowest number of hours billed in our sample. Each cat-
egory represents quartiles in the hours billed distribution. For definitions of
other variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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ability to obtain future referrals or create their own reputations.We exploit
the detailed information on the types of tasks lawyers perform. Using a
comprehensive list of tasks, lawyers are asked to report the frequency with
which they have performed each over the last 3months. Overall, we do not
find gender differences in most tasks, neither in more menial tasks, such
as drafting transactional documents or conducting routine research, nor
inmore appealing tasks such as appearing in court as first or second chair
on a case (see table A.2). In table 8, columns 3 and 4, we focus on the four
tasks related to interacting with clients, that is, the frequency with which a
lawyer was involved in face-to-face meetings with clients, was responsible
for keeping the client updated on a matter, was involved in formulating
strategy, and traveled tomeet clients or witnesses or tomake court appear-
ances. We find that one of the tasks in particular—being involved in face-
to-face meetings with clients—has a positive effect on the ability to attract
new clients. However, controlling for these variables does not help explain
the gender gap in performance.
Finally, we explore direct, self-reported measures of discrimination.

Lawyers are asked whether they experienced demeaning comments or
other types of harassment, missed out on a desirable assignment, had a
client request that someone else handle amatter, and/or had a colleague
or supervisor request that someone else handle a matter over the last 2
years because of their race, religion, ethnicity, gender, disability, or sexual
orientation. From table A.2, we see that a fraction of respondents report
some type of discriminatory experience. While there are some gender
gaps in these measures of perceived discrimination, as shown in table 8,
columns 5 and 6, controlling for these measures does not appear to affect
performance or the gender gap in performance. Moreover, the interac-
tions of these measures with gender are not statistically significant.
B. Child Rearing
Gender differences in earnings are often attributed to womenhaving chil-
dren and gender differences in child care responsibilities (Altonji and
Blank 1999). We now investigate whether the presence of children affects
performance andwhether there is a differential impact on female lawyers.
Columns 1 and 3 in table 9 present the gender gaps in hours billed and

client revenue, respectively, controlling for regional fixed effects and in-
dividual and firm characteristics. We observe that neither children nor
the presence of preschool-age children has any effect on hours billed
or new client revenue generated, respectively. In columns 2 and 4, when
we interact the number of children with gender for each performance
measure, we see that there is no differential effect of children on hours
billed and client revenue, respectively. However, there is a differential ef-
fect of the presence of young children on hours billed. Having young
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children results in female lawyers billing fewer hours but does not affect
male lawyers. In particular, we find that female lawyers with young chil-
dren bill approximately 200 fewer hours per year, while male lawyers with
young children do not experience a significant decline in the number of
hours billed. This suggests that female lawyers may shoulder a greater
share of household responsibilities thanmale lawyers with respect to rais-
ing preschool-age children, and this is reflected in their performance.
Column 4, however, shows that child rearing does not help explain the
gender gap in new client revenue.31
TABLE 9
Performance: Child Rearing

Hours Billed New Client Revenue

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female 2.0971*** 2.0569 2.324*** 2.342**
[.0319] [.0449] [.104] [.148]

1 child .0001 2.0305 .0927 .184
[.0520] [.0681] [.170] [.224]

2 children 2.0169 2.0643 2.074 2.0436
[.0512] [.0625] [.168] [.205]

31 children 2.0785 2.0996 2.119 2.141
[.0635] [.0731] [.208] [.240]

Child aged < 4 2.0164 .069 2.188 2.255
[.0462] [.0558] [.151] [.183]

Female � 1 child .0945 2.221
[.101] [.331]

Female � 2 children .142 2.088
[.0995] [.327]

Female � 31 children .0022 .249
[.140] [.459]

Female � child aged < 4 2.256*** .197
[.0896] [.294]

Constant .584 .635 .311 .318
[.487] [.487] [1.593] [1.600]

Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 974 974 974 974
R 2 .311 .32 .08 .081
31 The presence of children
billed (but not in new client re
lative effect of children under
robust to different specificatio
disaggregated measure for chi
of 1 year of age or below also he
venue); however, the effect is les
age 4. In app. table A.6, we show
ns. In particular, the results are
ldren.
lps explain the ga
s substantial than
that the effect of
similar when we
Note.—Children aged < 4 takes the value one if the lawyer has a child 3 years of age or
younger. For definitions of the other variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
p in hours
the cumu-
children is
use a less
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There are several explanations that could potentially be consistent
with why the presence of young children helps to explain gender differ-
ence in hours billed but not client revenue. Billing a persistently large
number of hours may be difficult for female lawyers with young children
because women tend to shoulder a greater share of child-rearing respon-
sibilities. In contrast, raising new client revenue might not be as affected
by young children because this performance measure appears to be re-
lated to a broader set of variables than hours billed. In particular, raising
new client revenue is related to factors such as the lawyer’s reputation, the
quality or importance of the referrals obtained, and the ability to use net-
working hours effectively. These factors are less intrinsically associated
with both hours billed and hours worked. For instance, we find that hav-
ing held a judicial clerkship, which generally helps in building a reputa-
tion in the legal profession, has a significant positive effect on client rev-
enue but is not significant for hours billed.
There are two selection issues regarding fertility and performance that

could be a concern: first, theremay be cross-sectional selection, such that
there are types of women who are more or less productive, and their pro-
ductivity might induce them to have children (or more children). Sec-
ond, there may be timing selection, such that womenmay decide to have
children at particularly unproductive moments of their careers.
To address the cross-sectional selection concern, we follow a strategy

similar to that of Bertrand et al. (2010) and use pre–labor market infor-
mation to predict the performance (and earnings) of men and women
with children.32 In linewith the results obtainedbyBertrand et al. on labor
supply and earnings, we find that there is no evidence that women with
children (or women with children of preschool age in 2007) are drawn
from the lower part of the female performance and earnings distribution
(see table A.7). Women and men with children have slightly higher pre-
dicted earnings thanwomen andmenwithout children (although this dif-
ference is not significant), as well as slightly higher predicted hours billed
(significant at the 10 percent level) and higher predicted client revenue
(although this is not significant). With respect to client revenue, from col-
umn 3,menwith children are predicted to bringmore business to the firm
than all other groups (men without children and women with and without
children), but the gap is smallest when comparing men with children and
women with children, suggesting that they are more similar. Finally, focus-
ing on the group of women with younger children (under preschool age),
compared with women without children and women with older children,
32 To address endogenous fertility, the literature has also used natural experiments (e.g.,
Rosenzweig and Wolpin 1980), instrumental variable techniques (e.g., Angrist and Evans
1998), and structural models of life cycle fertility (e.g., Hotz and Miller 1988). For a survey,
see, e.g., Browning (1992) and Hotz, Klerman, and Willis (1997).
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there is no statistically significant difference in predicted performance or
earnings.
To address the timing selection concern, we again follow a strategy sim-

ilar to that in Bertrand et al. (2010). Using the 2007 survey, we calculate
the date of the first birth of a child and use the 2002 responses to com-
pute the client revenue, hours worked, and earnings associated with the
years prior to the first birth. We then compare these outcomes in the years
prior to the pregnancy associated with the first birth; we are able to assess
outcomes as far as 6 years earlier. Table A.8 shows that there is no “dip” in
performance in the years prior to the first birth for either men or women,
suggesting that neither men nor women seem to time first births on the
basis of poor performance in previous years.
C. Additional Hypotheses
To complement more traditional arguments regarding gender gaps, the
recent literature has focused on the effect of gender differences in other
channels, such as preferences (see Croson and Gneezy 2009) and non-
cognitive traits (Cunha et al. 2006; Heckman, Stixrud, and Urzua 2006).
In this section, we study a number of additional hypotheses that could
help to explain the gender gap in performance. As the literature does
not provide results that clearly indicate the origin of gender differences
in behavior or personality, which could be innate, social, or both, we ab-
stract from this debate and focus on whether these differences determine
lawyers’ choices in a way that affects performance. First, we focus on fac-
tors that appear to be crucial in explaining the performance gap (i.e., dif-
ferences in career aspirations), and then we address other potential fac-
tors that do not appear to play a major role (i.e., willingness to overbill,
networking behavior).
1. Career Aspirations
Gender differences in the career aspirations of young lawyers may con-
tribute to differences in performance. When asked to rate, on a scale
from 1 to 10, their aspirations to become an equity partner in their firm,
60 percent of male lawyers answered with 8 or more, compared to only
32 percent of female lawyers (see fig. 3). Similar gender patterns hold
when we look at female and male lawyers with and without children.
Being able to measure career aspirations is relevant because, following

the career concerns literature (Fama 1980; Holmström1999), agents who
assign greater importance to their future earnings have stronger incen-
tives to contribute effort, which affects performance. This is particularly
true for workers at an early stage of their careers, as higher uncertainty
from the firm’s point of view regarding workers’ skills, paired with career
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concerns, increases workers’ incentives to performbetter. Even in the pres-
ence of explicit monetary rewards for performance, such as bonus com-
pensation, career concerns may play a considerable role in workers’ effort
decisions (Gibbons and Murphy 1992).
Columns 1 and 3 of table 10 show that individual career aspirations

have a strong positive effect on the hours billed and the new client rev-
enue generated.33 Interestingly, although differences in aspirations do
not fully explain the gender differences in hours billed (col. 1), they
do explain differences in new client revenue, as the gender coefficient,
although still negative, is much smaller and no longer significant when
we control for aspirations (col. 3). This shows that the gender differences
in aspiration levels explain the remaining gender difference in the new
client revenue generated by lawyers. This is intuitive, as new client reve-
nue can be regarded as lawyers’ long-term investment in their firms. Iden-
tifying and initiating relationships with new clients require time and ef-
fort, but career concerns may make it worthwhile. From columns 2 and
4, we observe that there is no differential effect of aspirations with respect
to gender on hours billed or client revenue, respectively. In other words,
whenmale and female lawyers have the same level of aspirations, there is
no difference in the hours they bill or revenue they generate.
FIG. 3.—Aspirations to become partner. Percentage of responses by gender to the ques-
tion “How strongly do you aspire to attain an Equity Partner position within your firm?”
with possible answers ranging from 15 not at all to 105 very high (After the JD study, 2007).
33 Not all lawyers responded to the question on aspirations. There is little difference in
the gender coefficient on performance for the lawyers who did and did not respond to the
question.
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In figure 4, we plot the distribution for the performance measures,
controlling for individual and firm characteristics (including children),
discrimination indicators, and career aspirations. The figure presents the
gender coefficient from quantile regressions at different points in the dis-
tribution, and the different lines in the figure represent the gender coeffi-
cient after controlling (separately) for various determinants. As shown in
figure 2, for client revenue, the gender gap is largest at the top of the dis-
tribution. Interestingly, and in line with the main analysis, we find that
although the gender gaps have similar distribution patterns when control-
ling for individual, firm, and discrimination indicators, they close through-
out the distribution and become statistically insignificant when we control
for aspirationmeasures (in addition tofirmand individual characteristics).
This indicates that aspirations are important in explaining gender perfor-
mance gaps, not just on average but throughout the distribution.
Career aspirations are likely to be influenced by both cognitive and

noncognitive individual characteristics. Although it is often difficult to
disentangle cognitive from noncognitive components, the gender gap in
career aspirations is likely to have a noncognitive component and to be in-
fluenced by social values. Additionally, the gap in career aspirationsmay be
influenced by the expectation of facing discrimination. However, as shown
throughout the paper, the data permit controlling for a number of con-
temporaneous workplace factors potentially affecting aspirations. More-
TABLE 10
Performance: Career Aspirations

Hours Billed New Client Revenue

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female 2.0848** 2.133* 2.146 2.0803
[.0344] [.0722] [.129] [.272]

Aspirations .0224*** .0188*** .0662*** .0711***
[.0050] [.0069] [.0190] [.0260]

Female � aspirations .0075 2.0103
[.0098] [.0371]

Constant .509 .539 2.927 2.968
[.500] [.501] [1.883] [1.891]

Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 617 617 617 617
R 2 .31 .311 .075 .075
Note.—Hours billed is expressed in 1,000s of hours. New client revenue is expressed in
100,000s of US dollars. Aspirations refers to how strongly the lawyer aspires to obtain an
equity partnership. The variable takes values from 1 to 10, where 1 represents not at all
and 10 represents very high. For definitions of other variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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over, our analysis below suggests that aspirations formed earlier on in life
have an impact on performance gaps.
Evidence from young individuals indicates that from an early stage

there are already significant gender gaps in the importance assigned to
money and work and other traits related to career aspirations (Heckman
FIG. 4.—Percentiles of the gender gaps in performance with controls. This figure pro-
vides the gender coefficient of the quantile regressions ranging from 0.10 to 0.90 for hours
billed (expressed in 1,000s of hours) and new client revenue (expressed in 100,000s of US
dollars). The gaps presented are for (i) after controlling for individual, education, and
firm characteristics and region fixed effects; (ii) controlling for all factors in part i as well
as measures of discrimination; and (iii) controlling for all factors in part ii as well as for
long-term aspirations.
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et al. 2006; Fortin 2008).Using theNational Longitudinal Survey of Youth
1979 for a cohort of young persons aged between 14 and 22 at their first
interview in 1979, Heckman et al. (2006) find gender gaps in traits such as
self-determination among individuals who later obtain a college educa-
tion. Fortin (2008)uses theNationalEducationLongitudinal Study (NELS),
a nationally representative sample of eighth graders in 1988, which was re-
surveyed through subsequent follow-ups to study the gender differences
in cognitive and noncognitive skills. Fortin finds that gender differences
in the value of money and work are particularly relevant. Using the same
data set, wefind that the gender gap in the importance ofmoney andwork
also exists when we narrow the NELS sample to those male and female
young individuals who later pursue a law degree.
When studying the effect of aspirations on performance, part of our

analysis focuses on factors that precede lawyers’ labormarket experience.
This helps to overcome the concern that aspirations could partly be de-
termined by expectations formed at the workplace (Carneiro, Heckman,
and Masterov 2005). In particular, we study the effect of aspirations on
performance in three ways. First, we exploit the richness of our data and
examine the effect of aspirations on performance conditional on variables
that account for the most prominent channels that could codetermine
aspirations. Second, when measuring the effect of aspirations on out-
come variables measured 7 years after joining the firm, part of our anal-
ysis focuses on the share of current aspirations explained by respondents’
traits that predatemost of the lawyers’ time in the legal profession. Finally,
we look directly at whether lawyers become partners later in their careers
to see whether, conditional on performance, there are residual gender
gaps in partnership decisions that lawyersmight have anticipated.We find
that performance measures explain a sizable share of the unconditional
gender gap in promotions. This latter point is discussed in detail in Sec-
tion VI of the paper.
While it is virtually impossible to perform a comprehensive analysis of

all possible variables that codetermine aspirations and outcomes, we can
explore a number of prominent alternative explanations. In addition to
controlling for firm and individual characteristics, we control for case as-
signments, partner discounting hours, perceived discrimination, mentor-
ing by senior and/ormale partners, and tasks performed by the lawyer (in
particular, those involving direct contact with clients). As described in Sec-
tion IV.A, these variables should correspond to discriminatory practices
and should reflect the expectation of discrimination, but they can also con-
trol for other potential unobserved factors, such as differences in skill.
Table 11 shows that controlling for all variables simultaneously does not af-
fect the significance or explanatory power of aspirations. Moreover, there
remains a large and significant gender gap in new client revenue when
controlling for all these variables without measures of aspirations (col. 2).
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Next, we exclude the possibility that career aspirations are not driven—
at least not exclusively—by lawyers’ contemporaneous feedback on their
performance and show that the predetermined component of current
aspirations explains a large share of the gender gap in client revenue.
To do so, we predict current aspirations to become a partner using mea-
sures that are correlated with aspirations but predate most of the lawyer’s
time in the firmor in the legal profession, that is, when the lawyer had just
joined the firm. We proxy for aspirations to be a partner using the re-
sponse the lawyer gave regarding how satisfied the lawyer was with his
or her decision to become a lawyer and howmuch longer he or she would
like to remain with his or her current employer. All questions were asked
in the first wave of the survey, and because the responses refer to when the
lawyer had been employed in the field for only 2 years, they should not be
affected by current feedback from the employer on partner prospects. Al-
though we would expect (and do observe) these variables to be corre-
lated with current partner aspirations, they are not affected by the infor-
mation that the lawyers learn between 2002 and 2007. Table 12 shows that
a fraction of the aspirations is explained by these proxies and that the re-
sults using these proxies for predetermined aspirations are in line with
the results using aspirations in 2007. We observe that aspirations play
an important role in explaining the gender differences in client revenue.
The gender coefficient is still negative, but it is no longer statistically sig-
nificant. Although aspirations are important for the number of hours
billed, they explain only a small share of the gender difference in this var-
iable.
2. Overbilling, Networking, and Working Weekends
In this subsection, we examine other explanations that could affect per-
formance. Overall, we find that while theremay be important gender gaps
in these factors, they contribute very little to explaining performance gaps.
First, we explore gender differences in overbilling behavior. Table A.2

shows that female lawyers are 4 percentmore likely to select this reason as
a difficulty in meeting billable hours requirements than male lawyers.
This might suggest that female lawyers bill fewer hours because they
are less willing than their male colleagues to overbill clients. While some
overbilling is likely to exist, there are also incentives for lawyers not to
overbill (Rules of Professional Conduct of the legal profession, lawyers’
and law firms’ reputations, law firms’ internal mechanisms that monitor
overbilling and write down hours that are considered inadequate; see
Sec. II for more discussion on overbilling). A thorough analysis of differ-
ences in billing behavior shows that, unlike career aspirations, it does not
explain gender differences in performance. In particular, table 13 shows
that lawyers who report that they are less likely than their colleagues to
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bill for actual hours worked bill fewer hours. Nevertheless, the gender
gap persists, and the interaction with gender is insignificant, suggesting
that male and female lawyers who respond in the same way do not differ
in the hours they bill. These results hold for the gap between expected
hours and actual hours billed.
In addition,wefind that theotherpossible explanations listed in tableA.2

do not have a significant effect on the gender gap. There is no gender dif-
ference in the hours billed for those reporting difficulties in meeting bill-
able hours due to spending too much time on pro bono or administra-
tive tasks. Regarding health issues, we observe in table A.2 that female
lawyers are 10 percent more likely than males to select this reason. In
our analysis, however, health issues related to difficulties in billing addi-
tional hours do not appear to have an effect on either the gender gap
or performance. Also, female lawyers are slightly more likely to report
personal choice thanmale lawyers, but we again findno effect on the gen-
der gap or performance.
Another potential explanation concerns gender differences in net-

working behavior. The willingness to spend time attending networking
functions or participating in recreational activities with other lawyers
or clients for networking purposes may differ by gender. On average, in
a typical week,male lawyers attendnetworking events 11 percentagepoints
more than female lawyers and are 40 percentage points more likely to par-
ticipate in recreational activities (e.g., golf) for networking purposes with
other lawyers or clients (see table A.2). Nevertheless, as shown in table 13,
we do not find that these differences are a relevant source of the gender
gap in performance. Networking could affect the gender gap in perfor-
mance in two ways: first, if female lawyers devote less time to networking
and, second, if networking affects male and female lawyers differently.
For instance, the previous literature found differences in the type of net-
works that male and female managers develop (Ibarra 1997). As shown
in table 13, networking does not affect hours billed but has important con-
sequences for raising new client revenue. An additional hour a week spent
networking is associated with raising an additional $2,800. However, col-
umn 7 shows that controlling for networking does not reduce the gender
coefficient for new client revenue. Thus, the amount of time devoted to
networking does not explain the performance gap. In addition, we analyze
whether networking affects male and female lawyers differently for a given
number of networking hours. In columns 6 and 8, the interaction termbe-
tween networking and gender is not significant for either hours billed or
client revenue. Therefore, an additional hour spent networking has the
same performance return for male and female lawyers.
We obtain similar results for working on weekends. In table 13, col-

umns 9 and 11 show that time spent working on weekends has important
consequences for both hours billed and client revenue. In particular, one
additional weekend hour worked per week is associated with an increase
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of 14 hours billed per year and an additional $2,800 in new client reve-
nue. Although time worked on weekends has a substantial effect on per-
formance, it does not seem to explain the gender gap in performance.
Moreover, time worked on weekends does not affect female andmale law-
yers differently, as shown in columns 10 and 12.
V. The Role of Performance in the Earnings
Gender Gap
As there are considerable differences in performance, in what follows, we
analyze how these differences translate into differences in earnings. In
the subsequent analysis, we demonstrate that while traditional individual
and firm controls explain approximately 50 percent of earning differences
by gender, performance measures explain nearly the entire remaining
gap. We present results comparing the analyses with and without control-
ling for performance measures.
A. Gender Gap in Earnings without Controlling
for Performance
We begin by estimating (log) annual earning equations, as shown in ta-
ble 14, with andwithout controlling for individual and firm characteristics.
The raw gap in mean log earnings between male and female lawyers is

18 log points (col. 1). In column 2, we control for individual characteris-
tics, including marital status, age, the number of children, the presence
of children under age 4, ethnicity, years of tenure, and working full-time.
The inclusion of these characteristics explains a considerable fraction of
the gender gap; however, 10 log points are still unexplained. Marriage
and the presence of children do not seem to directly affect log earnings,
but working full-time instead of part-time and the years of tenure affect
wages. Note that if we use annual hours worked instead of full-time status,
we observe a similar effect on the gender gap (col. 3). In figure A.1, we
show the distributional gender gaps in hours worked (after controlling
for individual and firm characteristics) and find that a gender gap in hours
worked persists in a linear fashion throughout the distribution. Age ap-
pears to have an effect on log earnings; however, as all workers are from
the same cohort, there is little variation in age.When we add the quadratic
terms, age is no longer significant.
In column4,we control for importantfirm characteristics: the size of the

firm and the type of organization. While these factors play an important
role in explaining earnings, they donot explain the gender earnings differ-
ential. In general, working in a larger firm, working in a private law firm, or
working in the private sector in general all correspond to higher earnings.
In addition, we control for a wide range of educational variables that

proxy for ability (col. 5). While some of the variables—namely, law school
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TABLE 14
Earnings: Overall

Log(Annual Earnings)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Female 2.181*** 2.0997*** 2.119*** 2.100*** 2.100***
[.0343] [.0359] [.0342] [.0307] [.0313]

Age 2.0151*** 2.0136*** 2.0041 2.0023
[.00351] [.0035] [.0031] [.0033]

Married .0262 .0189 2.0076 .0042
[.0452] [.0445] [.0386] [.0393]

1 child 2.0047 2.0281 .0067 .0251
[.0583] [.0574] [.0497] [.0509]

2 children .0034 2.0197 .039 .0302
[.0570] [.0559] [.0488] [.0502]

31 children .107 .129* .0825 .0961
[.0712] [.0701] [.0609] [.0622]

Child aged < 4 .0121 7.88E-03 .0019 2.017
[.0517] [.0508] [.0443] [.0453]

White .0597 .0808* .0297 .0313
[.0427] [.0421] [.0368] [.0381]

Tenure .0414*** .0385*** .0195*** .0175***
[.0066] [.0065] [.0057] [.0059]

Full-time .519*** .488*** .504***
[.0697] [.0607] [.0616]

Hours worked .228***
[.0244]

Constant 11.81*** 11.53*** 11.39*** 11.59*** 11.31***
[.0214] [.156] [.154] [.466] [.477]

Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm controls No No No Yes Yes
Education controls No No No No Yes
Observations 1,039 1,014 1,014 1,014 974
R 2 .027 .131 .158 .388 .403
Note.—Hours worked is expressed in 1,000s of annual hours worked. For definitions of
the variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
ranking and participation in law journal editorial activities—are signifi-
cant after controlling for other individual and firm characteristics, they
neither change the gender coefficient nor help to explain the gender
gap. The positive and significant effect of law school ranking is consistent
with results by Oyer and Schaefer (2009), who find that attending a pres-
tigious school has a considerable effect on annual salary.
The individual and firm characteristics together explain 50 percent of

the raw gender gap, but the other 50 percent remains unexplained. Inter-
estingly, Wood et al. (1993), in a study of University of Michigan Law
School graduates from the classes of 1972–75, find a similar gender gap
in annual earnings of 12.4 log points when controlling for similar charac-
teristics. The proportion of female lawyers in the 1970s was considerably
lower; in their study, female lawyers make up only 9 percent of the sample.
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In figure 5, we plot the percentiles for earnings after controlling for in-
dividual and firm characteristics. We find that the gender gap in earnings
persists throughout the distribution. There is some evidence that the
gender gap is largest at the top of the distribution—especially from the
70th percentile. This seems consistent with the distributional analysis
presented for performance, where gender gaps persisted throughout
the distribution and were especially striking at the top of the distribution.
In figure A.1, we show the distributional gender gaps in hourly wage rate
and find a consistently negative gender wage gap.
Next, we address the possibility of selection differences between men

and women into jobs that require lawyers to bill hours. We find that fe-
male lawyers are, on average, 3 percent less likely to enter a job that re-
quires billing hours. However, we find that the more able male and fe-
male lawyers, rather than the less able lawyers, tend to select into jobs
that bill hours. Therefore, we can exclude the possibility that more able
women are self-selecting out of jobs that require them to bill hours. Over-
all, lower hours billed by female lawyers do not seem to be due to a selec-
tion of less able women into jobs that require them to bill hours (see ta-
ble A.9).
B. Gender Gap in Earnings When Controlling
for Performance
In this section, we analyze the effect of performance on earnings dif-
ferences. In table 15, we include the main performance variables: hours
-
FIG. 5.—Percentiles of the gender gaps in earnings. This figure provides the gender co
efficient of the quantile regressions ranging from 0.10 to 0.90 for ln(earnings), after con-
trolling for individual, education, and firm characteristics, as well as region fixed effects.
Confidence intervals (dashed line in gray) are at the 5 percent confidence level.
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billed and the amount of new client revenue generated. To compare the
results, in column 1, we report the gender gap when controlling for only
individual and firm characteristics. Controlling for performance (col. 2)
explains a considerable share of the remaining gender gap. In particular,
the number of hours billed has a strong and positive effect on earnings:
we find that billing 100 additional hours per year leads to a 3.2 percent
increase in salary. Bringing in $100,000 in new client revenue implies
an increase of approximately 4.0 percent in earnings. Including perfor-
mance measures explains a sizable share of the gender gap in earnings,
nearly half of the remaining gap (5.8 log points), and is significant only
at the 10 percent level.
In column 3, we show that there is only a small additional contribution

in explaining the gender gap when controlling for hours worked in addi-
tion to the performance measures (from 5.8 log points to 4.9 log points).
Similarly, controlling for hours worked instead of hours billed (col. 4)
explains a smaller proportion of the gap. Overall, the performance mea-
sures explain a significant portion of the earnings gap beyond hours
worked, suggesting that hours worked is a less precise measure of per-
formance. Moreover, compared with the hours worked, the coefficient
for hours billed is larger and more significant (the t-statistic is double in
size).
We investigate the effect of area of specialization on earnings (col. 4).

The coefficients on the areas of law are jointly statistically significant, and
the areas account for a share of gender differences in earnings, such that
the gender gap, together with the performance measures, falls to 3.8 log
points; although still negative, it is no longer significant. Although sort-
ing into areas of law does not seem to be a major explanation for perfor-
mance and earning differences across lawyers, it does lend some support
to the hypothesis that the gender difference in sorting into areas is part of
the explanation for the gaps in performance and earnings. However, it
does not seem to be as important as performance. In columns 5 and 6,
we also include the squared and cubic terms, respectively. There seems
to be a nonlinear relationship among these variables, but these terms do
not affect the gender coefficient.
To study the difference in earnings per unit of performance, in table 16,

we show that there is no gender difference in the rewards for each hour
billed for each dollar of client revenue raised by the lawyers. This evidence
is in line with the Survey of Law Firm Economics (2012), which does not
observe gender differences in the billing rates of associate lawyers. The
survey shows median billing rates of $225 for male associate lawyers and
$224 for female lawyers.
Hours billed and new client revenue are good summary statistics for

productivity. Our analysis reveals a strong relationship between earnings
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and the two performance measures. Overall, the analysis shows that it is
crucial to control for differences in workers’ performance.
VI. The Role of Performance in the Promotion
Gender Gap
In this section, we use a structure similar to that in Section V to analyze
the impact of performance on promotion. Performance is key not only
for current earnings but also for future earnings, through the prospect
of being promoted to partner status. We link the performance data from
2007 with data on partnership status by 2012.34 In the subsequent anal-
ysis, we show the following findings. First, there is a sizable gender gap
in promotion, and it remains unaffected by the inclusion of a compre-
hensive set of individual and firm characteristics. Second, there is a very
strong and positive relationship between the probability of being a part-
ner and earlier performance in the lawyer’s career. Third, as with earn-
ings, the inclusion of the performance measures can explain a large part
34 Since
sent the m
spectively
the sampl
ent in our
to the wa
TABLE 16
Earnings: Returns to Performance

Annual Earnings

Female 229.48**
[13.41]

Hours billed 26.482***
[4.851]

Female � hours billed 10.90
[7.12]

New client revenue 5.67***
[1.254]

Female � new client revenue 5.025
[4.186]

Constant 27.82
[28.49]

Individual controls Yes
Firm controls Yes
Region fixed effects Yes
Education controls Yes
Observations 974
R 2 .424
there is some attrition from the sample over time, ap
ain descriptive statistics and main performance an

, for those who respond to both waves 2 and 3 (i.e., 20
es are comparable as the gender differences in perfo
main findings persist when we restrict the overall sa

ve 3 survey.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
p. tables A.10 and A.11 pre-
d earnings regressions, re-
07 and 2012). We find that
rmance and earnings pres-
mple to those who respond
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of the gender gap in promotion that remains after controlling for indi-
vidual and firm characteristics. Finally, hours worked do not seem to ex-
plain the gender gap in earnings as much as performance measures do.
In table 17, we analyze the likelihood of becoming a partner. The un-

conditional gap in the partnership likelihood between male and female
lawyers is nearly 10 percent (col. 1). In column 2, after controlling for in-
dividual characteristics, educational variables, and firm characteristics,
the gap remains very similar. Similarly, in column 3, we show that control-
ling for hours worked in 2007 explains only a small part of the gender gap
(shrinking from 10.5 percent to 9.5 percent).
In columns 4 and 5, we control for our measures of performance:

hours billed and the amount of new client revenue generated. Control-
ling for performance explains a considerable share of the gender gap,
such that the point estimate falls to 5.9 percent (col. 4). Moreover, al-
though the gender gap in promotion is still negative, it becomes statisti-
cally insignificant once differences in performance are accounted for.
Therefore, the number of hours billed and the amount of client revenue
raised both have a strong and positive effect on promotion, explaining up
to 40 percent of the gap remaining after controlling for individual and
TABLE 17
Partnership

Partnership

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Female 2.0913** 2.105** 2.0948** 2.0596 2.0581 2.012
[.0393] [.0468] [.0473] [.0488] [.0491] [.0630]

Hours worked .0733* .0143 .0361
[.0408] [.0430] [.0582]

Hours billed .239*** .235*** .251***
[.0563] [.0580] [.0818]

New client revenue .0772*** .0762*** .0458
[.0241] [.0243] [.0288]

Aspirations .0553***
[.0100]

Region fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 689 655 655 655 655 454
Note.—Partnership takes the value one if the lawyer is an equity partner or shareholder
in the law firm in which he or she works in 2012 and zero otherwise, using responses from
the third wave of the AJD data. Hours billed is expressed in 1,000s of hours. New client rev-
enue is expressed in 100,000s of US dollars. Hours worked is expressed in 1,000s of annual
hours worked. For definitions of the variables, see table 1.
* Significant at the 10 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
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firm characteristics. Furthermore, the added value of the performance
measures is also brought out by the fact that performance explains a
more substantial part of the gap in promotions than hours worked. As
with earnings, there is only a small additional contribution in explaining
the gender gap when controlling for hours worked in addition to the per-
formance measures (from 5.9 percent in col. 4 to 5.8 percent in col. 5).
Since we found that promotion aspirations explain an important part
of the gender gap in performance, it is natural to also examine the link
between career aspiration and the promotion to partnership. In col-
umn 6, we see that early career aspirations (in 2007) are positively and
significantly related to becoming partner. We also find that, even after in-
cluding aspirations, the performance measures remain positive and sig-
nificant.
VII. Conclusion
We examine gender differences in performance among high-skilled indi-
viduals. Our focus is on the legal profession, which allows us to draw on
well-defined and homogeneousmeasures of workplace performance. We
find large gender gaps in workplace performance and that these gaps
have substantial consequences for gender gaps in earnings and promo-
tion.
We explore three main hypotheses to explain gender gaps in perfor-

mance: (i) factors correlated with possible discrimination in the work-
place; (ii) the presence of children in the household, particularly young
children; and (iii) career concern factors. Possible channels of direct dis-
crimination in law firms—whereby, for instance, senior lawyers (i.e., law
firm partners) could interfere with performance—are not strong deter-
minants of performance gaps. The presence of preschool children in
the household contributes to the gaps in performance; however, it is
not the only key determinant. A substantial share of the gender gap in
performance is explained by aspirations to become a partner, which are
likely to reflect more general career concerns as well as traditional gender
roles.
We find that the distribution of career aspirations differs across gen-

ders, which is reflected in the differences in performance. Aspirations
to become a partner continue to play a role for the gender performance
gap even after taking into account contemporaneous reverse causality
concerns—addressed by predicting current aspirations to become a part-
ner using measures that are correlated with aspirations but predate most
of the lawyers’ time in the legal profession. Gender differences exist in
other dimensions, such as area of specialization, time spent networking,
and time spent working on weekends. While these factors influence per-
formance, they do not appear to explain the gender gaps in performance.
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An important next step would therefore be to examine in greater detail
why career aspirations and the effects of raising children differ across gen-
der, affecting even the most elite professional men and women.
Our results reveal the central role of gender gaps in performance for

the analysis of gender differences in career outcomes and its determi-
nants. Traditionally, the lack of data onworkplace performance, especially
in skilled or nonmanual jobs, would leave it to speculation whether gen-
der gaps in career outcomes might be explained by differences in perfor-
mance. We demonstrate that a considerable share of gender gaps in earn-
ings and promotion to partnership in the legal profession can be explained
by including direct measures of a commonly omitted variable: workplace
performance. One potential implication is that gender-based inequality
in earnings and career outcomes might not decrease in the near future—
and could even increase—asmore high-skilled workers are explicitly com-
pensated on the basis of performance.
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