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What the presentation is about 

• Context of promotions in academia (externally driven labour market)
• Examples of “gender problems” in public debate
• Findings from “the trench warfare” (published in Scientometrics)
• Possible further steps of analysis (homophily)
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Context 

• Italy is an externally driven academic labour market (Musselin 2005)
• Promotions link to salary increase, which means that promotions determine 

(gender) pay gaps
• Academics are civil servants, which implies that MIUR (Dept) is the employer and 

it stores and provide individual details at national level
• After Gelmini Reform (Dec-2010), promotions are totally played at institutional 

level without necessity to comply specific national regulations – provided a 
national merit base fit-for-role (ASN) is previously achieved (Marini 2014, Marini 
2017, Marzolla 2016) 
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Some literature about Gender and Academic Career

Universities are “gendered organisations” (J. Acker, 1990), built around a prestige economy 
which is shaped on the male norm (Aiston & Jung, 2015; Coate & Howson, 2014)
Unconscious gender bias and work allocation negatively affect women (Barrett & Barrett, 
2011; Easterly & Ricard, 2011; Guarino & Borden, 2017; Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, 
Graham, & Handelsman, 2012; Roos & Gatta, 2009; Valian, 2005)

As a result:
• Women are underrepresented in senior management and high rank leadership positions 

(EU, 2016; Morley, 2013, 2014)
• They have lower chance to become professors (Danell and Hjerm, 2013; Perna, 2001, 

2005), even when checking by productivity (Weisshaar 2017)
• In the case of Italy, most of the evidence focuses on ASN and presents mixed findings 

(Abramo et al., 2015; Bagues et al., 2017; De Paola & Scoppa, 2015; Marini 2017)

4



The realm of awkward and sensitive topic

• Since promotions/recruitment are merit based and are public transparent competitions 
(Bourdieu 1987), candidates who lose may formally complain and sue the Committee 
(Marini 2018)

• Actual competitions happen before day of interview
• Strife is among (groups of) seniors who usually try to promote their own protégés
• There can be consensus and no, or limited, conflict in enacting this practice 

• Day of interview is usually the moment when formal stuff is pursued accurately in order 
to avoid complaints 

• Candidates’ identities, feedback and credentials are formally public and expected to be 
so. Pure meritocracy is very stressful, and impossible to be totally met. 

• There is a long tradition of “rigging competitions”, also whenever regulations change. 
• The new system of ASN supposedly should bypass it. 
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A fictitious example
Napoleonic system Anglo-Saxon system
Candidates cannot hide themselves (L.M. will know soon 
that you want to “betray” him/her )

Candidates are not known until positive outcome of 
interview (L.M. won’t know your real plans)

Public list of candidates No disclosure of candidates’ identities 

Public results based on merit Decision based on discretion, reinforced by specific 
managers’ desiderata

Formal complain allowed, but is time consuming and 
potentially eroding relationships

Written feedback as possible explanation of decision of 
outcome of interview

Newspaper are happy to report scandals (harshly)* Newspapers are happy to report issue & cases**

Few mobility expected Mobility driven by flexibility & performance 

Seniority in a place counts Seniority may count negatively (Sennett 1998)

Poorly funded system Properly funded system

6



Real examples
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23rd Oct 2018
The Guardian
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Back to scientific analysis of scientific career
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“The trench warfare of gender discrimination…” 
… and further steps about diversity
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Some first evidence
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Premises 

• Promotions to full professor (from associate rank or below)

• Mobility by institution is negligible 

• Promotions are no more a national struggle within disciplinary communities; 
institutions rule, also on performativity indicators (Capano & Pritoni 2018)

• Multilevel analysis at institutional level is able to capture the invisibility of new 
institutional procedures and criteria in selecting promotions out of those who are fit-
for-the-role (ASN)

• Institutional constraints based on performance indicators determine the total amount 
of possible promotions/recruitment – main confounding variable (Marini & Meschitti 
2018)

• Arguably the Italian system is undermining some stratification, we used VQR to check 
by “national official reputation” of Departments 
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Variables 
• Observations: all Italian academics who passed ASN from inception (2012) until 2015 
• Promotion (binary)
• Merit indicators (from national ASN source)

• Number of articles Books 
• Citations Articles or Chapters
• H index Articles in “first ranked” journals 

• Gender 
• Age 
• PO (amount of money to be spent by institution out of a performative formula)
• VQR (first and second waves)
• Rank of academics 
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Possible interpretations

• At parity of publications and citations, women are less likely to be promoted in 
comparison to men
• This is striking because discrimination against women at ASN level was very small, 

whereas when things go not transparent and not directly accountable, gender 
discrimination is remarkable  
• Space for promotions are so scarce that:

• it is a struggle between men, and only males not-bestowed promotions are noted – females’ ones 
are given for granted

• diversity is not taken into account, meaning that statistically dominant gender is more likely to 
continue to have advantages. 

• The latter point in turns compels to analyse if this dynamic happens in disciplines where women are 
more (which in turn should take into account if humanities are penalised in relation to other “more 
useful” disciplines)
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Further steps in analyses: is there homophily?
Area %W in 2000 %W in 2017 %W FP in 2000 %W FP in 2017
1 34.27 32.36 13.82 19.66
2 15.38 20.53 4.61 12.37
3 31.09 47.97 9.59 25.89
4 22.35 29.00 7.79 18.23
5 43.33 53.61 20.53 33.41
6 20.82 32.98 5.35 15.65
7 25.23 38.91 6.09 17.66
8 18.63 32.34 7.47 18.78
9 9.55 16.89 2.35 9.48
10 53.10 54.28 30.96 42.54
11 39.25 46.25 18.52 36.06
12 26.88 37.48 7.79 24.15
13 26.63 37.21 9.74 23.14
14 29.98 39.95 9.92 26.44

Is it possible that women are 
more likely to be discriminated 
when they belong to a 
disciplinary community which is 
poorly populated by women at 
highest rank?

Did anything changed after 
implementation of Gelmini Law 
since promotions are no more 
disciplinary battle, but an 
institutional one instead?
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Analysis 

• Variables: 
• Average of Sex at Full Professor rank by institution
• Layer of multilevel analysis by instritution
• Degree of masculinity by discipline * institution for each “top” and “mid” ranks. 
• Only for next slide: difference between percentage of women among the group who got promoted 

and same for the group who did not get promoted (yet) though having ASN

• Observations: 
• Also promotions to Associate Professor

• Assumption: 
• Communities of full professors who are more misbalanced by gender may favour that gender
• If yes, is it the same for both ranks? 
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R= 0.1368 
p= 0.0641 
N= 184
The more a disciplinary community has women at full professor rank, the more the difference of women who won and who lost is at advantage of the former
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Mixed-effects logistic regression               Number of obs =      5,155
Group variable:          ateneo Number of groups  =         77

Obs per group:
min =          1
avg =       66.9
max =        403

Integration method: mvaghermite Integration pts.  =          7

Wald chi2(9)      =      70.20
Log likelihood = -2601.9911                     Prob > chi2       =     0.0000
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
prom_or1316 |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
sex2 |   .4724326   .0919463     5.14   0.000     .2922211     .652644

ind1_I |   .1123034   .0238458     4.71   0.000     .0655664    .1590404
ind2_I |  -.0163655   .0080154    -2.04   0.041    -.0320754   -.0006556
ind3_I |   .0457034   .0158501     2.88   0.004     .0146377    .0767692

age |  -.0097817   .0058889    -1.66   0.097    -.0213237    .0017603
PO |  -.1861685   .2455465    -0.76   0.448    -.6674309    .2950939

rung1 |   .0263227   .0125134     2.10   0.035     .0017968    .0508486
masc_top |   .1970004   .1344264     1.47   0.143    -.0664705    .4604713
masc_mid |  -.2908916   .1441751    -2.02   0.044    -.5734696   -.0083137

_cons |  -1.397573   .3189933    -4.38   0.000    -2.022788   -.7723571
-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
ateneo |

var(_cons)|   .7513933   .1915524                      .4559013    1.238408
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
LR test vs. logistic model: chibar2(01) = 257.52      Prob >= chibar2 = 0.0000

Promotions to 
Full Professor



Promotions to 
Associate 
Professor

Mixed-effects logistic regression               Number of obs =      7,968
Group variable:          ateneo Number of groups  =         84

Obs per group:
min =          1
avg =       94.9
max =        530

Integration method: mvaghermite Integration pts.  =          7

Wald chi2(8)      =      80.02
Log likelihood = -5193.5812                     Prob > chi2       =     0.0000
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
prom_ass1316 |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]
-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

sex2 |   .0616174   .0491864     1.25   0.210    -.0347863    .1580211
ind1_II |   .0081565   .0146168     0.56   0.577    -.0204918    .0368049
ind2_II |  -.0038464   .0049804    -0.77   0.440    -.0136078     .005915
ind3_II |   .0510487   .0118232     4.32   0.000     .0278757    .0742217

age |  -.0277551   .0047786    -5.81   0.000     -.037121   -.0183892
PO |  -.0944718   .0973471    -0.97   0.332    -.2852685    .0963249

rung1 |   .0662552   .0086384     7.67   0.000     .0493242    .0831862
masc_top |  -.0967789   .0816977    -1.18   0.236    -.2569035    .0633458

_cons |   1.164009   .2140195     5.44   0.000     .7445389     1.58348
-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
ateneo |

var(_cons)|   .2827657   .0638846                      .1816005    .4402878
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
LR test vs. logistic model: chibar2(01) = 375.18      Prob >= chibar2 = 0.0000



Thank you! Questions welcome…

[…] there was Mr. Tansley
whispering in her ear, “Women 
can’t paint, women can’t write ...”
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