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Abstract

The gender gap in college major choice has become an important issue in higher education. In particular,
female students are underrepresented in natural science majors in many countries. This paper estimates
students’ preference for college majors, in addition to other attributes of college education programs. We
use a fully randomized conjoint survey experiment, which allows us to estimate preference for each program
attributes, including tuition fees, labor market conditions after graduation, gender composition within the
university and the department, and college major. We find a large gender gap in the preference for college
major even when other attributes are held constant. The female respondents do not prefer natural science
majors, on average. The heterogeneity analysis also shows consistent results: a positive preference for natural
science majors is not observed even in female respondents with high math grades in junior high school.
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1 Introduction

The gender gap in major college choices has become an important issue. A well-known stylized fact is
that women are underrepresented in the STEM (science, technology, engineering, or math) majors in most
countries (Stoet and Geary 2018; Mostafa 2019). Previous studies (for instance, Kahn and Ginther 2017;
Stoet and Geary 2018; Patnaik, Wiswall, and Zafar 2020) point out potential factors of the gender difference
in the college major choice. However, no studies have compared the relative importance of the attributes of
education programs.

This paper quantitatively compares the relative importance of these factors using a fully randomized conjoint
survey experiment (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014) among young respondents (20 years old).
In the experiment, respondents are asked to choose their preferred college program from two hypothetical
programs. The programs consist of the following attributes: (1) major (natural sciences or humanities), (2)
the gender composition in the university, (3) the gender composition in the program, (4) university location,
(5) tuition fee, (6) average income of male graduates at 30 years old, and (7) average income of female
graduates at 30 years old. The randomization of these attributes allows us to quantitatively identify causal
factors affecting the program choice, which can be interpreted as the educational program preference.

The main interest is the college major, natural science majors vs other majors. The survey results show
a significant gender difference in major choices. Even when other attributes are given, female respondents
tend to avoid natural science, but no clear effect of college major is observed among male respondents.

We employ heterogeneity analysis with machine learning (Semenova and Chernozhukov 2017) to discover
within-gender groups. The results show that female respondents do not prefer natural science majors even
if their math and natrual science grades are above the median. In contrast, male respondents prefer the
natural science majors if their grades are above the median.

We also find other factors affecting college program choice. The expected income of graduates with the same
gender as the respondent increases the probability of program choice, while the expected income of graduates
with the opposite gender does not. The other factors, including location, tuition, and gender composition in
the program /university, have similar effects for male and female respondents.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the survey design and descriptive statistics
of our data. In Section 3, we introduce the empirical strategy. Section 4 shows the estimation results, and
Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Data

This paper employs a fully randomized conjoint survey experimental design (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and
Yamamoto 2014) to elicit a preference for academic majors. The fully randomized design has become
popular due to its robustness (Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Yamamoto 2015; Bansak et al. 2019, 2018).

Our survey was conducted via the Internet in March 2020. The respondents were 19 years old and included
both college and noncollege students. There were 399 and 501 male and female respondents, respectively.
They first enrolled in the conjoint experiments and then answered the background questions.

An advantage of our data is the panel structure. We can access the survey results of the same respondents
in junior high school and can then examine the relationship between respondents’ college major preference
and their grades in junior high school.

3 Estimation strategy

This section formally defines our estimands and the choice problem in our conjoint survey experiments. Our
main interest is the gender-specific preference on the academic major; natural science VS Social science and
Humanity.



Each respondent was asked her/his preferred program from two education programs j and —j. Program
Jj is characterized by a vector of other program attributes a; = {ai,...,as,...,ar}, where q; is the level of
attribute [.

Our estimands are defined by the potential outcome as Y; j(a) where a = [a;,a_;]. Y;j(a) =1 is equal to
one if respondent i prefers program j over alternative —j.

In the choice experiment, respondents state their preferred program from two programs j and —j after
observing realized attributes A; = [A; ;, A;,—;]. The respondent’s statement is summarized by choice dummy

Yi‘fjl-’s; Yl"]bs = 1 if respondent i chooses program j and Yl"]bs = 0 if she/he chooses alternative —j.

An important property of the fully randomized design is the independence between the potential outcome
and realized program attributes. Formally,

ifid(d, CL) 1 Az

Independence allows us to identify the conditional average potential outcome p(alg,z) = E[Y; ;(a)|G; =
g, X; =] as

p(alg,x) = BY?"|Ai = a,G; = g, X; = 2] (1)
where G; is respondent i’s sex, and X; is background characteristics.

Above identification results cannot directly apply for estimation with our data because of the over-fitting
problem. Even the sample size is limited, A; and X; are high-dimensional. The statistical estimation of
E [Yig’-bs\Ai = a,G; = g,X; = ] is then difficult. We introduce marginalized quantities, which are easily
estimated.

3.1 Average marginal potential outcome

To describe the gender-specific preference on an education program, the average marginal potential outcome

is introduced. The average marginal potential outcome is defined as p;(a;lg) = Za,l,- 0 ulalg, x) x

fla—ij,a—;, ), which is marginalized the conditional average potential outcome given attribute I’s level and
gender. Equation (1) directly identifies the average marginal potential outcome as

ﬂ(a\g) = E[Y;?'bﬂAi’j’l =a,G; = g]_

The average marginal potential outcome is easily estimated by the sub-sample mean given gender of respon-
dent and the level of the attribute.

3.2 Preference on college major

Next, the preference structure of college major is examined. We then estimate the best linear predictors of
the conditional average difference of potential outcome;

:U'(d = 1,a|g,:€) - /u'(d = O,d|g,x)

where d be the indicator of academic major of a program j, which is equal to one with natural science and
zero otherwise. a is other attributes.

To avoid over-fitting problem, the double machine learning estimation (Semenova and Chernozhukov 2017)
is employed. Equation (1) can be rewritten by the double robust score function (Robins, Rotnitzky, and
Zhao 1994);

u(l,&,g,x) - [L(O,fl,g,lv) = E[Sij(&agazﬂﬁi = a, G;= Q,Xi = ‘T]’



where
Sij(&,g,fﬁ) = fY(l,d,g,fE) - fY(O7&agvx)

I(Dij = 1) X (}/i(;'bs - fY(L&agvx)) I(DZJ = O) X (Yi(])'bs - fY(OvamgaI))
+ - i
0.5 0.5
where fy(d,a,g,z) = E[Yi?bs|Dij =d, A =a,G; =g, X; = z]. fy(d,a,g,x) is estimated by LASSO method
(Tibshirani 1996), which is lower out-of-sample MSE among boosting (Friedman 2001) and random forest
(Breiman 2001).

Semenova and Chernozhukov (2017) shows the best linear predictor on a variable z € [a, z] can be estimated
by the OLS estimation of u(1,a,g,z) — 1(0,a,9,2) on z. In the following analysis, we estimate the best
linear predictors of program attributes and academic performance in the junior high school.

4 Result

4.1 Average marginal potential outcome

The following figure reports the average marginal potential outcome, which is separately estimated with
male and female samples.

Figure 1

Our main interest is the preference of academic major, differs significantly by gender. Female respondents
tend to not prefer natural science majors, even when other attributes are held constant. For male respondents,
no clear preference is observed because the point estimator of the academic major is close to zero and
not statistically significant. Preferences on the expected income are also clearly different. On average,
respondents are concerned only about the income of graduates with the same gender.

The estimated average potential outcome of other attributes are almost the same between the female and
male respondents. Respondents of both sexes prefer an education program with low tuition fees, located in
their home countries, and with a larger share of women in the university and the department.

4.2 Natrual science penalty/premium

The best linear predictors of the natural science penalty/premium are reported.

4.2.1 Program attributes

The best linear predictors of program attributes are follows. First, the best linear predictors of female
respondents are shown in Figure2.

Figure 2

The figure shows the natural science penalty of female respondents regardless of other attributes. Even
considering confidence intervals, the natural science major robustly decreases the choice probability.

Figure 3 presents The best linear predictors of male respondents.
Figure 3

Same as female respondents, our data cannot find clear interactions between the college major and other
program attributes. The natural science major then dose not have clear effects on the choice probabilities.



4.2.2 Grades in junior high school

Next figures report the best linear predictors of grades in junior high school. Estimation results of female
respondents are in Figure 4.

Figure 4

Estimated linear predictors are consisted with the grades of math and natrual science. Respondents with
lower grade tend to strongly avoid the natural science major. Surprisingly, the natural science penalty is
still observed even among female respondents with high math/natural science grades.

Figure 5 reports the best linear predictors of male respondents.
Figure 5

College major preference of male respondents is also consisted with math and natural science grades in the
junior high school. Positive effect of the natural science department is observed among respondents with
high grades.

5 Conclusion

This paper examines the gender gap in education program preferences using a fully randomized conjoint
survey experiment. We find significant gender heterogeneity in college major choice even when other pro-
gram attributes are held constant. Female respondents tend to avoid natural science majors, while male
respondents do not.

Additionally, both male and female respondents prefer a diverse environment; a larger share of female
students on campus increases program choice probability. The expected income of graduates with the same
gender as the respondents significantly increases the program-choice probability, but the income of graduates
with the opposite gender has no clear effects. This result implies that attracting more female students requires
improving the female labor market.

Finally, the paper shows negative results, which means that our data cannot identify a female group with
a positive STEM preference. Our results suggest that the conjoint survey experiment should include other
attributes, for instance, the share of female faculty, to detect modifiers that may effectively change women’s
preferences.
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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