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Introduction: In recent years, conversations about 

the low representation of white women, women and 

men of color, and other marginalized groups in most 

STEM (science, technology, engineering, mathematics) 

fields have become more and more frequent. Multiple 

studies have been undertaken to understand representa-

tion; they show that these minority groups can be af-

fected by isolation [e.g., 1], experience a higher risk of 

abuse in the workplace [2], are less likely to speak at 

conferences [3,4], and have stronger inclinations to 

leave a field of study [5,6,7]. We will add to this body 

of knowledge by presenting data on gender de-

mographics at the annual Lunar and Planetary Science 

Conference (LPSC) from 1999 to 2017. Specifically, 

we will present data that describe the distribution of 

male and female participants as session leaders and 

speakers at the LPSC, and whether or not there is a 

relationship between the retention of women in the 

field of Planetary Science and their attendance at the 

LPSC. We will further compare these results to those 

found from studies of other conferences. 

Background: Conferences are important places for 

networking, finding collaborators, and seeking men-

tors. Talks, in particular, are good ways for researchers 

to make their research visible to the field. Upon regis-

tration, attendees of most scientific conferences, in-

cluding the LPSCs, have the option to choose their 

preference for an oral or a poster presentation. The 

organizing committee then selects those specific talks 

in each session that correspond to both science that fits 

the session and the selected preference. Anecdotally 

however, it is often noted that some sessions lack a 

representative number of underrepresented minority 

(URM) and women speakers. Although this lack of 

URM and women speakers is in some part due to their 

lower representation in the field overall, implicit and 

explicit biases inherent in all of us may be important 

factors that affect speaker selection [3,4]. Additionally, 

as a result of not gaining the visibility that comes from 

speaking at conferences, women and URMs may be 

less likely to advance or be retained in the field [5,6,7]. 

The 2011 Planetary Science Workforce Study [8,9] 

estimated that there are roughly 1200 professional 

planetary scientists working in the United States, and 

27% of them identify as female [10]. In recent years, 

the LPSC has attracted ~1700 attendees, and if LPSC 

attendance is representative of the field, ~460 of them 

should be female (Figure 1). Furthermore, with ~520 

speakers over the course of the ~36 sessions during the 

week, ~140 of them should also be female, if gender 

parity is achieved.  

Ford et al. [11] analyzed the gender of American 

Geophysical Union (AGU) Fall meeting speaking op-

portunities from 2014 to 2016. The AGU has a plane-

tary science section whose members regularly attend 

LPSC meetings. However, the meetings are substantial-

ly different, with AGU being much larger and the ses-

sions organized by separate individuals as opposed to a 

single organizing committee used by the LPSC. Ford et 

al. [11] found gender inequity in speaking opportuni-

ties at the AGU fall meetings. They found that women 

submitted 32% of all AGU abstracts, similar to the 

percentage of women in planetary science [10], and 

that women opted for poster presentations more than 

did men. Moreover, male primary conveners allocated 

invited abstracts and oral presentations to women less 

often and below the proportion of women first authors. 

We will present similar analyses using the LPSC data 

from 1999-2017. 

Analyses: Publicly available data of attendees, ab-

stracts, and oral/poster presenters at 18 LPSCs between 

1999 and 2017 were collected (Table 1) and inserted 

into a spreadsheet for easy sorting. Over 24,260 names 

(including duplicates) are included in the spreadsheet. 

The spreadsheet also includes city, country of affilia-

tion, job title, and degree (2011-2017; from 1999-

2010, degree and job title were not collected). At the 

time of this abstract submission, we are determining the 

gender presentation of each person in the spreadsheet 

using available public information, such as photo-

graphs and personal and professional bios [as practiced 

in 3,9]. We understand that gender is not a binary and 

is not always the same as gender presentation, but giv-

en that self-reported data are not available, this is the 

best way to understand gender differences at this time. 

We are also cross-referencing conference webpages to 

determine who served as a session chair and who pre-

sented a poster and/or a talk. Once this information is 

available, we will determine the number and percent-

age of women attending LPSC each year, as well as the 

number and percentage of women presenting a poster 

and/or a talk. We will compare these numbers to the 

percentage of women in the field at the time of the con-

ference. Furthermore, if the data allow, we will com-

pare numbers of women in each degree-year cohort to 

see how retention may be affected. Our current study 

will not be able to report the participation of URM 

scientists at LPSCs because determining race and eth-
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nicity is much more difficult and prone to error than 

determining gender presentation. 

Recommendations: Studies of who speaks at con-

ferences [e.g., 3,9,11,12], who asks questions at con-

ferences [e.g., 13], and best practices for conference 

participation [e.g., 7] have been documented. We rec-

ommend that organizers and participants of the LPSCs 

begin to implement some of these best practices (e.g., 

allow more time for questions [as recommended by 

13]) and continue the ones that are already being im-

plemented (e.g., being receptive to studies such as this 

one [as noted in 4]). Furthermore, in order to truly un-

derstand the population of session chairs, speakers, and 

poster presenters, it would be important for the LPSC 

registration page to allow registrants to enter demo-

graphic information (e.g., race, gender, etc.). There is 

currently a call to collect similar information for the 

Division of Planetary Science (DPS) meetings [14] and 

since 2013, the AGU has asked its members to self-

report this information [11]. Another way that LPSC 

organizers could easily collect gender information and 

avoid the false gender binary would be for them to in-

clude personal pronouns on name badges, such as im-

plemented at recent American Astronomical Society 

and DPS meetings. This should include non-binary 

genders as well as male and female. 

Conclusion: Conference climate is an important 

component for retention in any professional field, and 

the greater the representation of women at the confer-

ence relative to men, the less likely are women to leave 

[e.g., 7]. Publicly available data allow us to document 

the number of women who are session chairs, speakers, 

and poster presenters at the LPSCs. If LPSC organizers 

follow the practice of AGU and allow self-reporting of 

demographic information, the representation of URMs 

can also be studied.  In any case, current data allow us 

to begin to have a better understanding of whether or 

not unconscious bias is affecting whose research is 

being presented and how that may be affecting (or not) 

the advancement of women in STEM fields. 
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Figure 1. LPSC attendance data from 1999-2017 (top line). 

The estimated number of expected female attendees is indi-

cated by the bottom line, assuming a constant 27% [10]. The 

actual number of female attendees will be presented. 

 

Table 1. Publicly available data that show the number of 

attendees, submitted abstracts, and oral and poster presenta-

tions at each of the past 18 LPSCs. 

Year # Attendees # Abstracts # Talks # Posters 

1999 1082 1075 429 448 

2000 1116 1104 446 452 

2001 1173 1197 449 526 

2002 1164 1075 443 516 

2003 1179 1132 448 522 

2004 1317 1189 476 588 

2005 1460 1409 497 781 

2006 1582 1467 505 825 

2007 1508 1446 501 820 

2008 1537 1555 508 901 

2009 1520 1572 526 936 

2010 1626 1748 525 1098 

2011 1789 1841 557 1178 

2012 1761 1943 558 1247 

2013 1823 2112 577 1373 

2014 1709 1934 545 1233 

2015 1767 2024 564 1310 

2016 1721 2074 554 1377 

2017 1792 2046 568 1330 
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