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Abstract
Even though the majority of psychologists are women, they are outnumbered by men in 
senior academic ranks. One reason for this representation bias in academia is that men 
favor other men in decision-making, especially when the stakes are high. We tested the 
possibility of such bias in a bibliometric analysis, in which we coded editors’ and authors’ 
gender in regular and special issues, the latter considered of higher scientific prominence. 
We examined all special issues from five prominent scientific outlets in the fields of per-
sonality and social psychology published in the twenty-first century. Altogether, we ana-
lyzed 1911 articles nested in 93 sets comprising a special issue and a neighboring regu-
lar issue treated as a control condition. For articles published in special (but not regular) 
issues, when there were more men editors, more men first-authored and co-authored the 
work. This pattern suggests how gender bias can be perpetuated within academia and calls 
for revising the editorial policies of leading psychology journals.

Keywords Gender bias · Bibliometric analysis · Special issues

Men outnumbering women in high-status academic positions is a well-documented fact. It 
is evident even in the domains like psychology, where in the US context, women constitute 
the majority of students in undergraduate and graduate studies (71% and 78% respectively; 
National Science Foundation) and of members in the American Psychological Associa-
tion (58%; APA, 2017) and the Society for Personality and Social Psychology (51%; SPSP, 
2016). Notably, the proportion of women among associate and full professors in social and 
personality psychology is 45.8% and 28.1%, respectively (Johnson et al., 2017). We label 
this higher presence of men versus women in high-status academic  positions irrespective 
of base rates a representation bias.

One explanation for this representation bias comes from the social role theory, according to 
which men and women are expected to possess attributes that equip them for sex-typical roles 
(Eagly, 1987). Stereotypically masculine, but not feminine, traits are related to agency and 
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therefore substantially overlap with traits associated with high-status scholarship (Leslie et al., 
2015; Miller et al., 2018). Accordingly, the decision-makers may favor men in a selection pro-
cess, as they may match the stereotype more than women, according to the role congruity 
principle (Eagly & Karau, 2002).

However, in line with social identity  theory and the ingroup favoritism phenomenon, the 
general tendency to prefer men over women for high-status positions can depend on the deci-
sion-makers’ gender (Tajfel, 1982). Specifically, representation bias can be more evident in a 
predominantly masculine environment, as  men benefit more from this cultural arrangement. 
In this case, the lower presence of women in high-status positions is particularly eminent when 
men make selection decisions that can favor their ingroup, that is other men. If more women 
were among the decisive bodies, the asymmetry could be diminished, as women do not share 
the male ingroup bias with men.

The current research examines gender representation in publication outlets of various aca-
demic prestige. Specifically, we compare gender  representation within authorship in both the 
special and regular issues of five personality and social psychological journals. We focus on 
differences pertaining to the authorship because the editorial roles are always considered as 
prestigious for both regular and special issues alike. In terms of publishing, however, special 
issues in comparison to regular issues in the same journals, are prominent and sought-after 
outlets in science for authors, as they indicate the author’s expertise on a given topic and con-
tribute to that expertise through higher citation rates (Conlon et al., 2006). Under the assump-
tions of social role theory, there should be an overall higher presence of men than women 
in such high-status outlets. However, if some sort of ingroup bias is additionally at play, the 
number of women as authors could vary  depending on the gender composition of the editorial 
team. Specifically, we would observe that a higher number of men in editorial teams would 
lead to a higher representation of men as authors. For regular issues that bear less association 
with high status (Conlon et al., 2006), the gender composition of editorial teams should be less 
related to the authors’ gender composition.

We consider this investigation important because representation bias can be a crucial factor 
in maintaining gender bias within academia. Positions of power shape collective associations 
regarding who can be influential in science, and the power of these stereotypes also affects 
discrimination with respect to hiring, advancing, granting research funding, or publishing. 
Representation bias not only contributes to the equality of opportunities for women and men 
but also eventually affects the quality of science. Diversity in the academic pool contributes to 
bringing diverse experiences and perspectives, thus fueling scientific innovation and progress 
(Formanowicz, 2021; Hofstra et al., 2020). Therefore, analyzing which factors may contribute 
to the persistence of representation bias can address both the issue of equality and the quality 
of scientific discovery. Below, we review  in more detail the evidence for representation bias 
in academia, stereotypical beliefs that associate men with high-status scholarship, and findings 
and theorizing that suggest that the preference for selecting men for high-status positions can 
be particularly strong among men.

Representation bias in academia

As we already mentioned, one of the most obvious manifestations of representation 
bias in academia pertains to the employment hierarchy. The higher the status of the 
position, the lower women’s presence becomes (Gruber et  al., 2021). For example, 
female and male PhD graduates from prestigious universities  find good employment at 
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different rates, with men finding better placements in jobs than women (Clauset et al., 
2015). Additionally, research has captured gender asymmetry in promotions (i.e., men 
advance faster than women; Ginther & Kahn, 2006, 2015) and deanship representation 
(i.e., overrepresentation of men among deans; Bilen-Green et al., 2008). Importantly, 
while longitudinal data indicate that the gender gap in promotions and the tenure rate 
is shrinking (Webber & Canché, 2015), gender disparities at higher levels of academic 
hierarchy still exist (Carter et  al., 2017; Ginther & Kahn, 2015), further exacerbated 
by the increasing precarity of lower level academic positions that disproportionately 
affects women in comparison to men (Minello, 2020).

Differences in the treatment of men and women in high-status positions also extend 
to payroll (APA, 2017; Ceci et  al., 2014). When hired, women in academia are paid 
less than men, even though they demonstrate similar scientific productivity (Brower & 
James, 2020; Frandsen et al., 2020). The difference in salary is especially pronounced 
among associate and full professors (Gruber et al., 2021). Finally, gender bias in aca-
demia is also present in reference to other financial indices, such as grant success rates 
(Bornmann et al., 2007; van der Lee & Ellemers, 2015), even at the very early stages 
of an academic carrier (Wijnen et al., 2021).

Representation bias, however, can also manifest more subtly in terms of access to 
professional prestige, which can determine whose voice is heard loud and clear and 
who has more influence in shaping the academic field. Here, men are more often 
invited as speakers at conferences and colloquia (Nittrouer et al., 2018) or to prepare 
editorial introductions that may shape their respective fields, such as health or medical 
sciences (Chang & Cesare, 2020). Men are also likelier to be awarded and honored by 
others for their contributions to the field (Diener et al., 2014).

The same pattern can be detected in bibliometric disparities. While women are less 
likely to be found in prestigious first and last author positions across fields (Odic & 
Wojcik, 2020; West et al., 2013), recent findings have also shown that middle author-
ship, which is important for career development as well, is susceptible to the gender 
gap (Fleischmann & Van Berkel, 2021). An analysis by Odic & Wojcik (2020) also 
shows that articles written by men are cited roughly 1.3 times more often than those 
by female authors. This tendency persists even when women publish in top-tier review 
journals. Female first-authored papers are also less likely to be included in graduate-
level syllabi, which can be explained neither by the relative availability of male first-
authored papers in the published literature nor by an alleged preference for including 
classic rather than recent papers (Skitka et  al., 2020). Men are also overrepresented 
among reviewers playing a crucial role in the gatekeeping of scientific publishing 
(Zhang et al., 2022). Overall, disparities in employment and scientific recognition indi-
cate that men and their work are overrepresented in high-status roles, which leads to 
the enhanced visibility and recognition of male members of academia.

Factors contributing to gender representation bias

One reason for the higher appreciation of men than women academics in high-status 
positions may arise from the overlap of cultural stereotypes of scientists and men and 
the resulting association of science (and scholarship) with masculinity (Eagly & Miller, 
2016; Leslie et al., 2015; Miller et al., 2015, 2018). This is particularly evident in field-
specific ability beliefs that address a common perspective that some fields require 
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natural-born talent or brilliance (Leslie et al., 2015). Accordingly, adults and children 
implicitly associate high levels of intellectual ability (e.g., brilliance, genius) with men 
more than with women (Storage et  al., 2020), and it has been found that women are 
underrepresented in disciplines that are associated with genius (Cimpian & Leslie, 
2017; Meyer et al., 2015).

The male-brilliance stereotype operates within academia through at least two differ-
ent routes. First, it is related to a selection bias favoring candidates who match the stere-
otype. For example, letters of recommendation for college (LaCroix, 1985) and graduate 
schools (Watson, 1987), when conveying stereotypically masculine traits (labeled also 
as agentic and pertaining to efficiency or goal achievement) for men and stereotypically 
feminine traits (labeled also as communal and pertaining to warmth or kindness) for 
women, clearly indicate who is more matched with the stereotype of a scholar. Accord-
ingly, those described with agentic traits are hired more often than those described with 
communal traits (Madera et al., 2009). In a similar vein, male applicants chosen for med-
ical school were described with adjectives that highlighted their brilliance and praised 
with research-related adjectives, even though objective criteria showed no differences in 
qualifications with their female counterparts, for whom communal and teaching abilities 
were referenced (Trix & Psenka, 2003). The power of the cultural association between 
masculinity and high-status scholarship can be inferred from the fact that not only men 
but also women engage in a selection bias that favors men in academia (Moss-Racusin 
et  al., 2012). This is particularly evident in the so-called queen bee effect, which is a 
phenomenon observed within male-dominated domains where women who attain high-
status positions engage in sustaining gender inequalities themselves, specifically if the 
system supports male dominance and discrimination against women (Derks et al., 2011; 
Ellemers et al., 2004; Faniko et al., 2020).

The second route through which the male-brilliance stereotype might operate is 
self-selection bias. Women can avoid fields that require brilliance, given that they per-
ceive themselves as not fitting into that role. Furthermore, women share the explicit 
and implicit association of brilliance, a frequent attribute of a scientist, with men—they 
associate brilliance with men more than with their own gender group (Storage et  al., 
2020). These associations have profound consequences, as both girls and women apply 
them when shaping their career choices (Bian et al., 2017, 2018). In reverse, men could 
internalize the brilliance stereotype. This is evident for example in how male and female 
scientists present the importance of their own work, with men using terms like “excel-
lent” or “unique” more often, even though their research itself may not in fact be more 
novel or innovative (Lerchenmueller et al., 2019). This bias in self-praise may explain 
why female-authored grant proposals may receive lower evaluations, even from blind 
reviewers (Kolev et  al., 2019). To sum up, role stereotypes permeate general norms 
and preferences, thus they can contribute to sustaining representation bias through the 
higher preference for men candidates, along with the lower willingness of women to 
apply to these fields.

Male ingroup bias as a factor exacerbating gender representation bias

Both the biased selection and self-selection phenomena speak to the pervasiveness of the 
cultural stereotype conflating high-status scholarship with masculinity. However, an addi-
tional motivational factor might also affect representation bias: male ingroup bias.
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Favoring one’s own ingroup is a well-known phenomenon in psychology. It refers to 
people’s tendency to prefer groups associated with themselves as confirmation of their 
high self-esteem (Allport, 1954; Tajfel et  al., 1971). Such ingroup love does not neces-
sarily equal outgroup hate (Allport, 1954, Golec de Zavala et al., 2013), but it can lead to 
outgroup derogation, especially under conditions of competition over material resources or 
power (Allport, 1954; Brewer, 1999). Accordingly, studies show that ingroup bias is more 
likely to occur under conditions of limited resources or scarcity, in which it is hard to serve 
both ingroup and outgroup members in a way that resources are evenly distributed (Chae 
et al., 2022). We consider this phenomenon worth examining in the context of gender in 
academia, which (beyond cooperation) is a field of competition over prestige, power, and 
limited resources such as prestigious publications in special issues which are less frequent 
than publications in regular issues.

Given the stakes, high-status group members are particularly prone to exhibit ingroup 
bias (Scheepers, 2009, 2017) because they are motivated to maintain their privileged 
position. Accordingly, the magnitude of the representation bias in academia may depend 
on the gender of the decision-makers. As male scientists benefit more from this cultural 
arrangement, they can be more susceptible to representation bias, as it directly benefits 
their ingroup. Therefore, men-dominated environments could favor other men, as this con-
tributes to maintaining men’s privileged position. In contrast, where there are more women 
in the decision-making body, the male ingroup bias can be less prevalent, thus diminishing 
representation bias.

Indeed, research has indicated that, in high-status male-dominated prestigious research 
universities, men are favored in the selection process (Sheltzer & Smith, 2014). Further-
more, at high-status major psychology conferences, which are prominent outlets for one’s 
work and landmarks of scientific visibility (Johnson et  al., 2017), there are, in general, 
fewer women speakers. The representation of women in the symposia, however, has been 
found to vary with the presence versus absence of women in the symposium chair. When 
men are in charge of the symposium, men are predominantly invited to present. A simi-
lar pattern has been observed for disciplines other than psychology (Isbell et  al., 2012). 
Finally, when women have the first author position in an article, gender balance among 
authors is higher (though still not present) in comparison to when men hold this prominent 
authorship position (Jemielniak et al., 2022). Overall, there is scattered but consistent evi-
dence, that when men make the decision there are fewer women involved across a range of 
academic endeavors. 

Overview of the current research

Career development is driven by publishing in top journals, which serve as a system for the 
collection and dissemination of scientific knowledge. Some of those journals, along with 
editorial materials (Chang & Cesare, 2020), also run special issues, which are collections 
of papers on specific topics that provide insight into the most significant research and find-
ings on a given subject. These issues find popularity and prestige, as they have higher cita-
tion rates than regular issue articles (Conlon et al., 2006) and provide considerable influ-
ence on the bibliometric profile of the journal by attracting more immediate citations and 
more overall citations (Smith, 2012). Thus, whoever is invited to write articles for special 
issues obtains the opportunity, not only to pursue a personal career but also to influence the 
trajectory of the field.
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Given the high status of special issues among publication outlets, in this article, we 
examine the representation of women as authors in special issues (vs. regular issues) in 
relation to the editors’ gender. This investigation follows recent anecdotal evidence (Ledg-
erwood et al., 2015): in two of the special issues in Perspectives on Psychological Science 
focused on the future of psychology following the replicability crisis, the editors were all 
men, as were the majority of the authors. We extend this anecdotal finding to a systematic 
analysis in which we examined whether, in special issues, a higher number of men on edi-
torial teams leads to a higher representation of men as authors. For regular issues, which 
bear less association with high status, the gender composition of editorial teams should be 
less related to the gender composition of articles’ authors. On top of the analysis examining 
the potential male ingroup bias, we also investigate the gender composition of the editorial 
teams of regular and special issues, a topic that, in our opinion, has not received proper 
attention in the field of social psychology. Given, however, that being on the editorial team 
is a prestigious appointment in special and regular issues alike, in line with the previous 
argumentation, we expect women to be less represented than men regardless of the outlet.

Methods

Sample of articles

We identified five prominent social psychology journals that regularly publish special 
issues: European Journal of Social Psychology (EJSP), British Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy (BJSP), Group Processes and Intergroup Relations (GPIR), Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology (JESP), and Political Psychology (PP). Within each outlet, we identified 
all special issues published between 2000 and 2020. For each special issue, we created 
a set comprising the special issue itself and one regular issue that preceded the special 
issue. If a special issue was preceded by another special issue or an issue that was already 
included in the dataset, we took the nearest regular issue available following the respective 
special issue. Therefore, each set comprised one special issue and one regular issue. We 
also classified special sections, symposia, and millennia as special issues provided, they 
were edited by guest editors. We did not include such sections if they were not edited by 
a guest editor or if there was no editor information. If within a volume there was a special 
section and regular articles, the latter were added to the control group. We also decided not 
to include virtual special issues because they are usually thematic collections composed of 
articles published in previous years (in regular issues), and thus, they are not articles writ-
ten and submitted to be included in special issues. From the sample of 93 sets, we deleted 
94 editorials, 82 book reviews, 13 corrigenda or errata, two dialogues (as they comprised 
multi-article entries), eight retractions, eight   presidential addresses, six award addresses, 
one in memoriam note, six millenium articles as we could not track down the editors of the 
serie, six "briefly noted" entires and one thematic review essay. The final sample consisted 
of 93 sets comprising 1911 articles, of which 764 were special issue articles, and 1147 
were regular articles (regular issues were coded as 0 and special issues were coded as 1). 
For the list of all articles, including the exclusions, see materials available at https:// osf. io/ 
2ykwm/? view_ only= f2a64 e3a71 4a46a 9a027 2a832 a4a43 3e. For a summary of the journal 
and sample statistics, see Table 1.

https://osf.io/2ykwm/?view_only=f2a64e3a714a46a9a0272a832a4a433e
https://osf.io/2ykwm/?view_only=f2a64e3a714a46a9a0272a832a4a433e
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Authorships and editors‑in‑chief

Each article was coded with respect to the number of authors and their gender. Gender was 
established by a web search of departmental or private webpages, photographs, or other 
online records (such as genderdize.io). In four cases, the gender could not be determined, 
or the authors classified themselves as non-binary. Given the gendered hypothesis of this 
article, on those occasions, we coded the author’s gender as a missing value and reduced 
the number of authors for the respective article. Editors for the regular issues were deter-
mined from the journal webpage or by communicating with each journal’s managerial 
office; for special issues/sections, we coded the authors of the editorial as editors. Thirty 
percent of the coding for authors’ and first authors’ gender were repeated by independent 
raters. In both cases, the inter-rater agreement was high (κ > 0.90, p < 0.001).

Results

Preliminary analyses

As our first step, we compared the percentage of female editors in special (M = 39.64, 
SD = 36.73) and regular issues (M = 25.35, SD = 31.06), and these values were significantly 
different t(179.04) = 2.87, p = 0.005, d = 0.42 (equal variances not assumed). It should be 
also noted that, in both types of publication outlets, the percentage of female editors was 
significantly lower than 50% indicating gender balance t(185) = − 6.89, p < 0.001, d = 0.51 
and than 60% that is the actual percentage of women in the psychological field (APA, 
2017) t(185) = − 10.82, p < 0.001, d = 0.79.

In our second step, we compared the percentage of female authors in special (M = 43.26, 
SD = 18.02) and regular issues (M = 42.01, SD = 13.16), which were not significantly dif-
ferent t(168.41) = 0.54, p = 0.589, d = 0.08 (equal variances not assumed). Also the distri-
bution of male and female first authors was similar in special (M = 0.46, SD = 0.24) and 
regular issues (M = 0.45, SD = 0.19) t(172.34) = 0.45, p = 0.650, d = 0.07 (equal variances 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics regarding the collected sample of articles, considered for each journal sepa-
rately, calculated at the set level

Journal IF2021 Sets N Issue type Articles N Percentage of 
female editors
M (SD)

Percentage of 
female authors M 
(SD)

Gender of the 
first author
M (SD)

BJSP 4.691 9 Regular 151 50.00 (0.00) 45.42 (7.61) 0.51 (0.15)
Special 65 45.37 (32.57) 34.95 (18.16) 0.39 (0.24)

EJSP 3.376 19 Regular 239 49.12 (32.14) 42.68 (9.11) 0.44 (0.14)
Special 199 42.28 (35.61) 51.30 (14.95) 0.56 (0.18)

GPIR 3.129 33 Regular 262 0.00 (0.00) 46.91 (13.58) 0.51 (0.20)
Special 259 30.05 (31.86) 46.17 (16.38) 0.50 (0.24)

JESP 3.603 7 Regular 280 0.00 (0.00) 41.50 (6.45) 0.45 (0.10)
Special 74 35.71 (39.00) 46.55 (18.07) 0.55 (0.31)

PP 4.333 25 Regular 215 38.96 (31.37) 33.92 (14.83) 0.33 (0.19)
Special 167 49.33 (43.43) 35.37 (19.25) 0.32 (0.23)
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not assumed). Again, it should be noted that, in both types of publication outlets, the per-
centage of female authors was significantly lower than 50% indicating gender balance 
t(185) = − 6.38, p < 0.001, d = 0.47) and than 60% that is the actual percentage of women 
in the psychological field t(185) = − 15.04, p < 0.001, d = 1.10. In addition, the distribu-
tion of females and males as the first authors was unequal in favor of men t(185) = − 3.02, 
p  =0.003, d = 0.22. The mean for coding of the first author’s gender was also signifi-
cantly lower than 0.60, referencing the actual ratio of women in the psychological field 
t(185) = − 9.30, p < 0.001, d = 0.68.

Finally, we observed the following relationship between the collected variables. The per-
centage of female editors was not related to the percentage of female authors r(184) = 0.10, 
p = 0.19. The frequency of female first authorship was not related to the percentage of 
female editors r(184) = 0.12, p = 0.10, but it was positively correlated to the percentage of 
female authors r(184) = 0.83, p < 0.001.

Hypotheses testing

To examine the main hypothesis of this research (i.e., that the number of women authors 
varies in relationship to the percentage of female editors in special but not in regular 
issues), we employed a regression model using MPlus7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2019). We 
used two separate dependent variables: the percentage of female authors and the gender of 
the first author.

First, we examined the percentage of female authors of articles as a dependent variable 
and as predictors of the type of issue (special vs. regular), the percentage of female editors 
of the issue (mean-centered), and their interaction. Because cases were non-independent 
in this model, we nested articles in sets to obtain a robust standard error (SE) estimation. 
As predicted, we found a significant interaction effect B = 0.17; SE = 0.06; p = 0.004; illus-
trated in Fig.  1. A simple slope analysis revealed that the percentage of female authors 
for special issues increased proportionally to the percentage of female editors B = 0.14; 
SE = 0.05; p = 0.007. The simple slope for regular issues was not significant B = − 0.04; 
SE = 0.03; p = 0.249; that is, we were unable to detect any relationship between the per-
centage of female authors and female editors in regular issues. When the nonsignificant 
parameters (i.e., the effects of the percentage of female editors and the type of issue) were 
constrained to 0, the final model fitted the data very well RMSEA = 0.00, 95% CI [0.00; 
0.04]; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = 0.01, χ2(2) = 1.05, p = 0.593.

Second, we repeated this analysis for the gender of the first author as the dependent 
variable (coded 0—man, 1—woman) and found a significant interaction effect B = 0.01; 
SE = 0.002; p = 0.003. A simple effects analysis revealed that the likelihood of females 
becoming first authors for special issues was positively related to the percentage of female 
editors B = 0.01; SE = 0.002; p = 0.005. The effect for regular issues was not significant 
B = − 0.001; SE = 0.001; p = 0.318; that is, we were not able to detect any relation between 
the frequency of females being first authors and female editors in regular issues. When the 
nonsignificant parameters (i.e., the effects of the percentage of female editors and the type 
of issue) were constrained to 0, the final model fitted the data very well RMSEA = 0.00, 
95% CI [0.00; 0.04]; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = 0.02, χ2(2) = 1.00, p = 0.61. (See Fig. 2).
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General discussion

In this research, we investigated the presence of a gender ingroup bias in special and 
regular issues of personality and social psychology journals. We examined all the spe-
cial issues published by five prominent journals in the twenty-first century and com-
pared them to the adjacent regular issues of those journals. First, we found evidence of 
gender bias in terms of the editorial teams, the overall gender composition of publica-
tions’ authors, and the proportion of female first authors. The two latter results are con-
gruent with previous research (Odic & Wojcik, 2020). However, we are not aware of any 
other research documenting the low representation of women in editorial teams. This 
pattern is in line with the role congruity principle, as these results document a lower 
presence of women in the masculine domain of the prestigious editorial role. Interest-
ingly, in regular issues we observed a significantly lower number of women as editors 
than in special issues. This can reflect the fact that a regular editorial position allows to 
shape policy of a journal for many years rather than for one (special) issue only, and in 
this way is of the highest status in the publishing hierarchy. Nevertheless, in both types 
of publication outlets, women were not fairly represented in reference to their presence 
in the field of psychology.

Second, we also found that the percentage of women as authors as well as the likeli-
hood of being a female in the first author position in regular issues was not moderated by 
the gender composition of the editorial teams. In the case of special issues, however, when 
more male editors were on the team, there was a smaller percentage of women as authors 
as well as smaller likelihood of a woman being in the first author position. This finding is 
in line with the ingroup bias hypothesis and sheds new light on psychological processes 
underlying editorial practices.

At first sight, these results may seem to document gender symmetry. Figure 1 shows a 
linear relationship in which predominantly male editorial teams publish papers of predomi-
nantly male authors, whereas predominantly female editorial teams publish papers of pre-
dominantly female authors. However, the graph presents a model estimation. In reality, the 
average number of women on editorial teams for special issues was low. More importantly, 
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Fig. 1  The interaction effect of high vs. low percentage of female editors and publication status (special/
regular issue) on the percentage of female authors
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even teams comprising 100% women (N = 17) accepted articles with an average of 50.35% 
female authors, which is at the level of gender parity and still below the actual representa-
tion of women in psychology. Should the average proportion of female editors in the spe-
cial issues be, however, higher, a higher proportion of female authors that is closer to the 
proportion of women in the field may also be expected. Thus, the findings presented here 
may also suggest the potential means for closing the gender gap by increasing the number 
of female editors. The fact that we did not observe ingroup favoritism among women edi-
tors deserves further research, however, it is in line with previously studied phenomenon of 
justifying inequalities (Jost et al., 2003) by disadvantaged groups related to internalization 
of stereotypes.

We interpret the observed pattern of results as reflecting ingroup bias that comes into 
play when a valued goal is at stake—in this case submission to a high-status outlet. How-
ever, the observed pattern of results can also be explained by alternative ingroup motiva-
tions. For example, men’s and women’s professional networks largely differ due to their 
different career experiences (Atchison, 2018). Specifically, men may know more men, and 
thus, their professional lives happen in a predominantly masculine environment. Accord-
ingly, in contemporary academia, men overall collaborate and publish more with other 
men (Araújo et al., 2017, Abramo et al. 2019). Furthermore, social networks of high-status 
groups and men alike show similar patterns of spreading further than networks of low-sta-
tus groups and women, whose networks are denser and more localized (Smith et al., 2020). 
Therefore, when putting together a special issue, men can reach out to other men, as well as 
to men from diverse backgrounds, due to their availability in their networks. Such practices 
at the level of an individual editor may simply be a matter of ease in finding collaborators 
not motivated by the ingroup preference. However, accumulated across many instances, 
such practices can create a pattern of bias at the institutional and editorial policy level, and 
not correcting for such tendencies could produce gender disparities.

The findings presented here are important for the following reasons. Special issues are 
aimed at summarizing the main achievements in the field, opening new research avenues, 
and setting the standards in science. Indeed, special issues attract broader readership, what 
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is reflected in their higher citation rates, both in the short and long term (Smith, 2012). 
However, selecting authors for special issues and the dominance of single authorship can 
lead to a smaller diversity among authors (Das, 2017). This can work to the disadvantage 
of scientific excellence because diverse teams tend to produce better outcomes (Skilton, 
2008). Caring for an adequate representation of women in the author pool can contribute to 
the inclusion of different voices and perspectives, which, in turn, affects the innovation rate 
and the quality of insight (Hofstra et al., 2020).

This finding also has societal implications. Although it presents a specific manifestation 
of gender bias in academia, in a broader sense, it adds another position to the catalog of 
instances of gender bias that have been revealed and, therefore, can be effectively counter-
acted. Documenting each instance of gender bias counts (Formanowicz, 2021), as it allows 
for broadening diversity awareness and, thus, taking effective countermeasures. Impor-
tantly, in line with social perception studies, the awareness of implicit attitudes brings an 
obligation to foresee the discriminatory results that, in turn, stand behind the perceived 
moral responsibility (Redford & Ratliff, 2016). Thus, social and personality psychologists 
as a community may be perceived by society as especially obliged to foresee such effects 
and thus hold the responsibility for them. In line with the findings presented here, includ-
ing more women in the editorial teams of special issues, may in turn increase the number 
of female authors and visibility of their work in the field, thereby reinforcing gender equal-
ity efforts in academia.

Limitations and future directions

One of the main limitations of this research is the correlational  nature of the presented 
data, which precludes causal inferences. Our analysis covered the authorship of the articles 
published by the journals, as we did not have access to the broader sets of manuscripts 
out of which these publications were selected. It is thus equally likely that the pattern we 
observed is the result of gatekeeping by male editors, self-selection of female authors, or 
both.

Specifically, the pattern observed in the current dataset may be due to different editorial 
policies and different patterns of self-selection in special issues compared to regular issues. 
First, as special editorial teams usually emerge ad hoc and operate as teams for shorter 
terms, they objectively have fewer opportunities to discuss and revise their approaches than 
regular teams. As a result, those teams may both get into contact and attract more authors 
who are similar to the editors themselves. Thus, gender networking may, by default, affect 
to a higher extent the final selection of articles accepted into special compared to regular 
issues. Another potential alternative explanation pertains to the fact that special issues are 
centered around a specific topic. As women and men can be involved differently in some 
topics more than others (Kim et al., 2022), special issues can reflect those potential dif-
ferences and their authorship indicates who works on a specific topic rather than a bias of 
some sort. While this explanation seems plausible, we employed in our analysis journals 
of similar profiles in social psychology, which generally cover topics of interest to both 
women and men scholars. Furthermore, in the data, we do not observe evidence for women 
editors choosing predominantly women as authors—as mentioned above. All female edi-
torial teams (N = 17) accepted papers with on average equal number of women than men 
as authors (M = 50.35%). In all male editorial teams (N = 34), however, the percentage of 
women as authors was pronouncedly lower (M = 37.07%). The striking discrepancies in 
both the number of special issues edited by all men and all women editorial teams as well 
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as in representation of women as authors depending on the gender of the editors suggests 
some sort of ingroup bias in case of men only. Whether this bias is driven by status of spe-
cial issues remains only one valid hypothesis. Future research should investigate alternative 
potential explanations.

Furthermore, future research should also examine the generalizability of the findings 
obtained in psychology to other disciplines to see whether the pattern of the results varies 
as a function of discipline and the situation of women in the respective field. There are two 
possible pathways here. On the one hand, the result obtained in this research is representa-
tive to psychology or more generally the fields of life, social and behavioral (LSB) sci-
ences but not to the natural sciences, technology, and economics (NTE). These two areas 
substantially differ in gender representation (van Veelen & Derks, 2022). For NTE, the 
percentage of women as bachelor students and assistant professors is on par, while in LSE 
a large proportion of female students significantly drops at the level of assistant and full 
professorship, which is considered a signal of a thicker glass ceiling effect in LSE in com-
parison to NTE. As a result, patterns obtained in the current work may not hold within the 
NTE domain—a hypothesis that awaits future research efforts, as the main focus of this 
work is placed on psychology. On the other hand, similar results could be expected for 
other disciplines as well, given that across scientific disciplines, the scholarship is associ-
ated with masculinity and status (Van Veelen & Derks, 2021). In NTE disciplines a glass 
ceiling effect exists as well albeit smaller than in LSE. Accordingly, bibliometric analyses 
have noted that also outside of social sciences women are less represented in high status 
outlets, for example they are less invited to writing influential editorial pieces (Chang & 
Cesare, 2020). Similarly, an analysis of changes in the pattern of proportion of women 
authors during the COVID-19 pandemic shows a complex picture rather than a simple LSE 
and NTE division (Jemielniak et al., 2022). The highest decrease in the number of women 
authors (during the pandemic in comparison to previous years) was observed in disciplines 
as different as psychology, mathematics, and philosophy. This bias however, was not evi-
dent for social science in general as well as not for many life sciences. The complex picture 
observed in the current research precludes us from making any generalizable conclusions, 
leaving it for future research.

While in this research we focused on the binary gender and the visibility of research 
of those academics who identify as women versus men, similar effects may be potentially 
observed in the case of other disadvantaged (compared to advantaged) groups including 
categories such as race, ethnicity, or sexuality. With the increasing numbers of persons 
who reveal their non-binary identity, future work should approach the question of gender 
in a more nuanced manner and assess the relationship between gender and publication pat-
terns beyond the women-men binary distinction. Moreover, these individual characteristics 
overlap and intersect with one another, thus creating specific challenges for those who rep-
resent more than one disadvantaged social category (e.g., Livingston et al., 2012). Future 
analyses exploring the patterns of (in)visibility of academic work would do well to take 
into account the intersectionality perspective (Crenshaw, 1989).

Practical implications

Gender inclusiveness in special issues of leading journals can be achieved through intro-
ducing journal policies that bring potential bias into the awareness of the special issue edi-
torial teams. First, journal editors can encourage mixed-gender guest editorial teams. Sec-
ond, editors of special issues could be asked to actively encourage a broad range of authors 
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to submit their work in order to minimize the bias through similarity. Finally, similar to 
minimizing gender bias in hiring by broadening the scope of shortlisted candidates (Lucas 
et al., 2021), introducing journal policies aimed at broadening the scope of articles in the 
first round (that is, those that are sent out to the reviewers) could potentially be helpful in 
mitigating gender bias by design. In contrast to editors, for reviewers, the names and, thus, 
the gender of the authors could be blinded, thereby making it less likely for reviewers to 
reveal a bias by design and approve male-authored works to a higher extent than those that 
are female-authored.

Closing remarks

When discussing gender bias in science, factors that are typically brought up to explain the 
different career trajectories of women and men include gender bias outside academia—
that is, a necessity for female academics to be engaged in societally expected duties, such 
as child-rearing and gender stereotypes that hinder women’s progress, as they are seen as 
less fit to the academic roles than men (Gruber et al., 2021). Recent research has indicated 
that, in addition to gender biases operating inside and outside of academia, there can also 
be intergroup processes at play that contribute to representation bias (Hofstra et al., 2020; 
Johnson et al., 2017). Within the field of psychology, however, this rarely gets labeled as 
male ingroup bias, making this reason for gender discrimination in academia an elephant 
in the room. The difficulty in talking about it seems to reflect a broader tendency of the 
new feminism to be considerate when it comes to “the man question.” Due to the feminist 
values of equality and inclusiveness, a moral obligation has been raised for the movement 
to bridge the gender gap and include men (Schacht et  al., 2004). In the same vein, but 
more practically, it has been argued that, without men, feminism will simply not succeed 
(Hebert, 2007). This leads to a certain paradox: addressing male ingroup bias can be seen 
as antagonizing, whereas not addressing it leaves gender equality progressing at a slower 
pace, for instance, by not raising awareness of the issue.

This is particularly important, as gender disparity in many cases is not an instance of 
ill will. The preference for male scholars among men may not be an apparent hostile bias 
toward women but rather an incarnation of benevolent  sexism and cultural notions regard-
ing women’s fit to academia and perhaps also the unconscious wish for things to stay as 
they are (i.e., particularly welcoming for the ingroup). Regardless of the intentions behind 
this bias, it can seriously affect women’s career trajectories. Making men aware of this bias 
in academia can potentially limit it and speed up gender equality processes. Therefore, it 
deserves the attention of the academic community and calls for taking measures to miti-
gate it, such as promoting gender diversity in editorial teams. By introducing policies that 
bring awareness to and minimize potential gender bias, social psychology journals could 
model inclusiveness standards in the social sciences, thus contributing to changing stand-
ards within and beyond academia.

Funding Magdalena Formanowicz involvement was financed by the OPUS 19 grant of the Polish National 
Science Center (2020/37/B/HS6/02587).

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of this 
article.



2296 Scientometrics (2023) 128:2283–2299

1 3

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Abramo, G., D’Angelo, C. A., & Di Costa, F. (2019). A gender analysis of top scientists’ collabo-
ration behavior: Evidence from Italy. Scientometrics, 120, 405–418. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11192- 019- 03136-6

Allport, G. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Addison-Wesley.
American Psychological Association, Committee on Women in Psychology. (2017). The changing gender 

composition of psychology: Update and expansion of the 1995 task force report. Retrieved from http:// 
www. apa. org/ pi/ women/ progr ams/ gender- compo sition/ task-f

Araújo, E. B., Araújo, N. A. M., Moreira, A. A., Herrmann, H. J., & Andrade, J. S. (2017). Gender dif-
ferences in scientific collaborations: Women are more egalitarian than men. PLOS ONE, 12(5), 
e0176791. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 01767 91

Atchison, A. L. (2018). Towards the good profession: Improving the status of women in political science. 
European Journal of Politics and Gender, 1(1), 279–298. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1332/ 25151 0818X 15270 
06881 7914

Bian, L., Leslie, S.-J., & Cimpian, A. (2017). Gender stereotypes about intellectual ability emerge early and 
influence children’s interests. Science, 355(6323), 389–391. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. aah65 24

Bian, L., Leslie, S.-J., Murphy, M. C., & Cimpian, A. (2018). Messages about brilliance undermine wom-
en’s interest in educational and professional opportunities. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
76, 404–420. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jesp. 2017. 11. 006

Bilen-Green, C., Froelich, K. A., & Jacobson, S. W. (2008). The prevalence of women in academic lead-
ership positions, and potential impact on prevalence of women in the professorial ranks. Women in 
Engineering ProActive Network (WEPAN) National Conference: Gateway to Diversity: Getting 
Results Through Strategic Communications.

Bornmann, L., Mutz, R., & Daniel, H. (2007). Gender differences in grant peer review: A meta-analysis. 
Journal of Informetrics, 1(3), 226–238. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. joi. 2007. 03. 001

Brewer, M. B. (1999). The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love or out-group hate. Journal of Social 
Issues, 5, 429–444.

Brower, A., & James, A. (2020). Research performance and age explain less than half of the gender pay gap 
in New Zealand universities. Plos One, 15(1), e0226392. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02263 
92

Carter, T. E., Smith, T. E., & Osteen, P. J. (2017). Gender comparisons of social work faculty using H-Index 
scores. Scientometrics, 111(3), 1547–1557. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11192- 017- 2287-0

Ceci, S. J., Ginther, D. K., Kahn, S., & Williams, W. M. (2014). Women in academic science. Psychological 
Science in the Public Interest, 15(3), 75–141. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 15291 00614 541236

Chae, J., Kim, K., Kim, Y., Lim, G., Kim, D., & Kim, H. (2022). Ingroup favoritism overrides fairness when 
resources are limited. Scientific Reports, 12(1), 4560. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 022- 08460-1

Chang, A. Y., & Cesare, N. (2020). Handing the microphone to women: Changes in gender representation in 
editorial contributions across medical and health journals 2008–2018. International Journal of Health 
Policy and Management, 9(7), 269–273. https:// doi. org/ 10. 15171/ ijhpm. 2020. 06

Cimpian, A., & Leslie, S.-J. (2017). The brilliance trap. Scientific American, 317(3), 60–65. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ scien tific ameri can09 17- 60

Clauset, A., Arbesman, S., & Larremore, D. B. (2015). Systematic inequality and hierarchy in faculty hiring 
networks. Science Advances, 1(1), e1400005. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ sciadv. 14000 05

Conlon, D. E., Morgeson, F. P., McNamara, G., Wiseman, R. M., & Skilton, P. F. (2006). From the editors: 
Examining the impact and role of special issue and regular journal articles in the field of management. 
Australasian Medical Journal, 49(5), 857–872. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5465/ amj. 2006. 22798 160

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-019-03136-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-019-03136-6
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/task-f
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/task-f
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176791
https://doi.org/10.1332/251510818X15270068817914
https://doi.org/10.1332/251510818X15270068817914
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aah6524
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0226392
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0226392
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2287-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614541236
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-08460-1
https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2020.06
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0917-60
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0917-60
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1400005
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22798160


2297Scientometrics (2023) 128:2283–2299 

1 3

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: A black feminist critique of antidis-
crimination doctrine, feminist theory and antiracist politics. University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1989, 
8.

Das, P. K. (2017). Aspects of authorship in journal special issues: An experience from DESIDOC journal of 
library and information technology. Journal of Scientometric Research, 6(3), 159–170. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 5530/ jscir es.6. 3. 23

Derks, B., Ellemers, N., van Laar, C., & de Groot, K. (2011). Do sexist organizational cultures create the 
Queen Bee? The British Journal of Social Psychology (the British Psychological Society), 50(3), 519–
535. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1348/ 01446 6610X 525280

Diener, E., Oishi, S., & Park, J. (2014). An incomplete list of eminent psychologists of the modern era. 
Archives of Scientific Psychology, 2(1), 20–31. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ arc00 00006

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role interpretation. Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders. Psychologi-
cal Review, 109(3), 573–598. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037// 0033- 295X. 109.3. 573

Eagly, A. H., & Miller, D. I. (2016). Scientific eminence: Where are the women? Perspectives on Psycho-
logical Science: A Journal of the Association for Psychological Science, 11(6), 899–904. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1177/ 17456 91616 663918

Ellemers, N., van den Heuvel, H., de Gilder, D., Maass, A., & Bonvini, A. (2004). The underrepresentation 
of women in science: Differential commitment or the queen bee syndrome? The British Journal of 
Social Psychology/the British Psychological Society, 43(Pt 3), 315–338. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1348/ 01446 
66042 037999

Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., & Derks, B. (2020). The queen bee phenomenon in academia 15 years after: Does 
it still exist, and if so, why? The British Journal of Social Psychology (the British Psychological Soci-
ety). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ bjso. 12408

Fleischmann, A., & Van Berkel, L. (2021). Gender disparities in middle authorship. Social Psychological 
Bulletin. https:// doi. org/ 10. 32872/ spb. 2897

Formanowicz, M. (2021). Why documenting every gender bias counts: A short commentary. Social Psycho-
logical Bulletin. https:// doi. org/ 10. 32872/ spb. 5337

Frandsen, T. F., Jacobsen, R. H., & Ousager, J. (2020). Gender gaps in scientific performance: A longitudi-
nal matching study of health sciences researchers. Scientometrics, 124, 1511–1527. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s11192- 020- 03528-z

Ginther, D., & Kahn, S. (2006). Does science promote women? Evidence from academia 1973–2001. 
National Bureau of Economic Research. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3386/ w12691

Ginther, D. K., & Kahn, S. (2015). Women in science. Comment on “expectations of brilliance underlie 
gender distributions across academic disciplines.” Science, 349(6246), 391. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ 
scien ce. aaa96 32

Golec de Zavala, A., Cichocka, A., & Bilewicz, M. (2013). The paradox of in-group love: Differentiating 
collective narcissism advances understanding of the relationship between in-group and out-group atti-
tudes. Journal of Personality, 81, 16–28. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467- 6494. 2012. 00779.x

Gruber, J., Mendle, J., Lindquist, K. A., Schmader, T., Clark, L. A., Bliss-Moreau et al. (2021). The future 
of women in psychological science. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 16(3), 483–516. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 17456 91620 952789

Hebert, L. A. (2007). Taking “difference” seriously: Feminisms and the “man question.” Journal of Gender 
Studies, 16(1), 31–45.

Hofstra, B., Kulkarni, V. V., Munoz-Najar Galvez, S., He, B., Jurafsky, D., & McFarland, D. A. (2020). 
The diversity-innovation paradox in science. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 117(17), 9284–9291. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 19153 78117

Isbell, L. A., Young, T. P., & Harcourt, A. H. (2012). Stag parties linger: Continued gender bias in a female-
rich scientific discipline. Plos ONE, 7(11), e49682. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 00496 82

Jemielniak, D., Sławska, A., & Wilamowski, M. (2022). COVID-19 effect on the gender gap in academic 
publishing. Journal of Information Science. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01655 51521 10681 68

Johnson, C. S., Smith, P. K., & Wang, C. (2017). Sage on the stage: Women’s representation at an academic 
conference. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(4), 493–507. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
01461 67216 688213

Jost, J. T., Pelham, B. W., Sheldon, O., & Ni Sullivan, B. (2003). Social inequality and the reduction of 
ideological dissonance on behalf of the system: Evidence of enhanced system justification among the 
disadvantaged. European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(1), 13–36. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ ejsp. 127

Kim, L., Smith, D. S., Hofstra, B., & McFarland, D. A. (2022). Gendered knowledge in fields and academic 
careers. Research Policy, 51(1), 104411. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. respol. 2021. 104411

https://doi.org/10.5530/jscires.6.3.23
https://doi.org/10.5530/jscires.6.3.23
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280
https://doi.org/10.1037/arc0000006
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-295X.109.3.573
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616663918
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616663918
https://doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999
https://doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12408
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.2897
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.5337
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-03528-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-03528-z
https://doi.org/10.3386/w12691
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9632
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9632
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2012.00779.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620952789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620952789
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915378117
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0049682
https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515211068168
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216688213
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216688213
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104411


2298 Scientometrics (2023) 128:2283–2299

1 3

Kolev, J., Fuentes-Medel, Y., & Murray, F. (2019). Is blinded review enough? how gendered outcomes arise 
even under anonymous evaluation. National Bureau of Economic Research. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3386/ 
w25759

LaCroix, P. P. (1985). Sex in recs: Gender bias in recommendation writing. Journal of College Admissions, 
109, 24–26.

Ledgerwood, A., Haines, E., & Ratliff, K. (2015). Sometimes I’m wrong: Guest post: Not nutting up or shut-
ting up. https:// somet imesi mwrong. typep ad. com/ wrong/ 2015/ 03/ guest- post- not- nutti ng- up- or- shutt 
ing- up. html. November 2019.

Lerchenmueller, M. J., Sorenson, O., & Jena, A. B. (2019). Gender differences in how scientists present the 
importance of their research: Observational study. BMJ (Clinical Research Ed.), 367, l6573. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmj. l6573

Leslie, S.-J., Cimpian, A., Meyer, M., & Freeland, E. (2015). Expectations of brilliance underlie gender 
distributions across academic disciplines. Science, 347(6219), 262–265. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien 
ce. 12613 75

Livingston, R. W., Rosette, A. S., & Washington, E. F. (2012). Can an agentic Black woman get ahead? The 
impact of race and interpersonal dominance on perceptions of female leaders. Psychological Science, 
23, 354–358. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09567 97611 428079

Lucas, B. J., Berry, Z., Giurge, L. M., & Chugh, D. (2021). A longer shortlist increases the consideration of 
female candidates in male-dominant domains. Nature Human Behaviour, 5(6), 736–742. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1038/ s41562- 020- 01033-0

Madera, J. M., Hebl, M. R., & Martin, R. C. (2009). Gender and letters of recommendation for academia: 
Agentic and communal differences. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6), 1591–1599. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1037/ a0016 539

Meyer, M., Cimpian, A., & Leslie, S.-J. (2015). Women are underrepresented in fields where success is 
believed to require brilliance. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 235. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2015. 
00235

Miller, D. I., Eagly, A. H., & Linn, M. C. (2015). Women’s representation in science predicts national gen-
der-science stereotypes: Evidence from 66 nations. Journal of Educational Psychology, 107(3), 631–
644. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ edu00 00005

Miller, D. I., Nolla, K. M., Eagly, A. H., & Uttal, D. H. (2018). The development of children’s gender-
science stereotypes: A meta-analysis of 5 decades of U.S. draw-a-scientist studies. Child Development, 
89(6), 1943–1955. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cdev. 13039

Minello, A. (2020). The pandemic and the female academic. Nature. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 
d41586- 020- 01135-9

Moss-Racusin, C. A., Dovidio, J. F., Brescoll, V. L., Graham, M. J., & Handelsman, J. (2012). Science fac-
ulty’s subtle gender biases favor male students. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of 
the United States of America, 109(41), 16474–16479. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 12112 86109

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. (2019). Mplus. The comprehensive modelling program for applied research-
ers: User’s guide, 5.

Nittrouer, C. L., Hebl, M. R., Ashburn-Nardo, L., Trump-Steele, R. C. E., Lane, D. M., & Valian, V. (2018). 
Gender disparities in colloquium speakers at top universities. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 115(1), 104–108. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 17084 14115

Odic, D., & Wojcik, E. H. (2020). The publication gender gap in psychology. The American Psychologist, 
75(1), 92–103. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ amp00 00480

Redford, L., & Ratliff, K. A. (2016). Perceived moral responsibility for attitude-based discrimination. The 
British Journal of Social Psychology, 55(2), 279–296. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ bjso. 12123

Schacht, S. P., Ewing, D. W., & Underwood, L. (2004). Feminism with men: Bridging the gender gap. Row-
man & Littlefield.

Scheepers, D. (2009). Turning social identity threat into challenge: Status stability and cardiovascular reac-
tivity during inter-group competition. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(1), 228–233. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jesp. 2008. 09. 011

Scheepers, D. (2017). Intergroup status differences as challenge or threat: The role of legitimacy. Group 
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 20(1), 75–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 13684 30215 595108

Sheltzer, J. M., & Smith, J. C. (2014). Elite male faculty in the life sciences employ fewer women. Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 111(28), 10107–10112. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 14033 34111

Skilton, P. F. (2008). Does the human capital of teams of natural science authors predict citation frequency? 
Scientometrics, 78(3), 525–542. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11192- 007- 1953-z

https://doi.org/10.3386/w25759
https://doi.org/10.3386/w25759
https://sometimesimwrong.typepad.com/wrong/2015/03/guest-post-not-nutting-up-or-shutting-up.html
https://sometimesimwrong.typepad.com/wrong/2015/03/guest-post-not-nutting-up-or-shutting-up.html
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l6573
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l6573
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261375
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261375
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611428079
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-01033-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-01033-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016539
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016539
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00235
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00235
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000005
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13039
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-01135-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-01135-9
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1211286109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708414115
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000480
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430215595108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1403334111
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-007-1953-z


2299Scientometrics (2023) 128:2283–2299 

1 3

Skitka, L. J., Melton, Z. J., Mueller, A. B., & Wei, K. Y. (2020). The gender gap: Who is (and is not) 
included on graduate-level syllabi in social/personality psychology. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 47(6), 863–872. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01461 67220 947326

Smith, D. R. (2012). Impact factors, scientometrics and the history of citation-based research. Scientomet-
rics, 92(2), 419–427. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11192- 012- 0685-x

Smith, E. B., Brands, R. A., Brashears, M. E., & Kleinbaum, A. M. (2020). Social networks and cognition. 
Annual Review of Sociology. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur ev- soc- 121919- 054736

Society for Personality and Social Psychology. (2016). Membership diversity statistics. Retrieved from 
https:// www. spsp. org/ membe rship/ demog raphi cs. November 2019.

Storage, D., Charlesworth, T. E. S., Banaji, M. R., & Cimpian, A. (2020). Adults and children implicitly 
associate brilliance with men more than women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 90, 
104020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jesp. 2020. 104020

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Review of Psychology, 33(1), 1–39. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur ev. ps. 33. 020182. 000245

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and intergroup behav-
iour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1(2), 149–178. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ ejsp. 24200 10202

Trix, F., & Psenka, C. (2003). Exploring the color of glass: Letters of recommendation for female and male 
medical faculty. Discourse & Society, 14(2), 191–220. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09579 26503 01400 2277

van der Lee, R., & Ellemers, N. (2015). Gender contributes to personal research funding success in the 
Netherlands. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 
112(40), 12349–12353. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 15101 59112

Van Veelen, R., & Derks, B. (2021). Academics as Agentic Superheroes: Female academics’ lack of fit with 
the agentic stereotype of success limits their career advancement. The British Journal of Social Psy-
chology / the British Psychological Society. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ bjso. 12515

van Veelen, R., & Derks, B. (2022). Equal representation does not mean equal opportunity: Women aca-
demics perceive a thicker glass ceiling in social and behavioral fields than in the natural sciences and 
economics. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 790211. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2022. 790211

Watson, C. (1987). Sex-linked differences in letters of recommendation. Women and Language, 10, 26.
Webber, K. L., & Canché, M. G. (2015). Not equal for all: Gender and race differences in salary for doc-

toral degree recipients. Research in Higher Education, 56(7), 645–672. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11162- 015- 9369-8

West, J. D., Jacquet, J., King, M. M., Correll, S. J., & Bergstrom, C. T. (2013). The role of gender in schol-
arly authorship. PLOS ONE, 8(7), e66212. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 006621

Wijnen, M. N., Massen, J. J. M., & Kret, M. E. (2021). Gender bias in the allocation of student grants. Sci-
entometrics, 126, 5477–5488. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11192- 021- 03985-0

Zhang, L., Shang, Y., Huang, Y., & Sivertsen, G. (2022). Gender differences among active review-
ers: An investigation based on publons. Scientometrics, 127, 145–179. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11192- 021- 04209-1

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220947326
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-0685-x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-121919-054736
https://www.spsp.org/membership/demographics
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2020.104020
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926503014002277
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1510159112
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12515
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.790211
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-015-9369-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-015-9369-8
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.006621
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03985-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-04209-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-04209-1

	Gender bias in special issues: evidence from a bibliometric analysis
	Abstract
	Representation bias in academia
	Factors contributing to gender representation bias
	Male ingroup bias as a factor exacerbating gender representation bias
	Overview of the current research
	Methods
	Sample of articles
	Authorships and editors-in-chief

	Results
	Preliminary analyses
	Hypotheses testing

	General discussion
	Limitations and future directions
	Practical implications
	Closing remarks

	References




