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Abstract
In this study, I investigate the evolution of authorship diversity in the scientific jour-
nals of three major pan-European professional associations of political research 
(ECPR, EPSA and EISA), since their first issue until 2020, through an analysis of 
the bibliometric information of each published item. Established between 1973 and 
2019, the seven periodicals under scrutiny (European Journal of Political Research, 
European Journal of International Relations, European Political Science, European 
Political Science Review, Political Research Exchange, Political Science Research 
& Methods and Global Affairs) cover a wide spectrum of political science and offer 
a convenient gateway for exploring various disciplinary dynamics, with a focus 
mostly on comparative politics, international relations and political methodology. 
The dataset includes 5281 articles and 4533 unique authors affiliated to 1029 unique 
institutions from 73 countries. The analysis shows that, while currently more diverse 
than ever, all these journals still have a large Western European and/or US core. 
Research is overwhelmingly produced in OECD member states and about half origi-
nates in countries where English is an official language. Although collaborations are 
increasingly frequent and seem to become the norm, scholars affiliated with Cen-
tral and Eastern European institutions, as well as women  authors are still heavily 
underrepresented.
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Introduction

When the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR) marked its 25th 
anniversary, political science journals in both Europe and North America seemed 
to be largely parochial (Norris 1997). Shortly after, European Political Science 
(EPS) was established as an ECPR periodical aimed to offer a space to focus and 
advance the conversation on (European) political science as discipline and profes-
sion, including on matters related to diversity. So where do we stand now? Half a 
century after the establishment of the ECPR as the oldest pan-European political 
science association and at EPS’s own 20-year anniversary, to what extent do the 
journals of European professional associations reflect a more diverse authorship? 
Which are the openings and limitations of our methodological choices when 
addressing such topics? And what dynamics can these journals reveal about the 
evolution and current state of our discipline?

To explore these puzzles, I investigated the bibliometric features and institu-
tional affiliations of the authors of all items published in seven European politi-
cal science journals since their first until their latest available issue (as of Sep-
tember 2020). These periodicals are the European Journal of Political Research 
(EJPR, est. 1973); European Journal of International Relations (EJIR, est.1995); 
European Political Science (EPS, est.2001); European Political Science Review 
(EPSR, est. 2009); Political Research Exchange (PRX, est. 2019), Political Sci-
ence Research & Methods (PSRM, est. 2013) and Global Affairs (GA, est. 2015). 
The first five are ECPR’s own journals, with the particularity that EJIR is cur-
rently published by the ECPR Standing Group on International Relations (SGIR) 
and the European International Studies Association (EISA). A distinct profes-
sional association established in 2013, the latter also publishes GA, while PSRM 
is the periodical of the European Political Science Association (EPSA, est. 2010). 
This selection offered the possibility to evaluate systematically and compara-
tively the periodicals of the two largest pan-European political science profes-
sional associations (ECPR and EPSA), as well as a specific subfield (international 
relations) which may be more sensitive to diversity, at least through its scope. In 
addition, some of these periodicals are among the best ranked European political 
science journals on several accounts, including the (in)famous Thomson Reuters 
Impact Factor.

Data collection and coding

From the official websites of the journals, I initially created a database with all 
articles assigned to an issue, including special issues. For the quantitative analy-
sis, I eliminated items with a primarily administrative role such as errata and lists 
of contributors. Most items in each journal are original research articles, i.e. inde-
pendent pieces providing new insights on a subject through their choice of meth-
odology and/or data, occasionally grouped by topic in special issues or forums. 
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Beyond that, the diversity and weight of other genres within each journal var-
ies considerably, reflecting not only distinct editorial agendas but also different 
perspectives on how to engage publicly with scientific arguments. For instance, 
except for occasional editorials announcing the journal policies and/or achieve-
ments, EPSR, PSRM and PRX publish only research articles. The shorter pieces 
are usually labelled “research notes” although they are not necessarily less meth-
odologically or analytically complex than the longer pieces in the same journal or 
than the items of similar length labelled as original/research articles in other jour-
nals. Then again, EPS and GA and, to a lesser extent, EJPR and EJIR also make 
room for other genres, especially extensive book reviews and review essays which 
are often as well-documented and sophisticated in argumentation as most typical 
research articles. In fact, for a significant part of its history, EPS published yearly 
an issue dedicated exclusively to reviewing new scholarship. More recently, it 
also started to promote review symposiums, a combined genre where authors of 
different volumes on a similar topic review each other’s arguments and respond to 
each other’s comments within the same issue.

Beyond their genre, for each article, I collected the basic bibliometric identifi-
cation details (author(s), title, year, volume, issue, pages), as well as each author’s 
institutional affiliation (country, organization and, if specified, its subunit) as they 
appeared in the respective journal at the time of publication. The corrections indi-
cated in subsequent errata were then applied. Finally, the database was consolidated 
so that items that may repeat such as authors, institutions or countries appear with a 
single spelling and in a single language. I then analysed coded data for each journal, 
as well as for the entire dataset and two subsets—all ECPR journals (EJPR, EPS, 
EPSR, PRX, EJIR) and IR journals (EJIR, GA), looking for frequencies that could 
indicate potential patterns and outliers.

The analysis focused primarily on the entire period and for the whole set for 
which information exists but for certain research goals, I selected several smaller 
time frames. For example, since 2020 data was incomplete, to assess recent evolu-
tions where the full yearly data was relevant, I considered the period 2015–2019. 
For a more nuanced assessment, within the EJPR corpus, I also distinguished Politi-
cal Data Yearbook (PDY) items from the rest. PDY institutionalized a research pro-
gramme (henceforth referred to as PDY(p)) that presents similarly collected data on 
electoral and other major political developments in various countries. These articles 
follow almost the same methodology and structure every year, they are frequently 
authored by the same people for decades, and they represent a significant propor-
tion of the entire collection. In the 1970s and 1980s, they were special comparative 
reports published as EJPR articles in regular issues but since 1992 they have been 
published in separate yearly EJPR issues (known since 2012 as the PDY) dedicated 
exclusively to the initiative. As of September 2020, the 2020 PDY issue was not 
fully available and consequently it was not included in the database. Articles that 
analyse political data but are not formally part of the PDY(p) project were counted 
as regular research articles. The distinction between the PDY(p) items and the rest 
is also reflected in the aggregated datasets (“ECPR journals” and “Total”, respec-
tively). Altogether, I collected 5281 items from 551 issues in 132 volumes. Table 1 
details their distribution by journal and dataset. 
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To evaluate the number and distribution of authors I looked at the number of 
unique authors (UQA), each author’s number of appearances (author fingerprint—
AFN) and authors’ gender (as reflected by the given names on a dichotomic scale—
F/M). When the names could have been used for both genders or were unfamiliar, I 
checked the authors’ CV and, if available, the institutional webpage or other public 
documents mentioning them with gendered pronouns (usually brief bios present-
ing or promoting their work). For articles with multiple authors (maximum found: 
21 authors/article), I coded whether their order was alphabetical or not. For authors 
with multiple affiliations (maximum found: 4 affiliations/author), I granted each 
affiliation equal value, as the order in which they are listed within an article did 
not seem to follow a consistent criterion within each journal or across the database. 
Their distribution by journal and cumulative sets is detailed in Table 2 for the entire 
collection and in Table 3 for the period 2015–2019. Figure 1 illustrates the distribu-
tion of the number of authors per article.

To identify authors who may have appeared with different variations of their 
names or whose given names were indicated only through initials, I searched their 
public CVs and list of publications. These were available usually on their institu-
tional webpages and/or academic social media profiles (Google Scholar, Research-
Gate). To identify especially retired or deceased authors who published in earlier 
decades and whose digital presence is low, I eventually retrieved the necessary 
information from acknowledgement sections, bibliographies and contributors’ lists 
of various volumes connected to the research fields of the respective authors as sug-
gested by the content of the article(s) associated with that author. When the official 
name or the status of an institutional affiliation was not clear, I consulted their offi-
cial website(s), as well as scholarly and policy reports on the status and history of 
higher education in various countries and/or specific research areas. If the official 
name of an institution changed during the analysed period, the most recent name 
was used within the dataset for the entire time frame as a unique identifier. If several 
institutions merged, they were all coded under the most recent name. Universities 
that belong to larger consortia/federations and which are often better known than the 
system to which they belong were coded as separate entities. In the rare situations 
in which the publicly available information was still insufficient to establish such 
details (especially for older items), I contacted colleagues from the respective insti-
tutions, who kindly provided the requested details.

To evaluate the number and distribution of institutional affiliations I considered 
the number of unique institutions (UQI) and each institution’s number of appear-
ances (institutional fingerprint—IFN). In this study, each appearance of a unique 
institution is counted as 1 and then added to its institutional fingerprint. While this 
measurement option provides a straightforward way to assess and compare the 
weight of each unique institution within the set, it does not fully reflect the con-
text of the respective affiliation (e.g. authors with multiple institutional affiliations in 
the same article, different authors from the same institution within the same article, 
etc.).

Although the bibliometric identification details for each article provide technical 
information that may seem hardly politicized, as the codification process advanced, 
it became increasingly evident that a part of this information was linked to various 
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political preferences of the authors and/or the journals, adopted consciously or not. 
Consequently, the coding process required several strategies to diminish the implicit 
political bias, while still identifying the mainstream narrative. This is the most evi-
dent in the case of country names. For accuracy reasons, these were coded with the 
name that the country of the institutional affiliation had in the journal at the time 
of the article publication and corrections were applied only for spelling or location 
misplacements. Then, for consistency reasons, these names were coded consider-
ing the potential border changes and the most recent official name. For instance, the 
Czech Republic and Czechia were both coded under Czechia, but Czechoslovakia 
was coded as a different entity, even if the same institution was associated with both 
Czechoslovakia and Czechia. In some cases, an additional criterion was required to 
maintain both data accuracy and a low level of political bias. To reflect the main-
stream narrative present implicitly in the journals, this criterion was the most fre-
quent way in which countries appear within the dataset. For example, since they 
were always listed as distinct in all the analysed journals, China, Taiwan, Macao and 
Hong Kong were coded as separate entities. However, when “Scotland” was named 
as country of the institutional affiliation (mostly in 1990s articles), it was still coded 
under “UK” because these mentions were rare and inconsistently used for the same 
institution, within the same journal.

The legal status of certain institutions to which authors are affiliated also gen-
erated additional challenges. For instance, there are universities and other organi-
zations which opened campuses or chapters in different countries. Also, there are 
universities designed/ accredited, at least initially, in a different institutional and 
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Fig. 1  Authorship and co-authorship distribution (full dataset, n = 5278*). Note: *Three items from the 
total of 5281 in the dataset are assumed with institutional authorship only and are not included in this 
synopsis. **8 authors: 1; 9 authors: 5; 13 authors: 1; 16 authors: 1; 21 authors: 1. M: MALE single 
authors, F: FEMALE single authors



66 L. A. Ghica 

teaching model than the national system in which they were established and operate 
(e.g. Central European University—CEU). There are also institutions which were 
created as international initiatives such as universities (e.g. European University 
Institute—EUI), think tanks and research centres, professional associations or inter-
governmental organizations. Some of the institutional affiliations in the dataset are 
also multinational companies. Not least, though rare, there are also non-affiliated 
authors (e.g. “independent scholar”, “attorney in private practice”) or authors who 
were already retired at the time of the article publication but used the previous affili-
ation (e.g.”Former EU Ambassador”).

For all these cases, the general rule was to assign them to the country in which the 
respective affiliation operates, according to data provided in the respective article, 
similarly to coding for local/national institutions. This rule was also applied for non-
affiliated authors (e.g. “young French political scientist” was coded under “France”). 
Overseas university campuses were considered as distinct institutions and assigned 
to the country in which they operate, considering that they contribute mostly to the 
local dynamics in the teaching and research sector and that, in most international 
ranking/evaluation systems, they impact the reputation and metrics of the country 
in which they operate and not of the country of origin. If, through its mission, an 
organization does not operate in a specific country (e.g. International Political Sci-
ence Association—IPSA), it was coded as “International”.

Exceptions were made in just two cases. First, political foundations acting in dif-
ferent countries were coded under the country of origin because, unlike other types 
of organizations with chapters abroad, their existence is intrinsically linked to the 
country of origin (e.g. Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung Washington was coded as a Ger-
man and not as a US institution). For similar reasons, the “Delegation of the Euro-
pean Commission in the US” and “former EU ambassador” were coded as “Inter-
national”, as they contribute mostly to the reputation of the European Union, an 
international organization. However, structures of intergovernmental organizations 
that are permanently established in a certain country were coded under the coun-
try where they are established, as they contribute significantly also to the reputa-
tion of that country and not only of the respective organization (e.g. NATO Defence 
College Rome was coded under “Italy” and the “European Commission” was coded 
under “Belgium”).

Where do we work?

Such diversity of affiliations raises several questions related to their typology, 
weight and evolution in the dataset. Therefore, for each institutional affiliation, I 
inductively coded the type of institution and whether it was a local or an interna-
tional entity. This process generated two dozens of types of institutions, which were 
then grouped into seven larger categories: (1) education and research (universities; 
diplomatic, military or intelligence higher education training schools; independent 
research institutes; academies of sciences; research units within national research 
councils); (2) government (ministries; governmental agencies; local governments; 
intergovernmental organizations—IGOs); (3) parties and elections (political 
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foundations; electoral authorities; parliaments); (4) think tanks and the NGO sec-
tor (local non-governmental organizations—NGOs and think tanks; international 
NGOs—INGOs); (5) professional associations (national and international political 
science associations); (6) dissemination of information (publishers, archives, librar-
ies, data and information centres); (7) companies (consulting; digital economy; pub-
lic opinion/market research; banking; law). In the rare cases in which an institution 
could belong to two or more types, only one was chosen considering the respective 
institution’s self-designation.

Of the 1029 unique institutions identified in the dataset, almost 89% are organi-
zations dedicated primarily to education and/or research, most of which (799) are 
local universities. These organizations generated 97% of the collection’s total IFN 
(Table 4). Similar proportions exist also for the most recent period (i.e. 2015–2019), 
as well as at the journal level. While these distributions indicate that universities 
remain the main centres of political research, there are several notable dynamics. 
Most significantly, over time, the number and the fingerprint of research centres 
grew throughout the dataset, especially during the last decade. Both the number and 
fingerprint of research centres are still ten times smaller than those of universities, 
and the increase is largely due to contributions from a handful of North European 
countries, most notably Germany. However, this trend also suggests that in certain 
academic markets there is a stable influx of resources for political science expertise 
based in professional research centres outside universities and this flux contributes 
to the diversification of the institutional research landscape.

Diversification is also present within universities. Although data at the depart-
mental level are limited since such details were not always mentioned in the jour-
nals, one may also notice a growing diversification of departmental affiliations, with 
authors particularly from methodology departments becoming increasingly com-
mon during the last two decades. Also, throughout the dataset, irrespective of the 
journal, the label “Political Science Department” is most often associated with US 

Table 4  Categories of institutional affiliations

UQI: no. of unique institutions, IFN: institutional fingerprint

Category 1973–2020 2015–2019

UQI IFN UQI IFN

Count % Count % Count % Count %

Education and research 912 88.6 8242 97.35 583 91.52 2759 96.94
Think tanks and NGOs (including INGOs) 43 4.2 100 1.18 23 3.61 54 1.90
Government (including IGOs) 36 3.5 61 0.72 16 2.51 17 0.60
Companies 17 1.6 19 0.22 10 1.57 11 0.39
Dissemination of information 10 1.0 18 0.21 4 0.63 4 0.14
Professional associations 8 0.8 18 0.21 – – – –
Parties, parliaments and electoral authori-

ties
4 0.4 8 0.09 1 0.16 1 0.04

Total 1029 100 8466 100 637 100 2846 100
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and Northern European universities. At the same time, for the last decade, one may 
notice a growing number of “Departments of Government”, especially in the US, 
UK, Northern European and Australian universities. Not least, in Europe, “inter-
national relations” is most often joined to “politics” or “government” departments 
while outside Europe IR departments seem to be rather independent or more likely 
associated with area studies.

Other noteworthy particularities are related to the local institutional context. For 
example, except for the EUI and CEU, most of the articles with authors affiliated to 
international universities, including international campuses, were published during 
the last decade, suggesting a growing relevance of such institutions on the inter-
national academic market. From the countries with a significant presence of items 
in the dataset, Belgium has the largest proportion of international organizations (a 
third of all its unique institutions), from both outside and within academia. This may 
reflect the role that Belgium has acquired internationally as host of several major 
international organizations, most notably EU and NATO, and consequently as a hub 
for networks that require specialized political research expertise.

Some characteristics seem nonetheless more specific to the journals in the collec-
tion. For instance, rather unexpectedly almost half of the government fingerprint is 
represented by IGOs and most of the IGOs fingerprint appears in the EJPR and the 
EPS, and not in the IR subset (i.e. EJIR and GA). This happens because, while the 
IGOs are more varied in the IR subset, altogether there are more articles with affili-
ations to EU institutions and these articles treat comparative politics/public policy 
topics rather than IR subjects. Another finding is that the number and the finger-
print of international non-governmental organizations are very small. Then again, 
the number and the fingerprint of local NGOs and think tanks have increased sig-
nificantly during the last two decades. At the same time, affiliations to companies 
appear mostly during the last decade. These may be due to the higher presence in the 
dataset of articles and journals oriented more towards a comparative politics agenda 
(which includes research on topics relevant for the NGO sector), as well as to the 
increase of “big data” research (relevant for and often possible with the support of 
multinational companies in the digital economy). Nonetheless, if this dataset could 
be even a rough reflection of the job market for those with political research train-
ing, the trend related to the growing relevance of local NGOs/think tanks and com-
panies might also suggest that political science graduates are increasingly embracing 
career paths beyond the more typical academic or governmental affiliations options.

Equal access?

Within the entire collection, the total number of affiliations (institutional fingerprint—
IFN) is 8474 (8469 if one eliminates the cases of non-affiliated authors). This finger-
print is generated by 1020 unique institutions (UQI) from altogether 73 countries, and 
by nine affiliations labelled as “international”. However, only a much smaller number 
of countries and institutions have a significant impact. For example, the top five coun-
tries by IFN (UK: IFN = 1452, US: IFN = 1433, Germany: IFN = 829, Netherlands: 
IFN = 508, Italy: IFN = 359) generate 55% of the total institutional fingerprint. The 
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first ten countries by IFN host more than half of all unique institutions (632), cover-
ing 72.6% of the total IFN, while the twenty-eight countries which are placed on the 
first twenty-five positions cover 95% of the entire IFN. Fifteen countries, mostly non-
European, have a single appearance in the entire dataset (IFN = 1) and so do almost half 
of all unique institutions. Similar distributions exist also in the ECPR and IR subsets, as 
well as at journal level.

For the ECPR subset, in particular, these distributions also largely reflect the institu-
tional membership and its history. As Ghica (2020) identified, 46% of the ECPR insti-
tutional members are located in the six countries of the ECPR founding institutions 
(i.e. France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, UK), and 2 in 3 members from 
this original group of six are from either UK or Germany. In the current collection, 
institutional affiliations from these six countries generate 44% of the ECPR subset’s 
IFN (49% without PDY(p) items), while two-thirds of the institutional affiliations are 
located within the original group of six are either British or German. Furthermore, 
although the overall fingerprint of the ECPR’s founding institutions is only 8.7% of the 
entire ECPR subset (without PDY(p) items), five of these institutions are in the subset’s 
top 10 by IFN (Table 5).

At first sight, the dataset seems to be largely European, as Europe-based institutions 
generate 73% of the entire institutional fingerprint (without the PDY(p) items). One 
may also easily argue for a transatlantic core because the rest of the IFN is associated 
mostly with institutions from the US (19.2%) and Canada (2.7%). However, several sig-
nificant variations exist between the journals. For all ECPR journals (except the PRX), 
as well as for PSRM, the top three contributors by both IFN and UQI are the US, the 
UK and Germany. But in GA, only the UK makes it to the top 3 (in the first position), 
the United States does not make the top ten; and in the fifth place, Germany has less 
than half of UK’s IFN. Most strikingly, although it is the journal of a European political 
science association, PSRM seems to be largely a US affair, as contributions from the 
US dwarf all other inputs: 60% of the journal’s IFN is generated by authors affiliated to 
US institutions which also generate almost half of the journal’s total number of unique 
institutions. Furthermore, the IFN of US institutions is more than five times the IFN of 
the next placed (UK) and more than ten times the IFN of the third placed (Germany). 
In the EJIR, the contributions from the US and the UK also dominate all others: their 
combined IFN represents 53% of the journal’s IFN, their combined UQIs constitutes 
51% of the journal’s UQIs, and the rest of the top five (Germany, Australia, Sweden) 
have between a third and less than a fifth of either UK’s or US’s IFN (Table 6). For 
PRX the number of items in the collection (31) is too small for a similar analysis. How-
ever, it is still remarkable in the context of this discussion for two reasons: (1) in less 
than 2 years, it already attracted contributions from authors affiliated to 53 institutions 
from 22 countries (IFN: 71); but (2) almost half of its institutional landscape originates 
in only two countries—Germany (IFN:21, UQI:13) and the UK (IFN:10, UQI:10).

Geographical distribution

If one considers the collection with and without the PDY(p) items, there are also 
several noteworthy differences, especially at the country level. For instance, PDY(p) 
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items generate more than half of the national IFN for seventeen countries. These are 
mostly Central and Eastern Europe states (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Hungary, Lat-
via, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia), and countries that are smaller 
or more isolated (Cyprus, Iceland, Luxembourg, Malta) or further away from 
Europe (Israel, Japan, New Zealand). In the case of Cyprus, affiliations to a uni-
versity in Northern Cyprus appear only in the PDY(p) subset. As shown in Table 7, 
Southern European states (Greece, Portugal, Spain) or other smaller European 
states (Belgium, Estonia, Ireland) also have a large part of their IFN from PDY(p) 
contributions.

Since within the PDY(p) project most authors who write about a certain country 
are also affiliated to institutions from that country or are part of its academic dias-
pora, it is likely that this long-term research programme had a substantial impact 
on making better-known expertise on and from less researched European countries, 
especially since many of these states are less visible as case studies or in compara-
tive datasets. However, the range of this expertise is limited by the fact that the con-
tributions are methodologically and structurally similar, and that the same 1–2 per-
sons authored often for decades the respective country reports. At the same time, not 
all European countries are represented in the PDY project. For example, of the 47 
member states of the Council of Europe, only two thirds (31) are currently profiled, 
with most of the missing countries being from the Balkans or Eastern Europe. These 
are also the areas from which European institutional affiliations are least represented 
or absent in the dataset beyond the PDY project. In fact, although Central and East 
European countries, including the Balkans, Russia and Turkey, cover half of the 
continent, affiliations to institutions from these states have generated altogether only 
4% of the entire European IFN. About a third of these affiliations are from Turkish 
institutions, which are mostly in the IR subset. The rest are largely in EPS, GA and 
EJPR. Their number is, however, growing—about two-thirds of all articles with (co)
authors affiliated to institutions from Central and Eastern European countries have 
been published during the last decade.

Access to resources

Beyond the Western European/transatlantic core and its stickiness within the Euro-
pean political science academic infrastructures, a feature which at least in the case 
of the ECPR has been extensively discussed at a previous major anniversary (De 
Sousa et al. 2010; Newton and Boncourt 2010), this dataset makes more visible also 
the outlines of lesser debated dynamics. These are related to access to resources. 
For example, all seven journals publish articles exclusively in English, the lingua 
franca of contemporary scientific research. Yet, to what extent that makes them 
genuinely international/cosmopolitan (as opposed to parochial) and offers similar 
access to both native and non-native English-speaking scholars, it is less clear. At 
least in terms of invested resources (including time) for academic language learning/
language proofing, the costs for native speakers of English or for scholars located in 
countries/institutions where English is an official language are arguably lower than 
for non-native speakers or for scholars outside such countries/institutions.
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Within this collection, institutions located in countries where English is an offi-
cial/de facto language of communication (Australia, Canada, India, Ireland, Malta, 
New Zealand, UK, US) produce almost half of the institutional fingerprint. In the 

Table 7  PDY(p) dataset impact 
on country IFN

COUNTRY Total IFN IFN with-
out PDY(p)

PDY(p) in 
national sub-
set (%)

1 Malta 29 1 97
2 Luxembourg 61 5 92
3 Slovakia 48 4 92
4 Latvia 21 3 86
5 Cyprus 41 7 83
6 Lithuania 29 5 83
7 Iceland 59 11 81
8 Slovenia 24 6 75
9 Czech Republic 58 15 74
10 New Zealand 44 12 73
11 Croatia 17 5 71
12 Poland 61 19 69
13 Bulgaria 12 4 67
14 Japan 53 19 64
15 Israel 82 30 63
16 Hungary 82 34 59
17 Romania 21 9 57
18 Greece 48 26 46
19 Estonia 28 17 39
20 Ireland 161 114 29
21 Belgium 354 257 27
22 Spain 215 158 27
23 Portugal 54 40 26
24 Austria 124 96 23
25 Finland 144 116 19
26 Canada 237 192 19
27 Australia 194 158 19
28 France 145 119 18
29 Netherlands 508 425 16
30 Norway 247 209 15
31 Switzerland 296 264 11
32 Denmark 268 240 10
33 UK 1542 1410 9
34 Italy 359 332 8
35 USA 1432 1346 6
36 Germany 829 780 6
37 Sweden 316 298 6
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extreme case of PSRM, they produce almost 75% of the journal’s IFN. At the oppo-
site end is GA, an international relations journal, with only 25.5% of its IFN gener-
ated by institutions located in countries where English is an official/de facto lan-
guage. However, being an IR journal does not necessarily guarantee a more varied 
institutional landscape: in EJIR, also an IR periodical, the IFN produced within 
a native English institutional context constitutes 65% of the outlet’s entire IFN 
(Fig. 2).

Even more striking than the language conundrum is the fact that institutions from 
countries which are members of the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and 
Development (OECD), a common proxy for affluent states, generate 97.7% of the 
entire collection’s IFN (without PDY(p)) and between 92% and 99% for each journal 
(Fig.  2). The relevance of affluence and access to resources is notable also at the 
subnational level, as revealed by the distribution of universities and research insti-
tutes located in countries with larger fingerprints in the dataset. For example, in Ger-
many, Italy and Spain, there are significantly fewer or no authors affiliated to institu-
tions from poorer or more isolated regions (Table 8). In the case of Germany, three 
decades after the territorial reunification, East German institutions are still largely 
underrepresented, while the state with the highest investment in research—Baden-
Würtemberg, 5% of the state’s GDP (German Federal Foreign Office 2020), also 
ranks first in academic output in this dataset (Table 8).

Such figures and distributions are not only a blunt reminder that research out-
put is highly dependent on the resources invested in it and that richer/less isolated 
countries, regions and institutions are more likely to have such resources, but also 
a potential indicator of more structural/long-term biases and limitations that may 
be present in work published in (influential) scholarly journals and in the research 

46%

40%

47%

30%

65%

26%

75%

97%

99%

97%

96%

98%

92%

97%

TOTAL*

EJPR

EPS

EPSR

EJIR

GA

PRSM

IFN from English-language countries** IFN from OECD countries

Fig. 2  OECD and English-language countries IFN (full dataset). Notes: *Data for Total and EJPR with-
out PDY(p) items. **Countries where English is an official or de facto language for a large part of the 
population and in higher education (Australia, Canada, Ireland, India, Malta, New Zealand, UK, US)
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agendas that they reflect. For a more nuanced analysis of such matters, of how they 
affect political science in Europe and of the impact of such distorted knowledge on 
decision-making, we need further investigation on larger and more complex data-
sets. However, as Wilson and Knutsen (2020) illustrate, this is a conversation that 
both globally and locally we can no longer avoid in the discipline.

Gender and collaboration patterns

Another structural challenge related to diversity and easily noticeable in this collec-
tion is that of gender inequality. Overall, the database includes 4533 unique authors 
(UQA) with a total author fingerprint (AFN) of 8161 (Table  2). While it seems 
to have increased lately (Table 3), the percentage of women authors and their fin-
gerprint is still less than half of what men publish. At the same time, publications 
favouring quantitative methodology articles, such as PSRM, have significantly fewer 
women authors. This is a pattern already observed on multiple occasions within our 
discipline with different journals/datasets and beyond periodicals (Teele and Thelen 
2017; Alter et al. 2020), as well as recently assessed in (relation to) ECPR publica-
tions (Grossman 2020; Closa et al. 2020).

Such analyses, which also consider the input level, have shown that, while they 
are more numerous than ever in academia and they sometimes have slightly more 
successful acceptance rates than men, women still tend to submit significantly fewer 
manuscripts (Stockemer et al. 2020). This is mostly due to unequal distributions of 
tasks/roles between genders both within academia and outside it. At the same time, 
the number of manuscript submissions and published work (co)authored by women 
seem to rise in European political science outlets when professional associations 
and publishers adopt structural measures aimed at reducing gender inequality such 
as reducing the gender gap in editorial teams and institutionally promoting system-
atic research and awareness on gender inequalities in academia (Deschouwer 2020; 
Grossman 2020).

However, as this dataset indicates, the overall pace in reducing gender inequality 
is still slow and the trend is non-linear. In fact, exploratory data visualization sug-
gests that, if nothing changes, most journals still need around two decades to close 
the gender gap, with EPS and GA possibly closing it in about a decade (Fig. 3). As 
illustrated particularly by EPS and GA (Tables 2, 3), periodicals with more varied 
editorial agendas both in formal genre and methodology, as well as with a more var-
ied geographical distribution of authors (Table 5) seem to be more gender-balanced. 
Interestingly, in the journals that include other genres than original research articles, 
gender inequality does not seem to be related to the form in which scholarly argu-
ments are formulated, as the gender distribution by genre roughly mirrors the overall 
gender distribution in the respective journal.

Where a gendered pattern seems to be most visible is in the models of coop-
eration. Traditionally, articles had a single author, most often male. This is par-
ticularly visible for the first three decades of EJPR (1973–2000), when 76% of all 
articles were single-authored and 85% of all articles had only male (co)authors. 
For that period, of all articles with male-only authors 80% were single-authored. 
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In the case of female-only items, 92% were single-authored. Gradually, co-
authorship has become increasingly common in all journals. For instance, dur-
ing the last decade only 53.9% of articles have been single-authored (Fig. 4), a 
proportion which remained stable also during the last 5  years. However, male-
only articles (of which 61% single-authored) still account for 62.7% of all pub-
lished articles during the last decade. For the same period, female-only articles 
(of which 81% single-authored) account for just 19% of all published items and 
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Fig. 3  Female authorship* fingerprint (yearly percentage, 2010–2019). Note: *including co-authorship
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Fig. 4  Authorship distribution by type of collaboration and gender (2011–2020*, n = 2273). Note: * The 
period 2011–2020 was chosen as equivalent for “the most recent decade” because for this evaluation the 
most recent available data is more relevant than whether 2020 data is complete
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are thus virtually as many as mix-gender texts (18.3%) (Fig.  4). These propor-
tions are similar also for the last 5 years.

At the same time, during the last decade, female-only collaborative articles 
had maximum three authors, while male-only collaborative articles had up to 
seven authors. This may suggest that, while the number of women in academia 
increased, men still have (access to) larger networks of male academic peers than 
women have to women academic peers. The differences identified in this dataset 
may be the effect of the increasing weight of quantitative research in political sci-
ence journals. Due to the larger volume of work in collecting and processing data, 
collaboration (with more authors) is more likely in quantitative research and since 
men are still more numerous in this field, they are also more likely to collaborate 
among themselves.

Then again, for the entire period, for the last decade, as well as for the last 
5 years, about 60% of all mix-gender articles are gender-balanced (i.e. between 
40 and 60% for either gender, with most in fact at 50%). Furthermore, during 
the last decade, in mix-gender articles in which co-authors are not alphabetically 
listed (n = 185), men and women are equally distributed in a first-author posi-
tion (F:92, M:93). In other words, apart from addressing the structural biases that 
generate gender gaps at manuscript submission level, the increase of mix-gender 
research teams might be also a potentially significant path to insure a more gen-
der-balanced authorship.

Currently, the average number of authors per article oscillates around 2, with 
small differences at journal level (Table 3), which seem to be related mostly to 
certain (sub)disciplinary patterns. For example, items focusing more on methodo-
logical puzzles or quantitative analysis have more frequently two or more authors, 
while most IR articles are still largely single-authored. Throughout the entire col-
lection, as well as during the last decade, most collaborative articles have authors 
listed in alphabetical order at a ratio of about 2:1 in favour of alphabetical listing. 
Significant variations exist among journals, especially more recently. For exam-
ple, during the last 5 years, 95% of all collaborative articles that EJIR published 
had the co-authors alphabetically listed, while for EPS the non-alphabetically 
listed co-authorship has become the norm (i.e. 54% of all collaborative articles). 
EPSR and GA have almost an equal distribution of alphabetically and non-alpha-
betically listed collaborative articles, while EJPR and PSRM maintain the 2:1 
ratio.

Irrespective of the journal, the higher the number of authors, the more likely it 
is that they are not alphabetically listed, suggesting that the first author assumes a 
coordinating role. A potential coordination role of the first listed author is noticeable 
also in articles with two or more authors who collaborate regularly, when the order 
in which they are listed changes. But such cases could also indicate an attempt to 
give each other a chance to be more visible because many readers may remember 
only the first name in a co-authors list. Not least, as illustrated most notably by the 
yearly alternation of the authors’ order for the PDY(p) items on Cyprus (with one 
author affiliated to a university on the Greek side and the other on the Turkish side), 
such changes in the authors’ order might also help appease political or institutional 
sensitivities.
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Conclusion

Given the expanding landscape of research that requires larger and ever more com-
plex teams, we may expect that the number of co-authored articles, as well as the 
accompanying reputational sensitivities related to the gender, geographical location/
institutional affiliation and order of the co-authors will increase. How these dynam-
ics will continue to reflect into scientific publications is still unclear. In a more opti-
mistic scenario, which the patterns identified in the mix-gender articles in this data-
set seem to support, the spread of collaborative research could diminish the gender 
gaps in publication output in the long run. Collaboration may be also key to have 
access to and make more visible knowledge potential from areas that are less stud-
ied, more scientifically isolated and/or have fewer (research) resources. Yet, without 
systematic monitoring, public awareness and measures aimed at reducing the gaps 
at all levels, geographical, gendered or resources-based structural inequalities such 
as those identified in this collection, as well as in other datasets will continue to 
reproduce.

Beyond fairness and other moral grounds, such concerns are ultimately about the 
quality of science and implicitly about the impact that decisions based on such sci-
ence have on our societies. As illustrated particularly by the puzzles of geographi-
cal distribution and access to resources reflected within this collection, just being 
international in scope and reach, and/or using English as language of academic com-
munication do not necessarily make scientific outlets less parochial. Within the cur-
rent system of academic prestige and rankings, periodicals such as those analysed 
here have become major gatekeepers. Therefore, if they do not consider diversity as 
an editorial priority, journals may perform worse on such criteria, contributing thus 
to the reproduction of structural inequalities that favour scientific parochialism and 
groupthink. More significantly, without encouraging genuine diversity in authorship, 
journals may also facilitate the distortion of knowledge on political phenomena and 
consequently contribute to bad governance in our societies, even if they follow the 
highest international standards in matters of scientific publication.

However, journals also can and some of them have actively pushed forward 
this agenda in our discipline. After establishing itself as a primary venue for such 
debates in (European) political science and performing much better than the average 
on diversity criteria, EPS enjoys a privileged position. That is why, beyond reflect-
ing on what we have achieved so far, its current anniversary could be also an oppor-
tunity to start a more systematic conversation on the responsibility that we as politi-
cal scientists have in our societies, as well as on how the present limitations of our 
discipline impact the knowledge that we produce.
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