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Abstract 31 

We reviewed publicly available information from the top 50 journals worldwide in psychology and 32 

neuroscience to infer the proportions of editors by gender and country of affiliation. In both fields, the 33 

proportions of male and female editors differed significantly, both across editorial roles and within 34 

various role categories. Moreover, for 76% of psychology journals and 88% of neuroscience journals 35 

more than 50% of editors were male, whereas only 20% and 10%, respectively, had a similar proportion 36 

of female editors. U.S.-based academics outnumbered those from other countries as editors in both 37 

psychology and neuroscience beyond what would be expected from approximate rates of senior 38 

psychology and neuroscience scholars worldwide. Our findings suggest that editorial positions in 39 

academic journals — possibly one of the most powerful decision-making roles in academic psychology 40 

and neuroscience — are balanced in neither gender nor geographical representation. 41 
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 Introduction 45 

 46 

The landscape of psychology and neuroscience has changed dramatically over the past century with 47 

respect to gender, race, and nationality. However, important gaps remain in career advancement, 48 

particularly in the later stages of career attainment1,2,3,4. While gender parity in tenure-track hiring 49 

decisions and promotion rates has improved, female academics remain under-represented in senior 50 

career phases. For example, females outnumber males by approximately three to one in psychology 51 

graduate programs and make up approximately half of neuroscience graduate programs in the United 52 

States (U.S.) and Canada, and have done so for more than a decade5,6.  Moreover, female early-career 53 

scholars are less likely than males to apply for tenure-track positions7, however, they are equally as 54 

likely, and perhaps even more likely, to be hired when they do8,9,10. Despite this, female scholars are 55 

under-represented among the ranks of full professors8 and earn, on average, 88% of what their male 56 

peers do11. 57 

Positions of power and indicators of eminence persist as areas of inequality12. Women are under-58 

represented amongst the ranks of public intellectuals, comprising, for example, only a quarter of 59 

authors listed in The New York Times’ ‘Gray Matter’ section1. Reports from the last decade have found 60 

that the editorial boards of leading scientific journals in medicine, psychiatry and neurology subfields, 61 

feature significantly more men than women13,14,15. To our knowledge, the fields of neuroscience and 62 

psychology have not been subjected to such an analysis (although see 1, for an analysis of American 63 

Psychological Association [APA] and Association for Psychological Science [APS] journals). 64 

Journal editors exert considerable power over what is published, and by extension, the direction of an 65 

academic discipline and the career advancement of authors. It is important then, to minimize biases 66 

extrinsic to the merit of the work impacting publication decisions. One way to achieve this is to ensure a 67 

diverse pool of editors, such that biases are diluted, and their influence reduced. This is in line with a 68 
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diversity model16 of editorial appointment where editorial boards are structured to dismantle wider 69 

conditions of inequality. In contrast, a distributive model would seek an editorial board reflective of 70 

existing proportions in the field at large. 71 

Internationalization has also been cited as an important goal in achieving diversity and innovation17. 72 

Previous research suggests that the geographical representation of journal article authors is associated 73 

with that of the editorial boards18,19. In an analysis of the editorial boards of the top 20 journals in 15 74 

scientific disciplines, of which neuroscience was one, a significant logarithmic relationship was observed 75 

between the nationalities of editorial board members, and the number of publications originating from 76 

those countries20. While the directionality of these findings is difficult to ascertain, they highlight the 77 

potential for bias and hegemony in academic publishing and suggest that in addition to gender, the 78 

geographical representation of editors is another important factor to consider when quantifying 79 

disparity in academic publishing.  80 

There has been a recent emphasis in the aligned and overlapping fields of psychology and neuroscience 81 

on meta-scientific considerations of how research is conducted21,23,24,25. These approaches consider how 82 

to improve the quality of the scientific literature, by, for example, identifying and removing sources of 83 

bias. It is known that features such as gender and culture can influence the very processes that 84 

psychology and neuroscience are concerned with studying26,27. Similarly, the questions that are asked by 85 

researchers are influenced by their gender- and culture-based identities28,29,30. Biases also exist in the 86 

publishing process in psychology and neuroscience. For example, only 20% of neuroscience manuscripts 87 

submitted to Nature have a female corresponding author31, and articles with female first and last 88 

authors in top neuroscience journals receive 30% fewer citations16. Psychology journals have seen 89 

relatively greater increases in male authors than female authors over time, suggesting a widening 90 

gender gap in authorship32. Diversity in the editorial boards of psychology and neuroscience journals is 91 
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needed such that the experience of minority identities is valued, and thereby included, in the scientific 92 

literature24,33. To this end, it is important to investigate the current status of our editorial boards. 93 

Here, we consider the top 50 English-language journals in psychology and neuroscience, as ranked by an 94 

independent source, Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE) list in Clarivate Analytics’ Journal Citation 95 

Reports (JCR), in terms of the gender and geographical affiliation of their editors. We consider different 96 

categories of editor, in line with similar work 14, to understand any differences based on relative 97 

decision-making power and role. Gender and country of affiliation were manually tabulated based on 98 

information available online. We statistically compared these results to the proportion of faculty and 99 

senior authors in psychology and neuroscience, in terms of gender representation and geographical 100 

affiliation, to infer whether representation of women and geographical regions on editorial boards was 101 

less than expected relative to approximated wider representation in the field. Furthermore, the 102 

perspectives of randomly selected editors-in-chief at the journals featured were collected to inform on 103 

factors involved in editorial board selection. The goal is to provide quantitative data and some 104 

commentary on the current status of journal editing in these related fields, that can be used to monitor 105 

progress over time and act as a starting point for deeper quantitative and qualitative investigation of the 106 

reasons for any uneven representation, and remedial action. 107 

Results 108 

Editorial board analysis 109 

Our first analysis considered gender representation in psychology. The sample included a total of 2,864 110 

editors. Overall, there were significantly more male (n = 1,706) than female (n = 1,157) editors (see 111 

Table 1 and Figure 1). This was driven mainly by the larger categories, namely Category 2 (associate and 112 

section editors) and Category 3 (advisory and editorial board members). There was no significant 113 

difference in gender representation amongst Category 1, the smallest and most senior category (editors-114 
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in-chief and their deputies), although men (n = 49) outnumbered women (n = 37) in that category too. 115 

Data from 2017, two years prior to the data presented here, indicated that approximately 45% of Full 116 

Professors, 53% of Associate Professors, and 65% of Assistant Professors in psychology in the U.S. were 117 

female34.  The proportion of female editors (all categories) was significantly lower than expected based 118 

on the proportion of female faculty [X2(1) = 10.390, p = .001]. The proportion of female editors-in-chief 119 

was not statistically different from the proportion of female full professors [X2(1) = 0.162, p = .688]. 120 

The above analysis did not consider variability in the proportion of male and female editors at the 121 

individual journals. To quantify this, we calculated what percentage of journals had proportions of male 122 

and female editors in 10-point percentage increments. For over three quarters of psychology journals 123 

(76%) more than half of editors were male, while for only 20% of journals were the majority of editors 124 

female (see Figure 2A). The interested reader can refer to Supplementary data 1 for the specific journals 125 

in each position, denoted by number. Over half of the journals (54%) had more than 60% male editors, 126 

whereas only 8% had a similar proportion of female editors. Nearly a quarter of journals (22%) had more 127 

than 70% male editors, but only 2% showed a similar proportion of female editors. Additionally, 2% of 128 

journals had either more than 80% male or 80% female editors, and a further 2% had more than 90% 129 

male editors, with no journal having a similar proportion of female editors. See Supplementary Figure 1 130 

for the binned data by gender at the 50 journals.  131 

Second, we considered geographical representation in psychology. Overall, the editors of the top 50 132 

journals in psychology were primarily based in North America (65%), then, in decreasing order: Europe 133 

(26%), Asia (4%) and Oceania (4%), and finally Africa (0.5%) and Latin America (0.5%). This distribution 134 

was significantly skewed towards North America [X2(5) = 3973.2, p < .001]. In terms of the country of 135 

affiliation, more than half of editors were based in the U.S. (61%), followed by the United Kingdom (U.K.) 136 

(7%), Canada (5%) and Spain (5%). In the four-year period leading up to this report, approximately 45% 137 

of senior authors in psychology journals were affiliated with the U.S.35 (see Supplementary Table 3 for all 138 
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countries featured). Thus, based on this approximation, the proportion of editors affiliated with the U.S. 139 

was significantly greater than expected based on the number of senior authors affiliated with the U.S. in 140 

the field of psychology [X2(1) = 10.343, p = .001]. The proportion of editors affiliated with the U.K. [X2(1) 141 

= 0.488, p = .485], Canada [X2(1) = 0.177, p = .674], and Spain [X2(1) = 0, p = 1] was not significantly 142 

different from the number of senior authors affiliated with those countries in the field of psychology. 143 

See Supplementary Table 2 for the proportion of editors from all countries that featured. Figure 3A 144 

shows the proportion of editors from each country that contributed more than 2% to the total number 145 

of editors in the field’s top 50 journals. 146 

In terms of comparing the 50 journals, at over half (58%) of the top journals in psychology, 50% or more 147 

of the editors were affiliated with the U.S. Furthermore, at over a quarter of the journals (26%), 75% or 148 

more of the editors were affiliated with the U.S. Of the major contributing countries (≥4% of total 149 

number of editors in the field), there was a significant difference in the gender distribution of U.S.-based 150 

editors [X2(1) = 39.7, p < .001], which was 58% male and 42% female, U.K.-based editors [X2(1) = 22.6, p 151 

< .001], which was 67% male and 33% female, Canada-based editors [X2(1) = 10.49, p = .001], which was 152 

63% male and 37% female, and Spain-based editors [X2(1) = 15.9, p < .001], which was 68% male and 153 

32% female.  154 

Next, we considered gender representation in neuroscience. The sample included a total of 3,093 155 

editors. Overall, there were significantly more male than female editors (see Table 2 and Figure 1). This 156 

was the case at all editorial levels, with significant differences observed in the proportion of males and 157 

females in every category. In the U.S., approximately 30% of Full Professors, 37% of Associate 158 

Professors, and 45% of Assistant Professors in neuroscience in 2019 were female36. Based on these data, 159 

the proportion of female editors (all categories) at the top 50 journals was not significantly different 160 

from the proportion of female faculty in the U.S. [X2(1) = 0.407, p = .524]. Similarly, the proportion of 161 
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female editors-in-chief was not significantly different from the proportion of female full professors [X2(1) 162 

= 0.429, p = .513]. 163 

In contrast to the 88% of neuroscience journals that had more than 50% male editors, only 10% of 164 

journals included a similar proportion of female editors (see Figure 2B). While 78% of neuroscience 165 

journals had more than 60% male editors, only 4% of journals that had a similar proportion of female 166 

editors; 40% of journals had more than 70% male editors, compared with 4% with the same proportion 167 

of female editors; 10% of journals had either more than 80% or 90% male editors, compared with 2% 168 

and 0%, respectively, that comprised the same proportion of female editors. See Supplementary Figure 169 

2 for the binned data by gender at the 50 journals.  170 

Finally, we considered geographical representation in neuroscience. Similar to psychology, editors at the 171 

top neuroscience journals were primarily based in North America (57%), followed by Europe (29%), Asia 172 

(9%), Oceania (4%), Latin America (1%), and Africa (<0.5%). This distribution was significantly skewed 173 

towards North America [X2(5) = 4698.2, p < .001]. In considering country of affiliation, we found that 174 

over half of the editors were based in the U.S. (52%), followed by the U.K. (9%), Germany (7%), and 175 

Canada (5%). During the four-year period leading up to this report, approximately 36% of senior authors 176 

in neuroscience were affiliated with the U.S.35 (see Supplementary Table 3 for all countries featured). 177 

The number of editors affiliated with the U.S. was significantly greater than the approximate number of 178 

senior authors affiliated with the U.S. [X2(1) = 11.111, p < .001]. The number of editors affiliated with the 179 

U.K. [X2(1) = 0.136, p = .712], Germany [X2(1) = 0.488, p = .485], and Canada [X2(1) = 0, p = 1] did not 180 

significantly differ from the approximate number of senior authors affiliated with these countries. Figure 181 

3B shows the proportion of editors affiliated with each country that contributed more than 2% to the 182 

total number of editors analyzed. 183 
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In half of the top journals in neuroscience, 50% of the editors were affiliated with the U.S. At 14% of the 184 

journals, 75% or more of the editors were affiliated with the U.S. One journal, Annual Review of Vision 185 

Science, had only U.S.-based editors. Of the major contributing countries (≥4% of total number of editors 186 

in the field), there was a significant difference in the gender distribution of U.S.-based editors [X2(1) = 187 

218.7, p < .001], which was 68% male and 32% female, of U.K.-based editors [X2(1) = 46.7, p < .001], 188 

which was 70% male and 30% female, of Germany-based editors [X2(1) = 59.7, p < .001], which was 77% 189 

male and 23% female, and of Canada-based editors [X2(1) = 7.8, p = .005] which was 62% male and 38% 190 

female. 191 

Comments and perspectives on editorial board selection 192 

 193 

Comments obtained from editors-in-chief at the journals analyzed suggests that recruiting female 194 

scholars to editorial roles is challenging, and the lack of diversity in editorial boards (at least in terms of 195 

gender) does not reflect a lack of effort on their part. One editor-in-chief noted: 196 

 “When I was preparing to step into the role of editor-in-chief, I spent months recruiting 197 

my editorial team. I frankly lost count of the number of invitations I extended to women that 198 

were declined because of time pressures on them. Several women explicitly noted that taking 199 

on such a demanding role would not be appropriate given the number of obligations they have 200 

to family, students, and collaborators. Only one man cited similar concerns (he and his partner 201 

were expecting a baby at the start of my term).” 202 

Moreover, comments emphasized the role of tradition within psychology and neuroscience and their 203 

subfields, the impact of stereotypes, and the slow pace of change: 204 

“The countries represented in the journal are those that have academic traditions in the 205 

field, to the extent to which these traditions exist. This field grew out of psychology and 206 
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economics, as practiced in the U.S., Canada, U.K., Australia, and particularly Israel. Often it was a 207 

small group of scholars in one country who inspired others. Even within specific countries, it is 208 

often one or two universities that contribute most of the work. The field was closer to 209 

mathematical psychology than to any other field, and, in those early days it was thought that 210 

‘girls don’t do math’. This is empirically false, and girls have been getting that message for a few 211 

decades now. Thus, the field has more and more women, to the point where there will soon be 212 

a majority, but there is an age difference.” 213 

“Our journal’s Editor-in-Chief and Associate Editors are all female, but our Editorial 214 

Board is definitely weighted towards males. My impression is that our field – like many others – 215 

has more females working in it overall but that the senior academics are still predominantly 216 

male. This probably has a flow-on effect in terms of Editorial Board membership, but it means 217 

that imbalances are perpetuated. It has certainly made me think about how I will constitute the 218 

Editorial Board next time I refresh its membership.” 219 

The importance of diverse leadership and implementation of findings from diversity science was 220 

emphasized: 221 

“I think you need more female leadership to make changes in these 222 

demographics.  Many women have less time due to other responsibilities, but a role model 223 

helps to convince them that it’s doable.” 224 

“Knowing some principles of diversity science, decisionmakers should appoint editors by 225 

recognition (scan lists of senior people) rather than recall (seeing who comes to mind). Biases to 226 

follow the default (male) are stronger for free recall than recognition.” 227 

Finally, comments also highlighted the potential positive effect that professional editorial boards have 228 

on gender representation: 229 
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“Gender balance tends to be common in professionally run journals (for instance, the 230 

Chief Editors across the 30 Nature journals are evenly split in terms of gender). Professional 231 

editors are no longer part of academia (i.e., we used to be working scientists, but left academia 232 

to become professional editors).” 233 

 234 

Discussion  235 

 236 

The present findings reveal that female scholars (as inferred by the authors based on publicly available 237 

information) are under-represented in editorial board positions in the most popular journals (as indexed 238 

by impact factor) in psychology, and even more so in neuroscience. Moreover, in both fields there was a 239 

clear and significant geographical over-representation of editors affiliated with the U.S. in these (English 240 

language) journals. The number of editors affiliated with the U.S. in each field was greater than the 241 

proportion of journals published in the U.S., suggesting that even journals published outside the U.S. are 242 

skewed in favor of U.S. editors. Data on the country of affiliation of senior authors in both psychology 243 

and neuroscience during the period prior to this report indicated significantly greater representation of 244 

the U.S. on editorial boards than participation in the field in general. 245 

All categories of editor, bar the editors-in-chief of psychology journals, were characterized by significant 246 

differences in the proportion of men and women. This suggests that the findings likely do not reflect a 247 

pipeline problem within the ranks of editors, where one would expect an over-representation of women 248 

at lower ranks compared to higher ranks. Moreover, in psychology, there were fewer female editors (all 249 

categories) than expected based on female representation amongst psychology faculty (based on U.S. 250 

figures), indicating that the reduced representation of women on editorial boards does not reflect a 251 

wider absence of women in the field. In neuroscience, by contrast, there was evidence that a paucity of 252 

women on editorial boards may reflect a wider absence of diversity in the field.  253 
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The disparities described were widespread, and not driven by a few ‘bad apples’. Ten times as many 254 

journals in neuroscience had more than 70% male editors (40%) compared with the same proportion of 255 

female editors (4%). The ratio was similar in psychology, with 22% of journals having more than 70% 256 

male editors compared to just 2% that had the same proportion of women. Only at a handful of journals 257 

did women editors outnumber men. Based on these data and the wider literature on academic 258 

publishing, one might argue that the ideas, values, and decision-making biases of men, particularly those 259 

from the U.S., are over-represented in the editorial positions of the most recognized academic journals 260 

in psychology and neuroscience. We wish to emphasize, however, that these findings are based on 261 

publicly available information, not self-reported.  262 

The available pool of editors in a field may change over time. Gender ratios of undergraduate and 263 

graduate students in neuroscience and psychology have dramatically changed in recent decades, and 264 

English is currently considered the global language of science. Including journals published in languages 265 

other than English would likely have reduced the representation of the U.S., and other primarily English-266 

speaking countries such as the U.K.; however, we specifically targeted the highest impact journals in the 267 

fields, which are published in English.  268 

Why should the editorial boards of top journals endeavor to have a heterogeneous composition? Firstly, 269 

editorial positions are considered prestigious and influential, and likely impact the career advancement 270 

and networking opportunities of those who hold them. Secondly, research suggests that equity in 271 

science enhances productivity and innovation, and there is evidence that gender equity on editorial 272 

boards improves the review process38. Thirdly, representation may have a meaningful impact on the 273 

next generation of scientists. When undergraduates studying science, engineering, and mathematics 274 

were randomly assigned to watch conference footage that depicted either male-skewed conference 275 

attendance (three men to every woman present) or balanced attendance (equal numbers of men and 276 
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women), the female students who viewed skewed attendance reported less feelings of belonging than 277 

female students who viewed balanced attendance39. Male students’ sense of belonging was not 278 

impacted by either condition. Fourthly, positive changes in psychology and neuroscience may influence 279 

positive change in other academic disciplines.  280 

As previously applied to citation practices16, journals, and in turn, readers and contributors to those 281 

journals, must decide whether they wish to support a distributive or diversity model of editorial 282 

appointment. Proponents of a distributive model would seek an editorial board reflective of current 283 

proportions in the field at large. Applying a diversity model, by contrast, editorial appointment would be 284 

distributed such as to dismantle structural conditions of inequality. Editorial boards that are 285 

disproportionately populated by male academics from the U.S. may disproportionately value and 286 

publish scientific findings that are relevant to Western and/or male populations and cultures. It follows 287 

therefore, that to remove barriers to the career advancement of those with minority identities in 288 

psychology and neuroscience, and to promote a scientific literature that is relevant to all, the 289 

composition of our leadership should be as diverse as possible. There may be fewer female and non-U.S. 290 

based scientists for editors-in-chief to select from when assembling their editorial boards. This will 291 

initially result in proportionally more of the available female scientists or scientists from smaller nations 292 

featuring on editorial boards. If academic fields wish to avoid restricting the career progression and 293 

scientific interests of women and non-U.S. based scholars, gender- and affiliation-diversity of leadership 294 

positions in these fields should change.  295 

While it is not possible for the present work to examine the reasons why gender disparity might exist in 296 

editorial boards, the perspectives shared by sitting editors-in-chief suggest both intrinsic (e.g., biases 297 

that exist historically within a field) and extrinsic influences (e.g., reduced time availability for female 298 

scholars) impede the recruitment of representative editorial boards. Their comments also highlight the 299 

role of stereotypes, and the slow pace of change. Building on these first-hand perspectives, there are 300 
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several contributing factors that we wish to highlight. Female tenure-track academics in psychology earn 301 

less, publish less, are cited less, and hold fewer grants than their male counterparts1,40. These 302 

differences may result in women being considered less worthy of positions on editorial boards. Reasons 303 

for this reduced productivity may be complex but they seem to include increased childcare demands 304 

over male colleagues – American mothers spend on average 75% more time performing childcare duties 305 

than fathers41 – and reduced financial resources – male academics in biomedical and life sciences in the 306 

U.S. and U.K. receive larger start-up funds than female academics 42,43. The observation that professional 307 

editorial boards generally have better gender diversity than academic editorial boards suggests that 308 

performing editorial duties around a full-time academic appointment may disproportionately burden 309 

women.  310 

In general, men and women report similar levels of motivation to engage in mentorship in the 311 

workplace44; however, it is unknown whether this extends to journal editing or reflects the values of 312 

men and women in neuroscience and psychology specifically. Evidence from the field of political 313 

sciences suggests that women faculty were more likely to perform internal service roles (e.g., 314 

departmental committee work), while men were more likely to perform higher-status external service 315 

roles, such as editing45.  Follow-up work could consider whether female academics are being offered 316 

positions on editorial boards at similar rates to their male colleagues, and if so, what factors guide their 317 

constrained or unconstrained choices regarding editorial positions46. Such an approach will be necessary 318 

to understand whether anecdotal evidence of a difficulty in recruiting diverse editorial boards is borne 319 

out, and what factors would help to redress this. It is possible that expanding editorial boards, both in 320 

terms of size (and thereby decreasing the ‘service tax’ on each member but not removing opportunities 321 

from male scholars), and the range of individuals that are qualified to serve (e.g., junior faculty) may be 322 

necessary. Departments might also actively encourage their faculty to participate in leadership roles, by 323 

providing the support and releasing time necessary to fulfil these duties within work hours. 324 
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Limitations  325 

The limitations of this study reflect imprecise and limited data sources for editors’ identities and the 326 

fields at large, as well as representing a generalist view of psychology and neuroscience. To the first 327 

point, in line with similar work in related fields13,14,15, we assigned gender and country of affiliation based 328 

on publicly available information, and it is possible that we incorrectly determined some editors’ 329 

identities. Our study also did not consider many other traits and identities that may explain and enrich 330 

the implications of our data on gender and geographical affiliation, such as, for example, areas of double 331 

disadvantage and intersectionality (i.e., the consequences of membership in multiple discriminated-332 

against social groups37). A more detailed investigation, with institutional ethical approval, would have 333 

permitted us to contact editors directly. This would have also permitted data collection on race, sexual 334 

identity, and disabilities, providing a more comprehensive report on the multiple intersecting identities 335 

of editorial teams in psychology and neuroscience. The importance of more detailed follow-up is 336 

evidenced by findings of under-representation of academics of color as authors and editors in 337 

psychology2. Non-heterosexual and gender-nonconforming academics often feel discouraged from 338 

expressing their identity. Of 1,427 science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) academics 339 

surveyed who identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, queer or asexual (LGBTQA) from the U.S., U.K., 340 

Canada, and Australia, fewer than half had disclosed their identity to a majority of their colleagues and 341 

many had disclosed to few or no colleagues47. Thus, women and non-U.S. based scholars who also have 342 

intersecting racial and/or sexual identities likely experience even less representation on editorial boards.  343 

Secondly, an additional limitation of the study pertains to the data that were used to infer “baseline” 344 

representation in the field at large. We included several sources of information on gender and 345 

geographical representation in psychology and neuroscience beyond journal editing, including number 346 

of U.S. faculty and last-authorship in Elsevier journals (see Methods). Such data provide an 347 

approximation of expected frequencies against which to compare the current findings but are likely 348 
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imperfect, as validation checks against a ground-truth were not possible. For example, we used last 349 

authors in relevant journals. Last-authorship status alone, however, is unlikely to be sufficient for 350 

admission to an editorial board, and is therefore an imperfect measure of available editors in the field at 351 

large. We also used conference attendance. Female scholars, however, face barriers to attending 352 

conferences, including fewer invitations and submission acceptances, childcare demands, and 353 

harassment, and thus may attend at lower rates than male scholars4,48,49,50.  354 

Finally, to address a final limitation that our analyses may not capture several nuances, adding more 355 

journals and more in-depth analyses would have enabled us to capture data for subfields of psychology 356 

and neuroscience. We only statistically compared the proportion of editors derived from the major 357 

contributing countries, at the expense of countries with very little representation on editorial boards. 358 

This may mask inter-regional differences in representation within a continent. For example, when we 359 

state that the editors of the top 50 journals in psychology were primarily based in North America (65%), 360 

this does not mean that those editors were evenly distributed between the U.S., Canada, and Mexico. 361 

The views of the editors-in-chief that responded to requests for comment may not represent the 362 

perspectives of all editors. For example, those who were motivated to engage with the findings and 363 

respond with comments may represent the sub-sample of editors most engaged with topics of diversity 364 

and representation, generally. The current data represent only the highest-impact journals in the two 365 

fields, and may not be indicative of academic publishing in psychology and neuroscience as a whole.  366 

 We nevertheless hope the present work is a useful first step towards addressing diversity in academic 367 

publishing in psychology and neuroscience. Amongst the psychology journals analyzed was Psychology 368 

of Women Quarterly. Unsurprisingly, the majority of editors at this journal are women. While the 369 

presence of this journal in the list is encouraging, suggesting that a journal that publishes research on 370 

the psychology of women and gender is also among the field’s most impactful, it also likely tipped the 371 

scales towards greater overall female editorial representation in psychology in this study.  372 
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Conclusions 373 

Some areas of leadership in neuroscience and psychology are improving in terms of gender parity. The 374 

number of female APA presidents, at 70% over the last decade, is the highest it has ever been1. In other 375 

areas, however, women continue to be under-represented, including department chair positions40 and, 376 

as shown here, representation on the editorial boards of top journals.  377 

It has been suggested that the people who practice science exert significant influence on the types of 378 

questions that are asked, the evidence that is collected and analyzed, and the findings that are 379 

reported24. We would venture that the over-representation of men and those affiliated with the U.S. in 380 

editorial roles at the most influential journals in psychology and neuroscience impacts, and potentially 381 

skews, the publication decisions that affect not only the careers of scientists but also the science that is 382 

published. Future studies should explore the decisions undertaken by editors in this respect. Similarly, 383 

whether the over-representation of men and U.S.-based academics noted here disproportionately 384 

effects the careers of scientists from under-represented groups remains a pertinent question for future 385 

research.  386 

In agreement with similar commentaries in related fields13,14, we reiterate the call for journals to define 387 

their policies and selection criteria for editorial board appointment, and to actively geo-diversify their 388 

editorial boards. Some selection criteria, such as publication and citation counts, may themselves be 389 

biased against women and those based outside the U.S., and should be revised. Finally, journals may 390 

need to amend the size of their editorial boards and the workloads assigned to their editors to foster a 391 

more welcoming environment to those with multiple responsibilities.  392 

Methods 393 

Editorial board analysis 394 
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To quantify the gender and geographical representation of editorial board members in psychology and 395 

neuroscience, the top 50 journals for the year 2019 in the fields of “psychology” and “neuroscience” 396 

were selected from the Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE) list in Clarivate Analytics’ Journal Citation 397 

Reports (JCR). Selection was limited to journals published in the English language. This resulted in two 398 

databases of 50 editorial boards each (see Supplementary data 1 and 2 for psychology and neuroscience 399 

databases, respectively). Note that the list generated for psychology contains the top 50 generalist 400 

journals in psychology, and as such does not contain high-impact journals within sub-disciplines of 401 

psychology. There was no overlap in the top 50 journals for the two fields. 402 

 403 

Data collection 404 

Journal webpages were audited for editorial board members. Manual data inspection and entry was 405 

conducted in October and November 2020, with a final check of the databases completed in the first 406 

week of December, 2020. Any changes to editorial boards made after this time were not included in the 407 

databases. Each journal’s country of publication was downloaded from the JCR. The majority of the 408 

journals were published in the U.S. and U.K. Specifically, 58% of psychology journals and 40% of 409 

neuroscience journals were published in the U.S., while 24% of psychology journals and 46% of 410 

neuroscience journals were published in the U.K. See Supplementary data 1 and 2 for the country of 411 

publication for all journals included.  412 

Certain editorial positions, deemed not to be decision-making roles, were not included in the databases 413 

(e.g., managing editors, student advisors, social media editors). See Supplementary Table 1 for a full list 414 

of excluded categories. One psychology journal, Journals of Gerontology Series B-Psychological Sciences 415 

and Social Sciences, listed separate editorial boards for psychological and social sciences. Due to our 416 

focus, we only included the editors for psychological sciences in the database.  417 
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Names, role, country of affiliation, and gender were manually tabulated based primarily on information 418 

available in journals’ public biographical sections for each editor. When gender and/or country of 419 

affiliation were not available on journal webpages, an internet search was conducted for these details, 420 

browsing institutional webpages, Google Scholar, etc. Pronouns were used as the most reliable indicator 421 

of gender, including non-binary gender identities, but when not available, we had to make (arguably 422 

imprecise) inferences based on names and/or images. We acknowledge this is a major limitation of our 423 

work as our results represent inferences based on external characteristics rather than self-descriptions. 424 

When gender or country of affiliation could not be discerned, they were marked as “not available” (NA; 425 

n = 1 in psychology and n = 8 in neuroscience for gender).   426 

Most journals had fewer than 150 editors (M = 156.97; SD = 972.61) with the exception of Frontiers in 427 

Psychology, which was a clear outlier (3 SDs above the M number of editors), with a total n of 9,780 428 

editors. In this case, we selected only the Field Chief Editor and Specialty Chief Editors (n = 40).  429 

In line with similar research 14, editors were categorized according to their role. Initially four categories, 430 

following previous work14, were used: 1) Editor-in-chief and deputies, 2) associate and section editors, 3) 431 

editorial board members, and 4) advisory board members. The same title was used by different journals 432 

to denote varying levels of seniority, and so features in multiple categories. In these instances, decisions 433 

were made on an individual basis according to the organization of each journal. See Supplementary 434 

Table 1 for the roles assigned to each category. Ultimately, due to the infrequency of journals possessing 435 

both an editorial board and an advisory board, categories 3 and 4 were collapsed. As such, the final 436 

categorization was as follows: 1) Editor-in-chief and deputies, 2) associate and section editors, and 3) 437 

advisory and editorial board members.  438 

Countries of affiliation were classified into six continents according to geographical location: North 439 

America (encompassing the U.S., Canada, and Mexico), Europe (encompassing the U.K., continental 440 
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Europe, and Russia), Oceania (encompassing Australia and New Zealand), Latin America (encompassing 441 

Central and South America), Asia (including Turkey and the Middle East) and Africa.  442 

 443 

Comparative data on wider gender and geographical representation in psychology and neuroscience 444 

We wanted to assess whether the proportions of editors (by gender and geography) reflect the 445 

proportions of faculty academics (by gender and geography) in psychology and neuroscience. Regarding 446 

gender representation, we used data on the gender of U.S. faculty in neuroscience in 2019 and in 447 

psychology in 2017. Data for neuroscience were derived from the Society for Neuroscience Annual 448 

Meeting registration rates, as reported by Bias Watch Neuro36. Data for psychology were derived from a 449 

report entitled Women, minorities, and persons with disabilities in science and engineering by the 450 

National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics34. 451 

Regarding country of affiliation, we used raw data underlying an Elsevier 202035 report entitled The 452 

Researcher Journey Through a Gender Lens: An Examination of Research Participation, Career 453 

Progression and Perceptions Across the Globe. Here, we focus on last authorship, which often represents 454 

the most senior academic on a manuscript, in both psychology and neuroscience journals (as classified 455 

by Elsevier) published by Elsevier for manuscripts published during the four-year period prior to our 456 

study (2014-2018). It is noticeable that there is some variability in data reported for the two fields. 457 

These differences reflect variability in data availability between psychology and neuroscience, and for 458 

the different characteristics studied. While it is possible there may be small changes in faculty 459 

representation and authorship over the six-year period that we include, changes in hiring, promotion, 460 

and publication rates have been found to be are slow8,51, and are unlikely to have altered dramatically 461 

during this period. 462 

 463 
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Comments and perspectives on editorial board selection 464 

To aid interpretation of the findings, particularly in terms of their perceived causes, a sub-sample of 465 

editors-in-chief at the journals featured in our report were randomly selected and invited to provide 466 

their perspectives on the findings. A sample of these comments are reported in the Results section, 467 

edited lightly for brevity, grammar, and clarity, and interpreted further in the Discussion section. 468 

 469 

Statistical analyses 470 

Analyses were conducted separately for psychology and neuroscience. One- sample Chi-squared tests 471 

were used to determine if there were significant differences in the proportion of male and female 472 

editors overall in each field and in the three editorial categories, irrespective of the proportion of male 473 

and female editors at each individual journal. Any editors where the gender could not be reliably 474 

discerned were excluded, thus one editor was excluded from gender analyses in the field of psychology, 475 

leaving a final sample of 2,863 editors, and 8 editors were excluded from gender analyses in 476 

neuroscience, leaving a final sample of 3,085 editors. All excluded editors were from Category 3, 477 

advisory and editorial board members. Because of the large number of editors in this category, we are 478 

confident that excluding these editors did not alter the results.  479 

The overall proportion of male and female editors in each field was compared, using Chi-squared 480 

goodness of fit tests, to the approximated proportion of male and female faculty in each field. Similarly, 481 

the proportion of male and female editors-in-chief was also compared to the approximated proportion 482 

of male and female senior faculty (full professors) in each field. In a subsequent analysis, we considered 483 

differences in gender balance between the journals, by calculating the proportion of journals with 484 

distributions of male and female editors in ten-point percentage increments from 0 – 100%.  485 
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One-sample Chi-squared tests were also used to determine if there were significant differences in the 486 

proportion of editors affiliated with each continent and country. We then quantified how many journals 487 

were composed primarily of editors based in the U.S. In each field, the overall proportion of editors 488 

affiliated with each major contributing country was compared, using Chi-squared goodness of fit tests, 489 

to the approximated proportion of senior authors in the field from that country. 490 

Finally, we combined geographical and gender-based data, and quantified the proportion of male and 491 

female editors deriving from the major contributing countries. Following inspection of the geographical 492 

distribution of our data, we defined a major contributing country as any that contributed ≥4% of the 493 

total number of editors in a field.  494 
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Figure 1: Overall proportion of editors who were male and female in the top 50 journals in psychology 509 
(A) and neuroscience (B), and in each of the three sub-categories: editors-in-chief and their deputies, 510 
associate and section editors, and advisory and editorial boards. 511 

Figure 2: Proportion of male and female editors at the top 50 journals in the fields of psychology (A) and 512 

neuroscience (B). Dashed grey horizontal line signifies equal number of male and female editors. 513 

Journals are ranked from left to right by decreasing proportion of female editors. 514 

Figure 3: Proportion of editors at the top 50 journals in the fields of psychology (A) and neuroscience (B) 515 

by country of affiliation. For legibility, figure only includes countries represented by ≥2% of editors.  516 

Tables 517 

Table 1: Overall proportion of editors who were male and female in the top 50 journals in the field of 518 

psychology, and in each of the three sub-categories: 1) editors-in-chief and their deputies, 2) associate 519 

and section editors, and 3) advisory and editorial boards. 520 

PSYCHOLOGY Female Male Statistic 

Overall (n = 2,863, 1 NA 
excluded) 

40% 60% X2(1) = 104.9, p < .001 

Editors-in-chief and 
deputies (n = 86) 

43% 57% X2(1) = 1.4, p = .237 

Associate and section 
editors (n = 308) 

44% 56% X2(1) = 5.9, p = .015 

Advisory and editorial 
boards (n = 2,368, 1 NA 
excluded) 

40% 60% X2(1) = 99.5, p < .001 

 521 

Table 2: Overall proportion of editors who were male and female in the top 50 journals in the field of 522 

neuroscience, and in each of the three sub-categories: 1) editors-in-chief and their deputies, 2) 523 

associate and section editors, and 3) advisory and editorial boards. 524 

NEUROSCIENCE Female Male Statistic 

Overall (n = 3,085, 8 NA 
excluded) 

30% 70% X2(1) = 490.3, p < .001 

Editors-in-chief and 
deputies (n = 171) 

33% 67% X2(1) = 20.4, p < .001  

Associate and section 
editors (n = 685) 

29% 71% X2(1) = 116.9, p < .001  

Advisory and editorial 
boards (n = 2,237, 8 NA 
excluded) 

30% 70% X2(1) = 353.6, p < .001 

 525 

526 



Gender and geographical disparity of editors in psychology and neuroscience 
 

24 
 

References 527 

1 Gruber, J., Mendle, J., Lindquist, K. A., Schmader, T., Clark, L. A., Bliss-Moreau, E., ... & Williams, L. A. 528 

The future of women in psychological science. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 16, 483-516. (2020). 529 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620952789 530 

2 Roberts, S. O., Bareket-Shavit, C., Dollins, F. A., Goldie, P. D., & Mortenson, E. Racial inequality in 531 

psychological research: Trends of the past and recommendations for the future. Perspect. 532 

Psychol. Sci 15, 1295-1309. (2020). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691620927709 533 

3 Ryu, M. Minorities in Higher Education: Twenty-fourth Status Report. Washington, DC: American 534 

Council on Education. (2010). 535 

4 Llorens, A., Tzovara, A., Bellier, L., Bhaya-Grossman, I., Bidet-Caulet, A. et al. Gender bias in academia: 536 

a lifetime problem that needs solutions. Neuron 109., 2047-2074. (2021). 537 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2021.06.002 538 

5 Fowler, G., Cope, C., Michalski, D., Christidis, P., Lin, L., Conroy, J. Women outnumber men in 539 

psychology graduate programs. Monitor on Psychol. 49. (2018). 540 

6 Stricker, E. M. The 2003 ANDP survey of neuroscience graduate, postdoctoral, and undergraduate 541 

programs. Association of Neuroscience Departments and Programs. (2003). 542 

7 Webber, K. L., & González Canché, M. Is there a gendered path to tenure? A multi-state approach to 543 

examine the academic trajectories of U.S. doctoral recipients in the sciences. Res. High. Educ. 544 

59, 897–932. (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-9492-4 545 

8 Ginther, D., & Kahn, S. Academic women’s careers in the social sciences. In A. Lanteri & J. Vromen 546 

(Eds.), The Economics of Economists: Institutional Setting, Individual Incentives, and Future 547 

Prospects (pp. 285–315). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. (2014). 548 

9 National Research Council. Gender Differences in Critical Transitions in the Careers of Science, 549 

Engineering, and Mathematics Faculty. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. (2010). 550 

10 Williams, W. M., & Ceci, S. J. National hiring experiments reveal 2:1 faculty preference for women on 551 

STEM tenure track. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 112, 5360–5365. (2015). 552 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418878112 553 

11 National Science Foundation, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics. Doctorate 554 

Recipients from U.S. Universities: 2017 (Special Report NSF 19-301). Retrieved from 555 

https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsf19301. (2018). 556 

12 Eagly, A. H., & Miller, D. I. Scientific eminence: Where are the women? Perspect. Psychol. Sci., 11, 557 

899–904. (2016). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691616663918 558 

13 Amrein, K., Langmann, A., Fahrleitner-Pammer, A., Pieber, T. R., & Zollner-Schwetz, I. Women 559 

underrepresented on editorial boards of 60 major medical journals. Gend. Med. 8, 378-387. 560 

(2011). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.genm.2011.10.007 561 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691620952789
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2021.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-9492-4
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418878112
https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsf19301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.genm.2011.10.007


Gender and geographical disparity of editors in psychology and neuroscience 
 

25 
 

14 Hafeez, D. M., Waqas, A., Majeed, S., Naveed, S., Afzal, K. I., Aftab, Z., ... & Khosa, F. Gender 562 

distribution in psychiatry journals' editorial boards worldwide. Compr. Psychiatry 94, 152119. 563 

(2019). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2019.152119 564 

15 Mariotto, S., Beatrice, G., Carta, S., Bozzetti, S., & Mantovani, A. Gender disparity in editorial boards 565 

of journals in neurology. Neurol. 95, 489-491. (2020). 566 

https://doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000010500 567 

16 Dworkin, J., Perry, Z., & Bassett, D. S. (In) citing action to realize an equitable future. Neuron, 106, 568 

890-894. (2020). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2020.05.011 569 

17 Weick, K. E. Editing innovation into. Administrative Science Quarterly, (pp. 284-296). (1995). 570 

18 Baruch, Y. Global or North American? A geographical based comparative analysis of publications in 571 

top management journals. Int. J. Cross. Cult. Manag 1, 109-126. (2001). 572 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F147059580111010 573 

19 Granadino, B., García-Carpintero, E., & Plaza, L. M. La presencia española en consejos y comites 574 

deredaccion de revistas científicas internacionales: un instrumento para la promoción de 575 

nuestra ciencia [in Spanish]. Revista Española de Documentación Científica, 29, 398–408. (2006). 576 

https://doi.org/10.3989/redc.2006.v29.i3.296 577 

20 García-Carpintero, E., Granadino, B., & Plaza, L. The representation of nationalities on the editorial 578 

boards of international journals and the promotion of the scientific output of the same 579 

countries. Scientometrics 84, 799-811. (2010). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-010-0199-3 580 

21 Elson, M., Huff, M., & Utz, S. Metascience on Peer Review: Testing the Effects of a Study’s Originality 581 

and Statistical Significance in a Field Experiment. Adv. Methods Pract. Psychol. Sci., 3, 53-65. 582 

(2020). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2515245919895419 583 

22 John, L. K., Loewenstein, G., & Prelec, D. Measuring the prevalence of questionable research practices 584 

with incentives for truth telling. Psychol. Sci., 23, 524-532. (2012). 585 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0956797611430953 586 

23 Pritschet, L., Powell, D., & Horne, Z. Marginally significant effects as evidence for hypotheses: 587 

Changing attitudes over four decades. Psychol. Sci., 27, 1036-1042. (2016). 588 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0956797616645672 589 

24 Roberts, S. O., Bareket-Shavit, C., Dollins, F. A., Goldie, P. D., & Mortenson, E. Racial inequality in 590 

psychological research: Trends of the past and recommendations for the future. Perspect. 591 

Psychol. Sci., 15, 1295-1309. (2020). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691620927709 592 

25 Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., & Simonsohn, U. False-positive psychology: Undisclosed flexibility in 593 

data collection and analysis allows presenting anything as significant. Psychol. Sci., 22, 1359-594 

1366. (2011). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0956797611417632 595 

26 Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and 596 

motivation. Psychol. Rev., 98, 224. (1991). https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-597 

295X.98.2.224 598 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2019.152119


Gender and geographical disparity of editors in psychology and neuroscience 
 

26 
 

27 Molenberghs, P. The neuroscience of in-group bias. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev., 37, 1530-1536. (2013). 599 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.06.002 600 

28 Bourke, B. Positionality: Reflecting on the research process. Qual. Rep. 19. (2014). 601 

29 Medin, D. L., & Bang, M. Who's asking?: Native science, western science, and science education. MIT 602 

Press. (2014). 603 

30 Medin, D., Ojalehto, B., Marin, A., & Bang, M. Systems of (non-) diversity. Nat. Hum. Behav., 1, 1-5. 604 

(2017). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0088 605 

31 Promoting diversity in neuroscience. Nat. Neurosci., 21, 1 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41593-606 

017-0052-6 607 

32 Ceci, S.J., Ginther, D.K., Kahn, S., and Williams, W.M. Women in Academic Science: A Changing 608 

Landscape. Psychol. Sci. Public Interest, 15, 75–141. (2014). 609 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1529100614541236 610 

33 Murray, D., Siler, K., Larivière, V., Chan, W. M., Collings, A. M., Raymond, J., & Sugimoto, C. R. Author-611 

reviewer homophily in peer review. Preprint at 612 

https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/400515v3.full (2019). 613 

34 National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics. Women, minorities, and persons with 614 

disabilities in science and engineering. National Science Foundation. Retrieved from 615 

https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsf19304. (2019). 616 

35 De Kleijn, M., Jayabalasingham, B., Falk-Krzesinski, H.J., Collins, T., Kuiper-Hoyng, L., Cingolani, I., 617 

Zhang, J., Roberge, G., et al. The Researcher Journey Through a Gender Lens: An Examination of 618 

Research Participation, Career Progression and Perceptions Across the Globe. Elsevier. Retrieved 619 

from www.elsevier.com/gender-report. (2020). 620 

36 Biaswatchneuro. Neuroscience base rates. Retrieved from https://biaswatchneuro.com/base-621 

rates/neuroscience-base-rates/. (2020). 622 

37 Cole, E. R. Intersectionality and research in psychology. Am. Psychol. 64, 170. (2009). 623 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0014564 624 

38 Wing, D. A., Benner, R. S., Petersen, R., Newcomb, R., & Scott, J. R. Differences in editorial board 625 

reviewer behavior based on gender. J. Women's Health 19, 1919-1923. (2010). 626 

https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2009.1904 627 

39 Murphy, M. C., Steele, C. M., & Gross, J. J. Signaling threat: How situational cues affect women in 628 

math, science, and engineering settings. Psychol. Sci. 18, 879–885. (2007). 629 

https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9280.2007.01995.x 630 

40 American Psychological Association, Committee on Women in Psychology. The Changing Gender 631 

Composition of Psychology: Update and Expansion of the 1995 Task Force Report. (2017). 632 

Retrieved from http://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/task-force-633 

report.pdf 634 

https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsf19304
http://www.elsevier.com/gender-report
https://biaswatchneuro.com/base-rates/neuroscience-base-rates/
https://biaswatchneuro.com/base-rates/neuroscience-base-rates/
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/task-force-report.pdf
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/task-force-report.pdf


Gender and geographical disparity of editors in psychology and neuroscience 
 

27 
 

41 Geiger, A. W., Livingston, G., & Bialik, K. Six facts about U.S. moms (Analysis of American Time Use 635 

Survey Data). Pew Research Center. (2019). Retrieved from https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-636 

tank/2019/05/08/facts-about-u-s-mothers/. 637 

42 Sege, R., Nykiel-Bub, L., & Selk, S. Sex differences in institutional support for junior biomedical 638 

researchers. JAMA, 314, 1175–1177. (2015). https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.8517 639 

43 Acton, S. E., Bell, A. J. D., Toseland, C. P., & Twelvetrees, A. Research culture: A survey of new PIs in 640 

the UK. Elife, 8, e46827. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.46827 641 

44 Ragins, B. R., & Cotton, J. L. Gender and willingness to mentor in organizations. J. Manag. 19, 97–111. 642 

(1993). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920639301900107 643 

45 Mitchell, S. M., & Hesli, V. L. Women don’t ask? Women don’t say no? Bargaining and service in the 644 

political science profession. Political Sci. Politics 46, 355–369. (2013). 645 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513000073 646 

46 Xie, Y. and K. A. Shauman. Women in Science: Career Processes and Outcomes. Cambridge, MA: 647 

Harvard University Press. (2003). 648 

47 Yoder, J. B., & Mattheis, A. Queer in STEM: Workplace experiences reported in a national survey of 649 

LGBTQA individuals in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics careers. J. Homosex. 650 

63, 1–27. (2016). https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2015.1078632 651 

48 Knobloch-Westerwick, S., Glynn, C.J., and Huge, M. The Matilda Effect in Science Communication: An 652 

Experiment on Gender Bias in Publication Quality Perceptions and Collaboration Interest. Sci. 653 

Commun., 35, 603–625. (2013). https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1075547012472684 654 

49 Marts, S. Open Secrets and Missing Stairs: Sexual and Gender-Based Harassment at Scientific 655 

Meetings. (2017). https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.14861.3376 656 

50 Schroeder, J., Dugdale, H.L., Radersma, R., Hinsch, M., Buehler, D.M. et al. Fewer invited talks by 657 

women in evolutionary biology symposia. J. Evol. Biol., 26, 2063–2069. (2013). 658 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12198 659 

51 Bendels, M.H.K., Müller, R., Brueggmann, D., and Groneberg, D.A. Gender disparities in high-quality 660 

research revealed by Nature Index journals. PLoS One, 13, e0189136. (2013). 661 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0189136 662 

 663 

https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.46827

