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INTRODUCTION

W orld Politics is a quarterly journal founded 
in 1948. It publishes scholarly articles that 
speak to central debates and concerns in 
comparative politics and international rela-
tions. The journal publishes pieces that sig-

nificantly advance theoretical debates, contribute original empirical 
knowledge, and deploy the most appropriate methods for the ques-
tion at hand.

The journal relies on a terrific and small staff. It is run by a 
dedicated editorial committee with the advice of a diverse and 
committed editorial board. Moreover, it relies on the good will 
and collegiality of scholars who volunteer their time to review 
our manuscripts and advise us in our triple blind review process 
(described in detail in the conclusion). For this we are enormously 
grateful as the strengths of the journal rely on this talented and 
extended team of scholars and staff.

While there is much to be proud of, we are also concerned 
about the issues raised by Teele and Thelen (2017), who clearly 
demonstrate that the preponderance of articles published in 
political science journals are written by men. This is also true of 
World Politics. The World Politics editorial committee, therefore, 
was eager to assess the review process with an eye toward identi-
fying if and where gender bias was in play. We did so with utmost 
commitment to the anonymity of the authors and reviewers. We 
tallied the data to analyze the front and back ends of the review 
process—from submissions to review to acceptance.

The punchline is fourfold. First, men publish the lion’s 
share of articles in World Politics. Second, at World Politics we 
did not identify a gendered bias in the acceptance rates for 
solo-authored pieces. Men and women submitting solo-au-
thored manuscripts have an equal likelihood of receiving an 
accept after being sent out for review; the rate of acceptance 
among reviewed manuscripts is 7.4% for both Solo Man and 
Solo Woman manuscripts. Third, we did identify notable var-
iation in acceptance rates for coauthored articles. Among the 
pool of manuscripts that were sent out for review, coauthorship 
among single gender teams coincides with lower acceptance 
rates than both the overall acceptance rate and the acceptance 
rate for mixed gender teams. Teams of men and women have 
the greatest acceptance rates, while all women-teams have the 
lowest. None of the differences in acceptance rates are statisti-
cally significant based on tests conducted using several multi-
ple logistic regressions. Fourth, withdrawal rates are highest 
among submissions by a solo man.

This report is organized as follows. We share descriptive sta-
tistics (and how we conducted the study). We then assess the 
editorial process with the aid of a range of regressions, including 
an in-depth look at manuscript outcomes and reviewer recom-
mendations. This is followed by a discussion of submission rates 
by gender. We conclude with lessons drawn and challenges that 
remain for the profession at large.

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

This section provides basic summary statistics for the manu-
scripts World Politics received between December 2007 and 2017.1 
Decision information for the manuscripts comes directly from 
World Politics records. We gathered data on gender and profes-
sional rank for authors and reviewers. Since World Politics has not 
historically asked authors and reviewers to identify their gender 
and rank, we individually determined gender and rank based 
on information that scholars posted online.2 Gender coding was 
based on pronoun, picture, or name. We calculated rank as the 
number of years between PhD year (for the author with the most 
experience) and the date of the manuscript submission.3

We categorized manuscripts into five groups based on the 
composition of authors. The first category, Solo Man, is assigned 
when a manuscript is authored by a single man. Likewise, the 
second category, Solo Woman, is assigned when a manuscript is 
authored by a single woman. Multiple Men and Multiple Women 
are assigned for manuscripts with two or more authors, all of 
whom are male or female, respectively. Finally, Multiple Mixed, is 
assigned for manuscripts with multiple authors, at least one of 
whom is a man and at least one of whom is a woman.

Table 1 provides the total number and share of submissions 
and acceptances for each type of manuscript. The data pool for 
table 1 includes all manuscript submissions for which decision 
data and gender information on all authors was available; accord-
ingly, we excluded those manuscripts which are still under review 
and/or manuscripts where we could not identify the gender of the 
author(s).4

Across the five manuscript types, the percentage of submissions 
is broadly similar to the percentage of acceptances. The share of 
Solo Man and Multiple Women manuscripts are slightly under-
represented in the share of acceptances relative to their share of 
submissions. In contrast, Solo Woman, Multiple Men, and espe-
cially Multiple Mixed manuscripts have slightly higher shares of 
acceptances than submissions. This said, when looking at abso-
lute numbers, it is notable that there is an imbalance in terms 
of who is submitting articles for review. Single authors (66.4%) 
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submit the majority of manuscripts, and within this category 
Solo Man is by far the most frequent type of submitted manu-
script and accepted article; nearly half of all submissions are by 
a solo male author. The second largest share of manuscripts are 
submitted by solo female authors, making up nearly 18% of all 
submissions in the sample. Close behind, are Multiple Men man-
uscripts, which make up 17.1% of all submissions. Multiple Mixed 

manuscripts are 13.5% of all submissions. Very few manuscripts 
are submitted by teams of all women (3.1% of submissions). 
Thus, there is a considerable gender imbalance in submissions. 
Manuscripts by one or several men make up 65.6% of total sub-
missions (61.6% of acceptances), while manuscripts by one or 
several women make up only 20.9% of total submissions (20.8% 
of acceptances).

Because the review process includes multiple decision points, 
we provide summary statistics for each stage. In the regression 
analysis in the following section, we discuss the data in terms 
of whether manuscripts were withdrawn or reviewed and then 
whether they were accepted or rejected, conditional on being 
sent out for review. Table 2 provides a detailed breakdown of the 
submission and decision data for manuscripts in each author 
category. Withdrawn manuscripts are those that editors on the 
editorial committee decide not to send out for review, after hav-
ing looked internally at the manuscript. Rejected manuscripts are 
those that are sent out for review (generally including at least two 
external reviewers) and are rejected either after the first review 
or after the revise and resubmit review process. Accepted manu-
scripts are those that were sent out for one or more review cycles 
and accepted at the end of the review process. For the purpose 
of the analysis here, acceptance or rejection at any stage of the 
review are treated the same. That is, in this analysis a manuscript 
rejected after initial review is equivalent to a manuscript that is 
rejected after a Revise and Resubmit. The third, fifth, and seventh 
columns in table 2 provide the percentages of submitted manu-
scripts for each manuscript type that are withdrawn, rejected, or 
accepted, respectively.

Ta b l e  1
Manuscripts by Gender of Authors,  
2007–2017

# Submissions % Submissions # Accepted % Accepted

Solo Man 1,454 48.5 68 42.8

Solo Woman 534 17.8 29 18.2

Multiple Men 511 17.1 30 18.9

Multiple Mixed 405 13.5 28 17.6

Multiple Women 92 3.1 4 2.5

Total 2,996 100.0 159 100.0

Note: The rows are listed to reflect highest to lowest number of submissions.

The takeaway message from table 2 is that the acceptance rates among solo authors is similar 
regardless of gender, while there is some variation in acceptance rates among multiple author 
manuscripts of different gender composition.

The takeaway message from table 2 is that the acceptance rates 
among solo authors is similar regardless of gender, while there is 
some variation in acceptance rates among multiple author man-
uscripts of different gender composition. Multiple Mixed manu-
scripts fare the best, with the highest acceptance rates substantially 
above the overall acceptance rates. Multiple Women manuscripts 
are the least likely to be accepted either overall or as a share of 

articles reviewed. After that, the ranked order of acceptance shifts 
depending on the denominator. When we look at all submissions, 
the acceptance rate favors in declining order: Multiple Mixed, 
Multiple Men, Solo Woman, Solo Man, and Multiple Women. 
When we look only at reviewed submissions, the acceptance rate 
is best for Multiple Mixed, a tie for Solo Man and Solo Woman, 
a very narrow drop for Multiple Men, and then a significant drop 
for Multiple Women. Stated otherwise, once withdrawals are 
excluded (discussed next), the rates for Solo Man, Solo Woman, 
and Multiple Men manuscripts are virtually the same.

Table 2 also tells us something about manuscripts that are 
not accepted (including withdrawals and rejections following 
review). Solo Man manuscripts are withdrawn at the highest 
rate (36.8%) and are rejected at the lowest (58.5%). At the other 
extreme, Multiple Women manuscripts are withdrawn at the 
lowest rate (10.9%) but rejected at the highest rate (84.8%). 
Notably, when one combines withdrawal and rejections rates, 
the differences between Solo Man and Solo Woman submis-
sions washes out, as both have approximately 5% chance of being 
accepted, relative to all submissions. We further examine the sta-
tistical significance of selected differences in the next section with 
a regression analysis.

GENDER AND THE EDITORIAL PROCESS

Manuscript Outcomes
The summary statistics presented above suggest minor over-
all differentiation in the rates of withdrawal and acceptance by 
manuscript type—and raise notable concerns for multiple women 
author teams. In this section, we test these differences for statisti-
cal significance in a regression context. Table 3 reports six logistic 
regression models.5 In the first three, the dependent variable is 
equal to 1 if the manuscript was sent out for review (not with-
drawn). In the remaining models, the sample includes only man-
uscripts that were sent out for review. The dependent variable 
is equal to 1 if the manuscript was accepted, and is 0 otherwise. 
The first four independent variables are indicator variables for 
each of the manuscript author-types. The Solo Man manuscripts 
are used as the primary reference category, while the third and 
sixth models use Multiple Men manuscripts as the reference. 
Several models also include the rank variable measured by the 
number of years between PhD (for the most experienced author) 
and manuscript submission. If no author with available data has 
a PhD, the rank is equal to 0. We report model coefficients in odds 
and p-values in parentheses.
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The choice of regressions reported relies on the assumption 
that the best comparison to make in order to assess bias against 
women in the review process is to compare (1) manuscript out-
comes for single-authored works for men versus single-authored 
women and (2) multiple-authored works by teams of men versus 
teams of women. We discuss the results beyond these compari-
sons, but these comparisons are the primary benchmark we use 
to test for bias.

In terms of addressing the question of potential bias against 
women in the review process, the most important results to high-
light are the coefficients in the first row of table 3 for models 1, 
2, 4, and 5 and the third row for models 3 and 6. Solo Woman 
manuscripts are more likely to be sent out for review than Solo 
Man manuscripts. They are slightly less likely to be accepted; 
this result is not significant and disappears in model 5.6 When we 
compare the outcomes for teams of all women versus teams of all 
men (models 3 and 6), we find that the odds of teams of all women 
being sent out for review are two times the odds that manuscripts 
by teams of men will be sent out for review. In terms of acceptance 
rates, manuscripts by all women are accepted at a substantially 
lower rate than manuscripts for teams of men, once they have 
been sent out for review; this result, however, is not statistically 
significant. There is no evidence of bias against women in either 
stage of the review process, according to these tests.

When considering manuscript author-type, the results in 
table 3 further suggest that Solo Woman, Multiple Women, Mul-
tiple Men, and Multiple Mixed are more frequently sent out for 
review relative to Solo Man manuscripts. Manuscripts by multi-
ple women are most likely to be sent out for review. These results 
do not change substantially when we control for the rank of the 
most experienced author.

Once manuscripts have been sent out for review, any differ-
ences in acceptance rates between different manuscript types and 
Solo Man manuscripts are not statistically significant. In terms 
of magnitude, manuscripts by multiple women are substantially 
less likely to be accepted than Solo Man manuscripts, but this 
result is also not significant. Multiple Mixed Manuscripts are 
slightly more likely to be accepted than Solo Man, but again this 

result is not significant. Controlling for rank does not change the 
results substantially.7

These results further suggest that both Solo Man and Solo 
Woman manuscripts are less likely to be sent out for review, 
while manuscripts by teams of all women or of mixed gender are 
more likely to be sent for review than teams of men. Again, at the 
reviewer stage, none of the differences in acceptance rates among 
reviewed manuscripts are significant. Mixed teams fare slightly 

better than teams of men in terms of acceptance, but the differ-
ence is not significant.

Reviewer Recommendations
We now examine the recommendations made by individual 
(anonymized) reviewers to examine if these recommendations 
systematically vary depending on either the author-type of the 
manuscript or the gender of the reviewer. Importantly, review-
ers undertake reviews without learning the name or gender of 
manuscript author(s). To preview our findings, there is no sta-
tistical evidence that reviewers recommend rejections more fre-
quently for single-authored manuscripts by women versus men. 
Likewise, reviewers do not appear more likely to recommend a 
rejection for multi-authored manuscripts by all women relative 
to manuscripts by teams of all men. Reviewers are slightly less 
likely to recommend a rejection for teams with multiple authors 
of either mixed gender or all men compared with single authored 
manuscripts by men. Reviewers are slightly more likely to reject 
Solo Man and Solo Woman manuscripts (compared with teams 
of multiple men). The gender of the reviewer does not appear to 
have any significant effect on the recommendation. This result 
holds when we interact reviewer gender with author-type.

Before providing a more detailed account of the regression 
results we discuss the data used in this section and provide sev-
eral descriptive tables. This section examines reviewer decisions. 
Table 4 provides background summary information for this data, 
as well as summary information on individual authors (who 
might submit one or more manuscripts in our dataset). There 
are 2,996 total unique manuscripts for which we have author gen-
der information and a final decision outcome. There are 3,199 

Ta b l e  2
Manuscript Outcome Based on Gender, 2007–2017

# Submissions # Withdrawn
% Withdrawn/ 

Submission # Reject
% Reject/ 

Submissions # Accept
% Accept/ 

Submissions
% Accept/ 
Reviewed

Solo Man 1,454 535 36.8 851 58.5 68 4.7 7.4

Solo Woman 534 140 26.2 365 68.3 29 5.4 7.4

Multiple Men 511 98 19.2 383 75.0 30 5.9 7.3

Multiple Mixed 405 74 18.3 303 74.8 28 6.9 8.5

Multiple Women 92 10 10.9 78 84.8 4 4.3 4.9

Total 2,996 857 28.6 1,980 66.1 159 5.3 7.4

To preview our findings, there is no statistical evidence that reviewers recommend rejections 
more frequently for single-authored manuscripts by women versus men.
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Ta b l e  4
Manuscripts, Author, Reviewer Breakdown, 2007–2017

# MS with Author Gender # Unique Authors % Authors # MS with Reviewer and Author Gender # Unique Reviewers % Reviewers

Total 2,996 3,199 100.0 2,124 1,841 100.0

Men 2,257 70.6 1,322 71.8

Women 942 29.4 519 28.2

unique authors who collectively submitted these manuscripts. 
Some manuscripts are submitted by multiple authors and some 
authors submit multiple manuscripts. Just under 30% of all 
unique authors are women. Because many manuscripts are with-
drawn in the first stage of the editorial process, the pool of man-
uscripts with associated reviewer information is a subset of all 
manuscripts. In our data, there are 2,124 unique manuscripts with 
final decisions that have gender information for authors and at 
least one of the reviewers. We have gender information for 1,841 
unique reviewers associated with these manuscripts. Of the pool 
of reviewers, 28.2% are women. Women comprise a comparable 
share of authors and reviewers in this dataset.8

Next, we examine the distribution of reviewer decisions 
by reviewer gender. The unit of analysis in table 5 and in the 
regression analyses below is each reviewer decision on each 
manuscript. Thus, observations are unique at the manuscript- 
reviewer level. We examine the recommendations that review-
ers make on the first submission only; we do not examine the 
decisions on revision submissions, although we have done this 

elsewhere and the results are consistent with what we report 
here.9 Reviewers have four possible recommendations they can 
make: (1) Publishable essentially as is, (2) Publishable subject 
to revisions, (3) Revise and Resubmit, and (4) Reject. Table 5 
summarizes the recommendations by the reviewer gender. In 
general, men and women provide similar shares of each rec-
ommendation type. Men tend to recommend “Publish essen-
tially as is” and “Publish subject to revisions” slightly more 
frequently than women; women recommend “Revise & Resub-
mit” and “Reject” slightly more frequently.

To test these differences as well as examine possible variation 
in reviewer recommendation by manuscript author-type, we esti-
mate several logistic regression models.10 In each of the models, 
we use a binary outcome variable that is equal to 1 if the reviewer 
recommends that the manuscript be rejected and 0 if any of the 
other three possible recommendations are made that would keep 
the manuscript “alive.” The manuscript author-types are the same as 
those used in the earlier regressions. We include an indicator varia-
ble that is equal to 1 if the reviewer is a woman. In the first two 

Ta b l e  3
Logit Estimates in Odds Ratio, 2007–2017

Dependent variable:

Sent out for Review Accept

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Solo Woman 1.638*** 1.479*** 0.637*** 0.994 1.000 0.991

(0.000) (0.002) (0.006) (0.980) (1.000) (0.974)

Solo Man 0.431*** 0.990

(0.000) (0.968)

Multiple Women 4.774*** 4.634*** 1.996* 0.642 0.645 0.639

(0.000) (0.000) (0.062) (0.401) (0.410) (0.413)

Multiple Men 2.453*** 2.322*** 0.980 1.010

(0.000) (0.000) (0.930) (0.968)

Mixed Multiple 2.604*** 2.524*** 1.087 1.156 1.106 1.096

(0.000) (0.000) (0.638) (0.535) (0.690) (0.744)

Highest Rank 0.989** 0.989** 0.993 0.993

(0.013) (0.013) (0.501) (0.501)

Constant 1.718*** 2.227*** 5.170*** 0.080*** 0.087*** 0.088***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Observations 2,996 2,664 2,664 2,139 1,981 1,981

Log Likelihood -1,737.716 -1,476.240 -1,476.240 -565.516 -533.005 -533.005

Akaike Inf. Crit. 3,485.432 2,964.481 2,964.481 1,141.033 1,078.011 1,078.011

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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models, we examine the independent effect of reviewer gender, 
manuscript author-type, and rank of the most experienced author 
on the reviewer’s recommendation. In models 3 through 5, we 
also interact the gender of the reviewer with the author-type 
and rank. Models 1 through 4 use Solo Man manuscripts as 
the reference category, while model 5 provides the full speci-
fication using manuscripts authored by teams of men as the 
reference category.

Table 6 indicates that women reviewers do not recommend 
rejections more frequently than reviewers who are men. This 
result holds regardless of the author-type of the manuscript.11 In 
terms of differences in recommendations based on the author-
type of the manuscript, we find that Solo Woman manuscripts 
are slightly less likely to receive a reject recommendation than 
Solo Man manuscripts, but the difference is small and not sig-
nificant (coefficient on Solo Woman with Solo Man as reference 
category is 0.939, in model 1). Reviewers are also less likely to 
recommend the rejection of multi-authored manuscripts by 
teams of all men (0.846) or mixed-gender teams (0.792) than Solo 
Man manuscripts; these differences are statistically significant. 
Manuscripts by teams of women are slightly more likely (1.002) 
to receive a reject recommendation relative to Multiple Men, 
according to model 5, although this finding is not statistically sig-
nificant. In general, the results of reviewer decisions corroborate 
the findings associated with manuscript outcomes.

Interesting to note, we find that the rank, measured in years 
since PhD of the most experienced author of a manuscript, is pos-
itively associated with a rejection recommendation. That is, the 
more experienced the highest-ranking author, the more likely it 
is that a reviewer will recommend that the manuscript is rejected; 
the magnitude of this coefficient is quite small. For completeness, 
in models 3 through 5 we additionally check for any interaction 
effects between manuscript type and reviewer’s gender. None of 
these interaction effects are significant.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN SUBMISSION RATES

The results above strongly suggest that manuscripts written by 
one or more women are not systematically less likely to be sent 
out for review or accepted. This analysis helps us better under-
stand the publication disproportionality identified by Teele and 
Thelen (2017), by suggesting that—at least in the case of World 
Politics—the problem does not appear to be at the stage of edi-
torial or peer review. The summary data, however, does suggest 
that part of the problem appears to be a pipeline issue at the stage 
of submission. The remainder of the report, thus, provides a pre-
liminary look at submission trends through several different cuts 
of the data. We first look at the data over time, by rank, and then 
according to cross-rank coauthorship. Most of the data discussed 
in this section are measured at the manuscript level and, unless 

otherwise noted, include all observations for which there is both 
decision information and gender information.

Time Trends
We first examine the time trends in the number of submissions 
by different author-types. Figure 1 segments the annual submis-
sion data into three categories: (1) manuscripts written by one or 
multiple men, (2) manuscripts written by one or multiple women, 
and (3) manuscripts written jointly by at least one man and at 
least one woman.12 As the chart demonstrates, and consistent 
with much of the data discussed above, the clear majority of man-
uscripts fall into the first category—with the second and third 
categories submitting at a significantly lower rate. The share of 
manuscripts in each category is relatively stable over time. There 
is a slight decline in manuscripts submitted by men and a slight 
increase in the manuscripts submitted by mixed teams.

In figure 2, we break this data down further into the five 
author-types featured in the rest of the analysis. The graph helps 
visualize the problem of the extremely low share of manuscripts 
that are submitted by multiple women.

Breakdown by Rank
Next, we examine submission data based on the rank of the most 
experienced authors of a given manuscript. In table 7, we segment 
rank into three categories (based on available information): (1) the 
most experienced author does not have a PhD or its equivalent 
(or earned their PhD in the same calendar year that the manu-
script was submitted), (2) the most experienced author earned 
their PhD between one and seven years prior to the date the 
manuscript was submitted, and (3) the most experienced author 
earned their PhD more than seven years prior to submitting the 
manuscript.13 While there is much valuable information within 
this chart, we highlight just a few characteristics of the data. First, 
submissions for both Solo Man and Solo Woman manuscripts 
peak during the earlier years of authors’ post-PhD career. Second, 
the majority of coauthored pieces, regardless of gender, have at 
least one senior contributor. Third, at each career stage fewer 
women submit solo manuscripts than men. At each of the three 
career stages, men submit 76.1, 67.8 and 77.5% of solo manuscripts, 
respectively. As a point of reference, in 2014 men represented 60% 
of graduate students, 61% of assistant professors, 67% of associate 
professors and 77% of full professors (Teele and Thelen 2017, 436). 
Thus, the biggest discrepancy in our 2007–2017 data between rep-
resentation in the field and in submission rates occurs at the grad-
uate student level. Fourth, graduate students who are women are 
much less likely to submit manuscripts both as solo authors and  
especially as teams. Of the 71 manuscripts submitted by teams of 
only graduate students, only 7% were from teams of all women, while 
teams of all men represent nearly 51% of these submissions.

Ta b l e  5
Reviewer Decision Breakdown by Reviewer Gender, 2007–2017

Publish  
essentially as is

% Publish  
essentially as is23

Publish subject  
to revisions

% Publish  
subject to revision R&R % R&R Reject % Reject Total

Man Reviewing 150 4.1 377 10.2 1,076 29.2 2,087 56.6 3,690

Woman Reviewing 27 2 114 8.3 429 31.3 799 58.4 1,369

Total 177 3.5 491 9.7 1,505 29.7 2,886 57 5,059
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The data just presented provide a breakdown of gender and 
experience at the level of manuscript submissions. We can also 
consider trends at the level of author-manuscript, where each 
manuscript corresponds to several possible observations, one for 
each author involved in writing a given piece. In the first panel 
of figure 3, along the vertical axis, we plot the absolute number 
of observations in four possible author statuses (solo man, male 
author with coauthors of either gender, solo woman, and female 
author with coauthors of either gender). Along the horizontal 
axis, the counts are disaggregated by the number of years since 
the author earned their PhD. In the second panel, for each expe-
rience level, the share of observations for each author category 
is plotted.

Trends in the submission data based on author experience 
indicate that the number and share of solo female authors drops 
precipitously with experience. The absolute number of women 
submitting with coauthors also declines, but not until experi-
ence exceeds six years with PhD. The share of women submitting 
with coauthors does not decline, it even increases slightly and 
unevenly among authors later in their careers. The trends look 
somewhat different for men. Solo-authorship is common among 
men early in their career. The absolute number of men submit-
ting solo-authored work declines monotonically (first panel). 
The share of men submitting alone (versus all other categories) 
decreases between 0 and 15 years of experience but does not vary 
systematically after that. Moreover, with the exception of several 

Ta b l e  6
Reviewer Recommendation Logit Estimates in Odds Ratio, 2007–2017

Dependent variable:

Recommend Reject

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Woman Reviewer (W.Rev) 1.073 1.095 0.994 0.970 1.161

(0.276) (0.173) (0.949) (0.784) (0.440)

Solo Woman 0.939 0.946 0.971 0.965 1.230*

(0.429) (0.508) (0.762) (0.729) (0.079)

Solo Man 1.274**

(0.010)

Multiple Women 0.834 0.849 0.766 0.787 1.002

(0.229) (0.286) (0.144) (0.199) (0.992)

Multiple Men 0.846** 0.819** 0.807** 0.785**

(0.031) (0.017) (0.015) (0.010)

Mixed Multiple 0.792*** 0.785*** 0.732*** 0.725*** 0.923

(0.005) (0.007) (0.001) (0.002) (0.472)

Highest Rank 1.009*** 1.008** 1.008**

(0.004) (0.030) (0.030)

Solo Woman * W.Rev 0.915 0.962 0.803

(0.607) (0.831) (0.341)

Solo Man * W.Rev 0.835

(0.369)

Multiple Women * W.Rev 1.322 1.283 1.072

(0.390) (0.451) (0.843)

Multiple Men * W.Rev 1.222 1.197

(0.274) (0.369)

Multiple Mixed * W.Rev 1.353 1.361 1.137

(0.114) (0.135) (0.575)

Highest Rank * W.Rev 1.004 1.004

(0.601) (0.601)

Constant 1.424*** 1.256*** 1.453*** 1.299*** 1.020

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.823)

Observations 5,059 4,713 5,059 4,713 4,713

Log Likelihood -3,450.446 -3,225.273 -3,447.962 -3,222.708 -3,222.708

Akaike Inf. Crit. 6,912.891 6,464.546 6,915.923 6,469.417 6,469.417

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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anomalous experience levels, in general, as men stop submitting 
solo-authored work, they seem to compensate by submitting 
coauthored work.

We should further probe why fewer women submit to World 
Politics in the middle and later stages of their academic careers. 

F i g u r e  1
Percentage of All Submissions by Manuscript Author Type

F i g u r e  2
Breakdown of Submitted Manuscripts by Author Type

Since the pool of female schol-
ars shrinks with years of expe-
rience and the share of women 
in political science has increased 
over time, broader disciplinary 
trends, including cohort effects, 
might provide further insight 
into these patterns (Teele and 
Thelen 2017).14 It is worth 
remembering, however, that gen-
erational trends in women’s rank  
and roles in professional politi-
cal science activities are likely 
endogenous to gendered dynam-
ics in the submission and pub-
lication process. It might also 
be that more senior women are 
shifting their publication strat-
egies by submitting articles to 
a different set of journals and/
or focusing on publishing books 
over articles. Arguably harder 
to track, research productivity 
and manuscript submission 
patterns might also reflect the 
different and disproportionate 
demands that women face rela-
tive to men in the workplace and 
at home, as sociological studies 
might lead one to hypothesize.15 
Why coauthorship rates by sen-
ior women do not increase with 
seniority (in contrast to male 
peers), is a question worthy of 
further analysis, as noted in the 
conclusion.

Patterns of Cross-Rank 
Coauthorship
Finally, we examine the patterns 
of coauthorship across ranks. 
In table 8 we consider teams of 
authors with various gender-rank 
combinations for all manuscripts 
(with complete gender and rank 
information for all authors) 
between 2007 and 2017. In the 
first and second columns, we 
examine teams of one or more 
students (defined as 0 years 
since PhD at time of submis-
sion) and one or more authors 
who earned a PhD at least one 
year prior to the date of sub-
mission. Each row indicates 

different gender structures in cross-rank teams. A “W” or “M” 
indicates that these manuscripts have at least one and possibly 
more women (W); or at least one and possibly more men in the 
associated rank position (M). In the third and fourth columns, we 
repeat the exercise, but using different rank cut-points. Here, junior 
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is defined as anyone with seven years or less since PhD (including 
students) at the time of submission and senior is anyone with 
more than seven years since PhD. The second to last row in the 
table details a count for all manuscripts in which there is no cross-
rank coauthorship; of note, cross-rank coauthorship constitutes 
only 11.1% and 15.7% of all manuscripts, respectively, across the 
two sets of teams. Thus, the trends discussed in this section are 
only a small part of the overall submission story. Given space con-
straints, the following text exclusively discusses the student-PhD 
coauthored teams, but we refer the readers to table 8 for further 
data regarding junior–senior coauthor teams.

Ta b l e  7
Submissions by Author Type and Rank, 
2007–2017

No PhD 1-7 years with PhD More than 7 years with PhD Total

Solo Men 360 503 369 1,232

Solo Women 113 239 107 459

Multiple Men 36 138 321 495

Multiple Women 5 30 55 90

Multiple Mixed 30 109 249 388

Total 544 1,019 1,101 2,664

To counteract the disproportionately low number of publications, we need not only to shine 
a spotlight on the editorial review process but also to redress why women are submitting at 
lower rates.

several reasons that female students (and junior scholars) 
participate in fewer cross-rank submissions than their male 
counterparts: male mentors might not equally seek them out 
as coauthors; female mentors (who slightly favor them as coau-
thors) might submit fewer articles than their male peers; and 
lack of gender parity on faculty might amplify these uneven 
mentoring/coauthorship patterns.18 In light of these data and 
other research on mentorship, further investigations into men-
torship, professionalization and networks may be one of several 
important avenues for redressing overall underrepresentation 
of women in journal submissions and publications.19

At the graduate level, it is worth highlighting that more 
male students than female students coauthor with scholars who 
already have their PhD (168 teams with one or more male gradu-
ate students versus 87 teams with female graduate students, not 
including teams with male and female students). Thus, teams 
with female graduate students are 34.1% of these cross-rank 
coauthorships in World Politics submission data, but women are 
about 40% of graduate students.16 Our data indicate that men and 
women with PhDs may show preference for coauthoring with 
students of their same gender. Of teams where the more senior 
scholar(s) is a woman, 45.8% are with one or more female stu-
dents, while 54.2% are with one or more male students (again 
excluding teams with male and female students). If we assume 
for the sake of this comparative exercise that there is only one 
student and one advanced scholar on each team, then senior 
women tend to over-select female graduate students for coau-
thorship since the latter are only 40% of graduate students.17 
Likewise, of teams where the more senior scholar is a man, 
30.3% are with one or more female students, while 69.7% are with 
male students; in these teams, male graduate students tend to 
be over-represented (as men are estimated to compose 60% of 
political science graduate students) while female graduate stu-
dents are under-represented.

If World Politics submissions trends are consistent with other 
journals, the cross-rank coauthorship patterns may suggest 

CONCLUSION

Gender bias remains a serious concern in the profession. The 
World Politics editorial community, concerned about these issues, 
was eager to review the data, and will continue to be vigilant and 
attentive to biases in the publication process. In these conclud-
ing comments, we identify longstanding editorial processes that 
we believe have helped to minimize bias, highlight areas where 
we have initiated some changes, and end with some suggestions 
about challenges and next steps for the profession at large.

At World Politics, we have long maintained an editorial process 
designed to minimize the biases that exist. First, World Politics 
follows a strict triple-blind review process for research articles. 
Editors do not know the names of authors until a final decision is 
rendered; reviewers are not told (and should not know) the names 
of authors; and authors are never told the names of reviewers. This 
triple-blind review process is core to our mission. We believe that 
it helps to counteract some of the biases that exist in the field—not 
only for gender but also for rank, race, and friendship networks. 
Second, like many other journals, we make decisions by committee. 
This dynamic has allowed us to draw on diverse expertise that 
informs our review process and final decisions. Such a committee, 
if diverse in its composition (intellectually, methodologically, in 
terms of gender, alongside other dimensions) should also check 
against some biases, although arguably it might also lead to group 
think. It is for these reasons that our committee takes external 
reviews so seriously—both to inform our review and discussion. 
That said, we do not presume that these procedures and rules guard 
against all biases. It remains to be seen whether there is something 
subtler at work. Since we were not able to conduct a text analysis 
or experiments, we cannot say if the content of the reviews varies 
across gender; the content might vary, and that is something worth 
assessing—either if gender shapes the types of reviews one writes 
and/or how an author or editorial committee member evaluates the 
reviews that they receive.20

In addition to our longstanding review practices, we recently 
made two changes. First, we revised our author and reviewer 
guidelines to make clear to all scholars what we expect at the 
submission and review stage. In doing so, we hope to provide 
a more level playing field for all concerned. In that process, we 
highlighted, among other things, that we expect authors to pay 
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attention to citation practices, which have historically underrep-
resented women.21 Second, with an eye towards tracking gender 
biases, we have also revised our data collection process, asking 
authors to identify their gender (moving beyond binaries—which 
we have used in this analysis for lack of an ability to use more 
nuanced categories). We hope this will allow us to better track 
gender questions. Going forward, we will also consider how best 
to track race/ethnicity and methods. Some of our colleagues have 
identified that methods might explain (or compound) some of the 
bias that occurs, although we have no basis for currently engaging 
in this important discussion given a lack of data.

F i g u r e  3
Author Submission by Experience (Count—Left, Share—Right)

Note: For purposes of chart clarity, we only report authors with 40 or fewer years of experience.

Ta b l e  8
Cross-Rank Coauthorship, 2007–2017

Team Type w/Student # Submitted Junior-Senior Team Type # Submitted

W. Student and W. and M. PhD 7 W. Junior and W. and M. Senior 6

W. Student and W. PhD 27 W. Junior and W. Senior 31

W. Student and M. PhD 53 W. Junior and M. Senior 74

M. Student and W. and M. PhD 14 M. Junior and W. and M. Senior 12

M. Student and W. PhD 32 M. Junior and W. Senior 35

M. Student and M. PhD 122 M. Junior and M. Senior 188

M. and W. Student and W. and M. PhD 3 M. and W. Junior and W. and M. Senior 3

M. and W. Student and W. PhD 5 M. and W. Junior and W. Senior 11

M. and W. Student and M. PhD 9 M. and W. Junior and M. Senior 24

Non-Cross-Student/PhD 2,175 Non-Cross-Junior/Senior 2,063

Total 2,447 Total 2,447

Note: W indicates female and M male.

Finally, this report highlights how important pipeline and 
mentorship issues are to the profession at large. To counteract the 
disproportionately low number of publications, we need not only 
to shine a spotlight on the editorial review process but also to 
redress why women are submitting at lower rates. Examining the 
submissions data for World Politics, we found that women are sub-
mitting at lower rates, whether solo or coauthored. Female stu-
dents and junior women submit fewer collaborative pieces than 
their male counterparts, and this submission disparity is seem-
ingly more pronounced than women’s under-representation among 
graduate students and assistant professors. Trends in author sub-

missions suggest that the gen-
der disparity generally increases 
as scholars advance in their 
careers. While both men and 
women submit solo pieces with 
less frequency as they progress 
in their careers, men appear to 
compensate by shifting to coau-
thored work.

Our findings suggest that 
understanding and address-
ing these submissions defi-
cits would benefit from future 
research in several areas— 
research that focuses not only on 
the journal process but also on 
trends within the discipline at 
large. Based on our analyses, we 
highlight five such avenues for 
future research. First, we need 
to ask under what conditions 
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mentorship might not only result in coauthorship but also 
encourage women to submit their work more frequently for 
publication. Second, as coauthorship becomes more promi-
nent and prevalent in the field, a trend highlighted by Teele 
and Thelen (2017), we must also investigate both the conditions 
fostering greater collaboration as well as if women are equally 
credited for coauthorship, since these types of evaluations 
affect decisions about promotion, salary, and leadership.22 
Third, we should further analyze if women scholars tend dis-
proportionately to deploy certain methods that impact their 
journal submission and publication rates. Fourth, future work 
should investigate the relationship between women’s submis-
sion rates (over the course of their career) and their broader 
structural conditions at work and home—including a lack of 
gender parity among faculty, work environment, and dispro-
portionate family responsibilities. Finally, this work should be 
attentive to the ways in which race and ethnicity may affect 
and even compound gendered inequalities.

We are eager to continue to work on these editorial and 
broader professional questions. We applaud APSA’s current 
efforts to address these pipeline and career trajectory questions, 
which are so critical to our understanding of these patterns in the 
discipline as a whole.
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N O T E S

	 1.	 Included in the primary sample of 2,996 manuscripts are all manuscripts for 
which gender information for all authors was available and final decision 
information was available. Thus, if a manuscript is still under review, it would 
not be included in the dataset. Other samples (discussed further below) are 
limited by the availability of rank information for all or some of the authors of 
a given manuscript. Our database starts in late 2007 and includes data only for 
part of 2017; thus, the data for these two years are limited.

	 2.	 A team of research assistants collected data on the gender and the year an 
author or reviewer received their PhD.

	 3.	 The analysis in the main text uses the number of years with PhD measure for 
the most experienced author for which we have data. Although not included 
here, we repeated the main analysis with a more conservative rank variable 
which excludes any observation for which we do not have PhD information for 
every author of a manuscript. These results are consistent with those presented 
in the text. Doctoral degrees equivalent to a PhD are recorded as a PhD.

	 4.	 Our data contains a total of 3,166 manuscripts with decisions, but gender 
information for authors was unavailable for 170 of them. Thus, the total sample 
is 2,996 manuscripts.

	 5.	 All regression tables were created using R Stargazer package: Hlavac, Marek 
(2015). Stargazer: Well-Formatted Regression and Summary Statistics Tables. 
R package version 5.2. http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=stargazer.

	 6.	 The change in the coefficient is driven largely by the change in the sample between 
models 4 and 5 and not the addition of the rank variable. When we run model 4 
on the sample from model 5, the coefficient is 1.009; it remains insignificant.

	 7.	 We also checked two alternative specifications. For each of the models in table 3  
we included year fixed effects. In addition, for the models including Highest 
Rank, we estimated the results with an alternative measure of Highest Rank in 
which the highest level of experience is only reported when the rank information 
is available for all authors. The results for all additional specifications are 
consistent with those reported in table 3 and are thus not included.

	 8.	 By rank, women’s share of APSA membership in 2014 was as follows: professors: 
23%; associate professors: 33%; assistant professors: 39%; lecturers: 33%; postdocs: 
35%; graduate students: 40%; non-academics: 28%; undergraduates: 27% (Teele 
and Thelen 2017:436).

	 9.	 In additional analyses not reported here, we estimate similar models on a pool 
of reviewer-manuscript decisions that includes (1) only manuscripts that have 
received a Revise and Resubmit decision in round 1 and (2) only reviewer-
manuscript pairs in which the reviewer recommended a Revise and Resubmit 
in the first round. We test for bias in the final reviewer recommendation (reject/
accept) within these two sub-samples. These more nuanced analyses find no 
evidence of gender bias and are consistent with those presented in table 5.

	10.	 We report p-values based on regular standard errors. In two alternative tests, 
we cluster standard errors at the manuscript and reviewer level, respectively. 
The results are very similar to those shown here. In several of the models, the 
standard errors are slightly higher or lower than reported in the table, but these 
differences did not change the level of significance for any of the coefficients.

	11.	 There is some variation in the magnitudes of the coefficients in models 3 and 4, 
but none of them are statistically significant.

	12.	 The data on manuscripts does not include all submissions to World Politics. We 
cannot include manuscripts for which gender information on authors is not 
available. We also exclude manuscripts that are still under review. There are a 
limited number of observations in 2007 and 2017; these years are thus excluded 
from several of the plots.

	13.	 It is possible that in each of these categories there are authors with more 
experience, however, we could not find information on the year in which they 
received their PhD. We assumed that it was most likely we would find the rank 
information for the most experienced author and that missing information 
would more frequently be associated with more junior authors.

	14.	 There is a clear upward trend in women’s representation in the field, with 
single-digit percentages of female faculty in the early 1970s and a four to six-
fold increase by 2014 (depending on rank, although parity has not yet been 
reached at any level). Historical data on women in the profession are as follows. 
In the 1972–73 academic year, women were reported as only 9.7, 8.1, and 4.1% 
of assistant, associate, and full professors, respectively. In 1980–81, women 
represented an estimated 24, 18.9, 10.4, and 5.2% of PhD earners, assistant, 
associate, and full professors, respectively. In 1990–91, women represented 32, 
28.1, 16.4, and 8.1% of PhD earners, assistant, associate, and full professors, 
respectively. By 1997–98, women were 39, 35, 22.8, and 11.2% of PhD earners, 
assistant, associate, and full professors, respectively. In 2014, women were 40, 
39, 33, and 23% of graduate students, assistant, associate, and full professors, 
respectively. 2014 data come from Teele and Thelen (2017, 436), based on APSA 
membership by rank; data on PhDs awarded come from Brandes et al. (2001); 
other faculty data come from Sarkees and McGlen (1999), who draw on APSA 
annual surveys of political science departments. For further discussion and data 
on women’s representation in the discipline, see APSA (2005), Shames (2010), 
and Gruberg (2009).

	15.	 For examples of studies discussing challenges facing female academics, see 
Finkel and Olswang (1996), Perna (2001), Monroe et al. (2008), Wolfinger, 
Mason, and Goulden (2008), Ward and Wolf-Wendel (2012), Mitchell and Hesli 
(2013), and Gasser and Shaffer (2014). For discussion of how race can compound 
these challenges, see Monforti and Michelson (2008).

	16.	 For 2014 APSA membership data on gender of graduate students, see Teele 
and Thelen (2017, 436). It should be noted that the comparisons between the 
manuscript teams and proportion of women in the discipline are not identical 
because some teams may have more than one graduate student or more than one 
PhD scholar of the same gender. The data in this section are at the manuscript, 
not author, level.

	17.	 In our data, 88.9% of all female cross-rank teams have only one student and 
one PhD scholar; 67.2% of all male cross-rank teams have only one student 
and one PhD scholar; 79.2% of cross-rank teams with only female students and 
only male PhD scholars have only one author in each category; finally, 84.4% of 
cross-rank teams with only male students and only female PhD scholars have 
only one author in each category.

	18.	 A vast literature on women and mentoring does not appear to focus on political 
science or publication specifically. For recent work on mentorship of doctoral 
students, see Gammel and Rutstein-Riley (2016). Dreher and Cox (1996) address 
intersectional issues in mentoring (outside of academia). An older literature on 
women and mentoring is reviewed in Noe (1988).

	19.	 Also see the 2010 random control trial among economists, which considered 
mentorship alongside publication rates and quality (Blau et al. 2010). Women 
in the treatment group were selected to attend a workshop designed to connect 
female junior faculty with senior female mentors. After five years, the women in 
the treatment group had on average three additional publications and were 25% 
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more likely to have a top-tier publication than those in the control (Blau et al. 
2010). A similar mentorship program to that featured in the Blau et al. (2010) 
was conducted in political psychology and is discussed in Bos and Schneider 
(2012).

	20.	 Our statistical review analyzed scores provided by reviewers. However, the 
content of a review is much more important to the editorial committee than the 
number that a reviewer assigned to any given manuscript.

	21.	 Teele and Thelen (2017); and Maliniak, Powers and Walter (2013).
	22.	 A study in economics suggests that women are more frequently punished for 

coauthorship in tenure decisions than are men (Sarsons 2017).
	23.	 The denominator for each of the percentages in this table is the total number of 

reviewer-manuscript pairings (last column) for each reviewer-gender category 
(demarcated by the row).
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