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This paper attempts a first analysis of citation distributions based on the genderedness of authors’ first name.
Following the extraction of first name and sex data from all human entity triplets contained in Wikidata, a first
name genderedness table is first created based on compiled sex frequencies, then merged with bibliometric data
from eponymous, US-affiliated authors. Comparisons of various cumulative distributions show that citation
concentrations fluctuations are highest at the opposite ends of the genderedness spectrum, as authors with very
feminine and masculine first names respectively get a lower and higher share of citations for every article
published, irrespective of their contribution role.

1. Introduction

Following initiatives carried out in biomedical and feminist research in the late 1960s and
1970s, the concept of gender has a clear semantic scope, distinct from that of sex: while the
latter and its related attributes of maleness and femaleness refer to everything that is
biologically-driven, the concepts of gender, masculinity, and femininity refer instead to the self-
identify and to the culturally-determined behavioural and psychological traits that form the
social representation of an individual (Torgrimson, 2005; West & Zimmerman, 1987; Reisner
et al., 2015; Ansara & Hegarty, 2014). More generally, the concept of gender came to refer to
all the subjective aspects surrounding the concreteness and objectivity of sexually-determined
features. Despite this clear conceptual divide, however, scientific research often reduces gender
to sex. In social science for example, participants are often asked to disclose their gender by
choosing between only two possible answers, namely those historically and conceptually
associated with sex: ‘male’ and ‘female’ (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015). Regardless of the
intent, this dichotomization of a concept “not at all limited to two kinds” (Walker, 1998: 255-
256) has the unfortunate consequence of sweeping under the carpet “what the researchers are
aiming at and what participants respond to - bodily attributes, legal, gender, or self-defined
gender identity (Lindqvist, 2021: 334)”.

In science studies, while a great deal of research effort has been aimed at highlighting gender
disparities within the scientific community (Sugimoto & Lariviere, 2023), most of it is based
on the use of automatic procedures whose goal is to determine, from the first name of
individuals, whether they are male or female (Gonzalez-Salmoén et al., 2024; Halevi, 2019).
Unquestionably useful in debunking various forms of inequalities in science, this operational



dichotomisation however overlooks the defining feature of gender, what distinguishes it
conceptually from sex: subjectivity. For many activities of crucial importance to the scholarly
community, whether authors are actually male or female might not matter as much as how they
perceive themselves or are perceived by the readers. And since first names are often the only
information available to readers for identification purposes, many disparities attributed by the
field to a sexually dichotomised conception of gender, could very well stem from the
genderedness of authors’ first names, that is, from how masculine or feminine their first name
is. Such a perspective, strongly reminiscent of the idea that “masculinity and femininity do not
exist ‘out there’ in the world of objective realities... [but] only in the mind of the perceiver”
(Bem 1987, 309), is the anchor point of this project, whose aim is to attempt a first analysis of
citation distributions based on the genderedness of authors’ first names. Following a short
overview on the psychological and social aspects of the relationship between names and gender,
the process behind the construction of the first name genderedness database and bibliometric
database used in this project is then presented, after which citation analysis results are analyzed.

1. The Impact of Name and Gender

Naming humans has a profound impact on individuals and society in general. Research shows
that many first name features do a good job of predicting social variables, even when controlling
for other background factors such as race, gender, parents’ education levels, age, and siblings
(Aura and Hess, 2004, 2010). Names thus carry a lot of information about personal
characteristics, information which shapes not only how a person perceives herself or himself,
but also how she or he is perceived by others and how she interacts with them (Figlio, 2005).

Of the various signals names can give to oneself and to others, gender certainly figures amongst
the most prominent ones. While some languages and cultures use personal names to sex
individuals, most of them name individuals in a relatively gendered way, depending on how
masculine or feminine a given name is to a given culture at a given point in time. In English,
first names like ‘Jill’ and ‘Bill’ are strongly associated with female and male individuals
respectively (Bauer and Coyne 1997; Nick 2017), while some like ‘Lee’ defy easy gender
categorization (van Fleet and Atwater 1997). The genderedness of names can also change over
time, as with ‘Leslie’ (Blevins and Mullen, 2015), or even across countries, ‘Andrea’ perhaps
being the most famous case (Vasilescu et al., 2014; West et al., 2013). In fact, all first names
unfold and move within a vast genderedness spectrum ranging from the most feminine first
names to the most masculine ones. Any subtle variation in spelling can result in wide shifts in
genderedness: “a woman could have a traditionally male name (such as ‘Patrick’), an
ambiguous name (‘Pat’), or a typically female name (‘Patricia’). A continuous spectrum of
possibilities ranges between these points; something like ‘Patric’ might be mostly male but less
certainly so than is ‘Patrick’” (Urbatsch, 2018: 59). And every time a newly born baby is given
a name, something changes in the genderedness spectrum.

Research has shown that focusing on the masculinity or femininity of first names allows to
explain phenomena and account for behavioral patterns that a sex-based dichotomy cannot. For
instance, studies based on the Portia hypothesis show that female lawyers with more masculine
names have better chances of being hired, have higher salaries, and are more likely to become
judges (Coffey and McLaughlin, 2016, 2009). Various studies have observed similar effects on
hiring for musical (Goldin and Rouse, 2000), psychological (Steinpreis et al., 1999), and STEM
professions (Moss-Racusin et al. 2012) as well as in state-legislative elections in the United
States (Urbatsch, 2018). From a developmental perspective, it was also shown that boys with
female-sounding names tend to misbehave disproportionately upon entry to middle school; in
the same vein, a study focusing on pairs of highly-achieving sisters found that femininely-
named girls tend to be as successful as their less femininely-named sisters in mathematics, but



are however less likely to select the most advanced mathematics and science courses in high
school (Figlio, 2005, 2007).

Within the field of science studies, two projects focused on the impact of perceived gender,
based on journal editors’ assessments of authors’ first names, on publication acceptance rates:
the first study has shown that one of five ecology and evolution journals showed an acceptance
bias against submitters with feminine names (Tregenza, 2002), while the second discovered
that the establishment of a double-blind reviewing process in a primary research journal resulted
in increased acceptance rates for authors with feminine first names (Budden et al. 2008). In
order to pursue and encourage this subjective turn in the study of gender disparities in science,
the current project aims to establish a kind of proof of concept, aimed at isolating and analysing
the subjective, perceptual component of gender disparities in citation counts.

2. Methodology

The different data sets used for the analyses below were obtained through a series of data
collection and processing procedures implemented in Python. All gender-related data used in
this research has been extracted from semantic triples contained in the Wikidata knowledge
base. Following the download of the latest truthy (i.e. most up-to-date and failsafe) data dump
on April 3rd 2024, all Wikidata semantic triples having human-specific entities as subjects and
given name (P735), male (Q6581097), or female (Q6581072) as objects were extracted from
the data. Following this, first names were converted to ASCII encoding format using the
Python Unidecode package https://github.com/avian2/unidecode, and all entities extracted
were merged using semantic triplet subjects as keys, resulting in a total of 65,263 unique first
names spread across 7 807 233 human entities. Finally, a gender frequency table was generated
by compiling the frequency of male and female entities for each distinct first name.

As regards to bibliometric data, author first names, roles, and article citation counts were
extracted from the Web of Science Core Collection. In order to control for cultural, national,
and historical factors, only articles, notes, and reviews published between 2010 and 2019 by
authors affiliated to American institutions were considered for this study. Five different subsets
were collected, depending on the following publication roles of authors: single author (62,768
unique first names over 386,274 documents), first author (329,670 unique first names over
3,696,564 documents), middle author (621,322 unique first names over 15,246,000 documents),
last author (215,252 first names over 3,696,564 documents), and corresponding author (383,429
unique first names over 5,882,797 documents) (where corresponding author info was absent,
single authors or first authors were also considered corresponding authors by default).
Following this, first names in both datasets were harmonized through a series of pre-processing
operations. All non-word characters were replaced with single whitespaces, and substrings of
whitespaces were reduced to single whitespaces. To remove initials, all first names were
stripped of single letters and substrings of consecutive upper-cased letters (to cover the case of
initials without punctuation). Following this, all first names were then converted to lower case,
and data points which had their first name information deleted because of the previous
operations were removed from both datasets. Data from the Wikidata gender frequency table
was then added to the citation data set in a two-step procedure. Frequencies were first collected
by merging both datasets using cleaned first names in both data sets as keys. Given that the
Web of Science often includes middle names at the end of authors’ first names, a second
merging procedure was implemented, using the first element of all compound first names from
the article data set as merging key. Outputs from both merging operations were then
concatenated together and gender frequencies of first names present in both merged sets
summed up. As a result of these various operations, article and citation counts was obtained
and compiled for a total of 81,561 first names appearing at least once in one or more of the



(https:/github.com/avian2/unidecode)

following author dataset: first (17,352 first names, 2,255,418 articles, and 261,970,776
citations), corresponding(18,363 first names, 3,706,433 articles, and 417,492,008 citations),
middle (21,997 first names, 8,990,326 articles, and 13,970,659,493 citations), last (15,504 first
names, 2,476,159 articles, and 250,343,014 citations), and single (8,345 first names, 292,020
articles, and 5,021,177 citations).

Following this harmonization of first names, first name genderedness was obtained by dividing
the male frequency associated with a first name by its corresponding total frequency. The result
of this operation can be interpreted as the relative frequency-based probability that a given first
name refers to a man: a probability of 1 means that the person bearing that first name is
assuredly a man, as no female entity with that first name has been found in Wikidata; inversely,
a low probability means that the corresponding first name most probably refers to a woman,
most Wikidata entities bearing that name having been registered as female. Once these
probability values were compiled, article and citation counts were summed up for each distinct
genderedness value between 0 and 1.

3. Results

First name distributions extracted from all data sets were first analyzed using the distinction
between tokens and types, which respectively refer in lexical context to the total number of
words and the number of different words in a language sample (Peirce, 1906). Interpreted within
the frame of the gender continuum, the number of types found at a specific point of the
continuum refers to the number of unique first name whose genderedness score corresponds to
that value, while the token count at the same point along the continuum corresponds to the total
occurrences of these unique first names in the corresponding database. The meaning of the
relationship between types and tokens is however very different depending on the dataset
considered. In the case of Wikidata, token and type frequencies correspond respectively to the
diversity and popularity of human entities’ first names at a given point of the genderedness
spectrum. Given the nature of data collected in the different WoS datasets, however, the first
name types and tokens found therein are those of authors, which means that their relationship
carries important information as regards to productivity in general as well as to the impact of
first name genderedness thereon. Indeed, for the different author type categories considered
here, the higher the proportion of tokens to types at a given point of the genderedness spectrum
is, the more articles the authors whose first names are of equal and corresponding genderedness
value publish. While the number of authors whose first names are found at a specific point of
the genderedness continuum is unknown, the productivity information conveyed here can
nonetheless be useful in comparing the different author type distributions as well as in the
citation analysis that follows.

The cumulative distributions shown in figure 1 correspond to the fluctuations in type and token
counts along the genderedness spectrum for the different datasets analyzed in this study. First
names were added at each tick mark along the x axis to serve as interpretative aids. As can be
seen from these examples, the closer the genderedness score of a first name is to 0 and 1, the
more feminine and masculine that name is respectively. In addition, the closer a first name is
to the midpoint of the genderedness continuum (0.5), the more gender-neutral or gender-
ambiguous (and often less stereotypical or common) it is, and thus the harder the task of
identifying the gender of someone on a first name basis. Finally, the x- and y-axes were
respectively rescaled using arcsine and square root transformations in order to highlight the
most salient features of the different distributions near the lower and upper bounds of the
genderedness spectrum.



Figure 1: Cumulative distribution of first name tokens and types along the genderedness continuum, grouped by data type.
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As can be seen from the outset, cumulative distributions are far from uniform: for both types
and tokens, the 1% of the most gendered first names (those with a genderedness score lower
than 0.005 or higher than 0.995) account for at least half of all first names contained in each
dataset. In the case of type distributions, most of that concentration lies near the upper bound
of the spectrum, which means very masculine first names account for most first name diversity
in all datasets. This asymmetry is especially strong in the case of Wikidata, as close to 80% of
all unique first names have a genderedness score of 0.9999 or higher, concentration which not
only resonates with previous research on the matter (Konieczny and Klein 2018; Tripodi, 2023),
but also shows that the different first names included in the author type datasets are not as
strongly masculine as those from which their genderedness score were computed. This lower
concentration is due to a higher diversity of very feminine first names, especially in the case of
the single author distribution.

As for the different token distributions, cumulative concentration along the genderedness
spectrum is relatively the same across all datasets. Such uniformity means that the respectively
lower and higher diversities of very female first names found in the Wikidata and single author
datasets are somehow neutralized by counteracting token fluctuations, namely through a higher
and lower relative popularity of very female first names, in that order. But generally and perhaps
more importantly, token distributions all have a higher cumulative concentration at the feminine
end of the genderedness spectrum, which implies that very feminine first names are less diverse
in all datasets, but that the first names included in that relatively smaller set tend to occur more
often than the first names found elsewhere on the spectrum.

As regards finally to scholarly production, tendencies are similar across author types: around
75% of articles published in the US between 2010 and 2019 have been authored by authors
whose first names are amongst the 1% most gendered ones, and more than half of all articles
have been published by very-masculinely-named authors. These cumulative trends in scholarly
productivity are especially relevant here, as they allow for a finer-grained analysis of



concentration fluctuations in citation counts across the genderedness spectrum. Indeed,
subtracting the cumulative first name token distribution of each author type dataset to the
corresponding cumulative citation distribution allows to control for author productivity in
analyzing concentration fluctuations in citation counts across the genderedness spectrum for
the different author types.

Following these computations, positive and negative cumulative differences indicate that the
cumulative citation distribution is respectively larger and smaller at the corresponding point of
the genderedness spectrum than its article counterpart. Perhaps more importantly, an increase
or decrease in the difference slope indicates a corresponding fluctuation in citation
concentration at that specific point of the genderedness continuum, which means that authors
located at this point of the spectrum get a relatively lower share of citations, regardless of how
productive they are. Finally, cumulative differences are null at both extremities of the
genderedness spectrum, as the relative cumulative sums for both article and citation
distributions at these points are both 0 and 1. The cumulative difference plot included in Figure
2 shows these fluctuations in citation concentration across the genderedness continuum for the
different author types.

Figure 2: Cumulative difference between citations and articles, grouped by author type.
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Overall, all cumulative difference distributions follow the same general pattern, characterized
by a sudden drop at the feminine end of the continuum, followed by a long and slow downward
slope that extends to the very masculine end of the genderedness spectrum, where acute spikes
in citation concentration brings the slope back to zero or above. In other words, authors whose
first names are not very masculine, especially those that have very feminine first names, get a
lower share of citations, regardless of their productivity or authorship type. Beyond these
general trends, some differences can however be observed between the author type
distributions. The drop in citation concentration in the feminine end of the genderedness
spectrum is the strongest in the case of single authors, where the genderedness of an authors’
first name is not counterbalanced by that of any co-authors, and smallest in the case of middle



and last authors, whose first names do not arguably attract as much attention. At the other end
of the spectrum, first, corresponding, and last authors with very masculine first names get a
relatively, yet markedly higher citation share than authors elsewhere in the genderedness
spectrum. And given that these fluctuations relate to differences in cumulative counts between
citations and articles, it is safe to conclude that the higher and lower citation concentrations
observed respectively at the masculine and feminine ends of the genderedness spectrum are
completely independent of productivity. In other words, an article published by an author with
a very masculine first name will tend to get more citations, especially if published as first, last
or corresponding author, while an article written by an author with feminine first name will get
relatively less cited, even more so if that author publishes it alone.

Viewed as such, the results presented here provide interesting insights to certainly resonate.,
refers to a systematic bias against women in various aspects of scientific practice (Rossiter,
1993).

Interpreted within the framework of the Matilda effect (Rossiter, 1993), these results provide
interesting insights on the relationship between scholarly gender and the academic reward
system. First, it shows that gender, as operationalized through the masculinity and femininity
of authors’ first names, represent a more than viable tool for the analysis of distributional
asymmetries in citation counts, independently from sex. But perhaps more importantly, this
project shows that in the context of citation practices, the domain of the Matilda effect lies at
the extreme ends of the first name genderedness continuum: regardless of sex, productivity or
contribution type, citation unbalances almost exclusively affect authors whose first names are
the most gendered, with femininely-name and masculinely-named authors respectively getting
the short and long ends of the reward stick. Certain caveats should however be noted when
interpreting these results. First, the concept of gender is here approached from a purely agnostic
perspective (Figlio 2007), based on observed frequencies; any further theoretical consideration
pertaining to gender would take the project beyond what is afforded by the data used.
Furthermore, given its descriptive nature, the current project cannot in any way prove or hint at
the existence of a causal effect of gender on citations; in this sense, the gender differences
highlighted here do not constitute sufficient grounds for any bias claim (Traag and Waltman,
2022). In the same vein, the trends observed here represent macrobehaviors and as such do not
warrant any claim regarding individual micromotives; any attempt to do so must be met with
the greatest skepticism (Schelling, 2006). Beyond these limitations, however, it is hoped that
the results presented here contribute to bring new impetus and perspectives to the study of
gender disparities in science.

Open science practices
All gender-related data used in this research has been extracted from semantic triples contained

in the Wikidata knowledge base, whose “truthy” and complete data dumps are freely available
at https://dumps.wikimedia.org/wikidatawiki/entities/.
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