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Abstract 
 
We followed scientists who started publishing in 2000 and who continued publishing until 
2020-2023 (N = 41,424). These survivors in science authored 2 million articles (N = 
2,089,097) with more than 70 million cited references (N = 73,118,395) and worked in 38 
OECD countries. Using a raw Scopus dataset, we examined gender disparities in publishing 
intensity, international collaboration, journal selection, productivity, citations, team 
formation, and publishing breaks in 16 STEMM and social science disciplines. Several 
author-level metrics were computed. Our data show a gender productivity gap for both 
lifetime scholarly output and annual journal prestige–normalized productivity. Surprisingly, 
in the context of extant literature, the data do not show a gender international collaboration 
gap, a gender journal selection gap, a gender citation gap, or a gender team formation gap. 
Men were on average 23% more productive than women cumulatively in 2000–2023 and 
19% more productive in the last 5 years studied (2019–2023). Men and women published in 
equally prestigious journals, received the same number of citations (field-normalized), and 
worked in equally sized teams. In all, 80% of scientists in STEMM disciplines and 70% in 
the social sciences had published every year. Our data indicate interesting disciplinary 
differences in gender disparities. 
 
Keywords: global academic career; longitudinal study, gender disparities; publication 
productivity; collaboration gap; citation gap 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Science is a long-term and large-scale undertaking, with several million scientists involved in 
research globally. However, many stop doing research (stop publishing research results) after 
5, 10, or 15 years. Our recent study indicated that about half of all publishing scientists in the 
38 OECD countries leave science within a decade, and after 19 years, only about one third of 
scientists are still publishing (Kwiek & Szymula, 2025a). Attrition in academic science is 
very high, and it is analyzed in the literature under the “leaving science” theme (Ehrenberg et 
al., 1991; Kaminski & Geisler, 2012; Preston, 2004; Rosser, 2004; Smart, 1990; Spoon et al., 
2023; White-Lewis et al., 2023; Xu, 2008; Zhou & Volkwein, 2024). As Ioannidis et al. 
(2014) showed, only a small minority ( < 1%) of scientists continue publishing at least one 
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article annually for 16 or more years. This group of about 150,000 scientists contributes 
significantly to global academic knowledge production with highly cited articles (being 
responsible for 87.1% of all papers with at least 1,000 citations in the same period). 
 
In this study, we follow consistently productive scientists from the 2000 cohort who were still 
publishing in 2020-2023 (N = 41,424) and who combined to author over 2 million articles (N 
= 2,089,097). We term them “survivors in science”: they are a specific subpopulation of all 
scientists from OECD countries whose first publication (of any type) in the Scopus dataset 
was dated 2000 and who work in one of 16 disciplines. We studied 13 STEMM and three 
social science disciplines in which publishing patterns are similar to those in STEMM: BUS 
Business, Management, and Accounting, ECON Economics, Econometrics, and Finance, and 
PSYCH Psychology. To enter the pool of our survivors in science, the scientists needed to 
have at least 10 publications (journal articles or papers in conference proceedings) in their 
individual publishing portfolio and at least one publication in 2020-2023. We observed  
homogenous pool of scientists, men and women, who starting publishing in the same year, 
under similar conditions, with similar publishing and collaboration pressures and comparable 
research funding opportunities.  
 
We studied gender differences: we wanted to see to what extent men survivors differ from 
women survivors in how they published, collaborated, selected academic journals, and were 
cited over the period. Additionally, we looked at gender differences in the same pool of 
scientists in 2019–2023 to determine whether gender differences accumulated over a long 
period differed from recent gender differences. We assumed that there may be differences 
between cumulative and recent publishing, work, citation, and collaboration patterns.  
 
Our sample consists of extremely successful individuals: they all survived in science for 24 
years, against the odds, seeing their colleagues leave academic science. They are a minority; 
the majority of their colleagues left, as we have shown elsewhere (Kwiek & Szymula, 
2025a).  
 
Consequently, this research is about gender differences among highly successful individuals 
in science and not among anyone in science. We studied a very specific group of scientists 
and the publishing, work, and collaboration patterns that led to their professional success. The 
current pool of scientists working in OECD science systems consists of male and female 
scientists from different cohorts, some working 5 years and others 15, 25, or more years. This 
heterogeneous pool of scientists includes highly successful individuals from different cohorts. 
Our comparison of survivors in science shows gender differences among relatively late-
career scientists and may not reflect gender differences between young scientists. 
 
Our unique dataset allowed us to closely analyze a clearly defined sample. We were able to 
compare men and women in the same disciplines with the same publishing experience, active 
in academic science for 24 years (i.e., still publishing in academic journals). The scale of the 
research allowed us to compare men and women in a number of fundamental dimensions of 
academic work: lifetime scholarly output, annual publication productivity, intensity of 
international research collaboration, journal selection patterns, being cited, team formation, 
and publishing frequency. However, we were not able to examine “work climates” 
characterizing the basic units in which scientists work, which are reported to be especially 
important in STEM disciplines for productivity (Fox & Mohapatra, 2007). 
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We were interested in the following patterns: gender differences in publishing intensity 
(lifetime scholarly output); gender differences in international research collaboration 
intensity; gender differences in journal publishing patterns (Scopus journal percentile ranks); 
gender differences in publishing productivity patterns; gender differences in being cited 
(FWCI 4y); gender differences in team formation; and gender differences in yearly 
publishing patterns / publishing breaks. 
 

2. Conceptual Framework 
 
This research contributes to the literature on the academic careers of and differences between 
men and women in science, specifically late-career scientists. It belongs to a pool of large-
scale bibliometric studies of a longitudinal (Menard, 2002; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; 
Singer & Willett, 2003) and cohort (Glenn, 2005) nature, i.e., to studies where individual 
scientists belong to the same academic age cohort and are followed over time, from their first 
publication onward. Most research on women in science is not cohort-based nor longitudinal, 
with samples mixing scientists of different biological ages (or academic ages) and 
disregarding their publication progression from the first publication onward (Huang et al., 
2020; King et al., 2017; Larivière et al., 2013; Morgan et al., 2021). We were interested in the 
cumulative effects of various working and collaboration habits over 24 years.  
 
We could have selected cumulative effects after any number of years, but cohort 2000 
provided us enough individuals (and their micro-data), and 24 years of accumulation proved 
long enough. The longer the period studied, the smaller the number of scientists due to high 
attrition, especially of women. Explanations for “leaving science” or “quitting science” 
include problems with work-life balance (Rosser, 2004; Smart, 1990), low salaries compared 
with other professionals and low job security (Zhou & Volkwein, 2004), colleague concerns 
and workload concerns (Wohrer, 2014), various types of discrimination in the workplace 
(Preston, 2004; Smart, 1990) and chilly work climates for women (Cornelius et al., 1988; 
Spoon et al., 2023). 
 
Various gender gaps are discussed in the literature on women in science (Kwiek & Roszka, 
2022b). The two most often examined are the gender productivity gap and the gender 
collaboration gap. There is a long tradition, originating in the 1970s (Cole, 1979), of literature 
on women and publishing productivity which tends to show that women are less productive 
than men. One strand also indicates that women are less productive early in their careers 
when they have more family obligations, but later in their careers, they are able to catch up 
with men, with the gender productivity gap disappearing. The literature shows gender 
productivity gaps in different countries, periods, and STEMM disciplines (Abramo et al., 
2019; Larivière et al., 2011; Nielsen, 2016; Fox & Mohapatra 2007; Fox & Nikivincze 2021; 
Van den Besselaar & Sandstrom, 2016).  
 
There is also a long tradition of literature on women and research collaboration, and 
especially international research collaboration, which generally suggests that while women 
are generally more collaborative (show a higher inclination to be involved in research 
collaboration in general), they are less inclined to participate in international research 
collaboration. This literature indicates the role of this gender collaboration gap in academic 
progression and promotion and in research productivity (Abramo et al., 2013; Aksnes et al., 
2019; Bozeman et al., 2012; Fox et al., 2017; Larivière et al., 2013; Maddi et al., 2019).  
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The literature also shows a gender mobility gap (Ackers, 2008; Frehill & Zippel, 2006; Uhly 
et al., 2017; Zippel, 2017) which indicates that women in science are less involved in 
(especially international) physical mobility than men due to family and caregiving 
obligations. Female scientists are also reported to cite themselves less often than male 
scientists, which is termed the gender self-citation gap (Hutson, 2006; King et al., 2017; 
Maliniak et al., 2013; Mishra et al., 2018). Fewer self-citations leads to fewer external 
citations (Fowles & Aksnes, 2007). And female scientists are less often awarded research 
grants, and their grants are smaller, which is termed the gender research funding gap (Cruz-
Castro & Sanz-Menendez, 2019; Van den Besselaar & Sandstrom, 2015).  
 
There is also literature on women and journal selection which tends to show that women are 
less inclined to submit their manuscripts to top journals compared to men and that women 
generally submit their manuscripts to less prestigious journals (Mihaljević-Brandt et al., 
2016; Sugimoto & Larivière, 2023). Women are also less cited than men, with implications 
for academic careers and especially for full professorships – which is termed the gender 
citation gap (Abramo et al., 2015; Aksnes et al., 2011; Ghiasi et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2020; 
Lerchemueller et al., 2019; Maddi et al., 2019; Madison & Fahlman, 2020; Maliniak et al., 
2013; Potthof & Zimmermann, 2017; Thelwall, 2020; Van den Besselaar & Sandstrom, 
2017).  
 
There is also a gender professional network gap: women have narrower and less international 
formal (and informal) collaboration networks than those of men (Clauset et al., 2015; Feeney 
& Bernal, 2010; Halevi, 2019; Kegen, 2013; Van den Brink & Benschop, 2013). The 
literature also reports a gender academic time distribution gap (Cummings & Finkelstein, 
2012; Goastellec & Vaira, 2017; Toutkoushian & Bellas, 1999) and a gender academic role 
orientation gap (Leisyte & Hosch-Dayican, 2017; Miller & Chamberlin, 2000): women spend 
less time on research and more on teaching compared with men, and women are less 
research-oriented and more teaching-oriented. These two gaps are studied in international 
comparative academic profession surveys that allow comparisons of weekly working time 
distribution and academic role orientation. 
 
There are four other gender gaps discussed in the literature worth noting. There is a gender 
methods gap in which women use quantitative methods less often and qualitative methods 
more often, with implications for the academic journal selection. More quantitively focused 
journals tend to be more prestigious (Key & Summer, 2019; Thelwall et al., 2019). There is a 
gender group work recognition gap, which means that women receive less deserved 
recognition or less deserved credit for their collaborative publications than men do (Heffner, 
1979; Sarsons, 2017; Sarsons et al., 2020). In other words, collaborative papers tend to 
support the academic careers of men more strongly than the academic careers of women. 
Finally, the gender tenure gap means that women are less often promoted to tenure despite 
equal achievements (Diezmann & Grieshaber, 2019; Fell & Konig, 2016; Rivera, 2017; 
Weishaar, 2017), and the gender salary gap means that women have lower salaries in the 
same positions as men (Barbezat & Hughes, 2005; Ceci et al., 2014; Ward & Sloane, 2000). 
 
All these disparities, conceptualized as gender gaps, are valid for women scientists in general, 
in various countries and disciplines, mostly regardless of their biological or academic age 
(academic experience). Most studies on women in science are case studies: their findings 
generally come from small-scale interview and survey research conducted in Anglophone 
countries in the past two decades. None are cohort studies, and very few are longitudinal in 
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the strict sense of the term (Menard, 2002, pp. 2–3). The conclusions from the numerous 
small-scale studies paint the general picture summarized above.  
 
This study, in contrast, is large in scale and longitudinal, bibliometric, and quantitative in 
nature. We were able to compare the working and collaboration habits of men and women in 
16 disciplines in the 38 OECD countries. We compared men and women in the same period 
within the same disciplines. Our study differs from that of Ioannidis et al. (2014) in being 
cohort-based and longitudinal; their “continuously publishing core” of 150,000 scientists 
were members of numerous cohorts, as opposed to our survivors in science who originated 
from a single cohort. Ioannidis et al. examined stability in science, with gender ignored; our 
focus was on gender disparities in how late-career scientists publish, collaborate, and are 
cited. Additionally, Ioannidis et al. were interested in comparing the core with the non-core, 
or scientists who were not continuously publishing; in contrast, our focus was on comparing 
men and women among survivors in science. A comparison with non-survivors would refer 
to the leavers from science, which would involve attrition analysis (our topic elsewhere: 
Kwiek & Szymula, 2025a). 
 
Here, we were interested whether selected gender gaps held for survivors in science. We 
focused on the following: (1) the productivity gap, (2) the collaboration gap, (3) the 
publishing pattern gap, (4) the citation gap, and two rarely studied gaps: (5) the team 
formation gap and (6) the publishing frequency gap. 
 
3. Data and Methods 
 
3.1. How was the sample obtained? 
 
To create the sample, the bibliometric database Scopus, made available by ICSR Lab, was 
used. Access to the database and the ability to perform cloud-based computations were 
provided through the Databricks platform. PySpark notebooks were developed and executed 
on the full Scopus database using a cluster in standard mode with Databricks Runtime version 
11.2 ML, Apache Spark technology version 3.3.0, Scala 2.12, and an i3.2xlarge instance with 
61 GB of memory, eight cores, and one to six workers for the worker type, as well as an 
c4.2xlarge instance with 15 GB of memory and four cores for the driver type. 
 
The study utilized a Scopus database snapshot from 29 March 2024. The dataset was initially 
restricted to articles published no later than 2023. Based on author identifiers, the first and 
last publication year was determined for each author. The author set was then limited to those 
whose first publication year was 2000 and last publication year fell between 2020 and 2023 
(inclusive). Each author was subsequently assigned a gender, a discipline, and a country. 
Author-level metrics were then calculated based on their individual publication portfolios 
(articles in journals or conference proceedings published in journals or books only). For each 
author, the following metrics were determined: scholarly output, international collaboration 
rate, average journal percentile rank, productivity normalized by journal prestige, average 
FWCI Field-Weighted Citation Impact (4-year), median team size and median publishing 
break.  The author set was restricted to scientists with at least 10 publications in their 
portfolio, a defined gender, affiliation with one OECD country, and a selected STEMM or 
SOC discipline (N = 41,424).  
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3.2. How was gender defined? 
 
Determining gender in the sample relied on a gender dataset provided by the ICSR Lab 
platform. The dataset was filtered to scientists with a defined gender as man or woman only 
with a probability score greater than or equal to 0.85. Gender assignment was based on 
Elsevier’s solution, which embedded the Namsor gender determination tool. Gender 
classification depended on three input features: the author’s first name, last name, and 
country of origin. Country was defined as the author’s dominant country from the year of 
their first publication based on Scopus data. If the author had more than one dominant 
country, then no value was assigned. The Namsor tool returned both predicted gender and 
probability score (Elsevier, 2020, pp. 122–123). We decided to use Scopus rather than Web 
of Science data because our unit of analysis was the individual scientist (rather than the 
individual publication); and “in terms of author disambiguation, Scopus is more accurate” 
(Sugimoto & Larivière, 2018, p. 36).  
 
3.3. How were the disciplines defined? 
 
To identify the dominant discipline of the scientists, a Scopus dataset, including publications 
published up to and including 2023, was analyzed. From this dataset, specific columns were 
selected: publication identifiers, author identifiers, and cited references. Each cited reference 
was associated with at least one discipline, based on the classification of the journal in which 
the cited reference appeared. Disciplines were initially defined using the four-digit ASJC (All 
Science Journal Classification) codes provided by Scopus. Then, only the first two digits of 
the ASJC codes were used, resulting in broader, two-digit ASJC categories. For each author, 
the number of cited references across different disciplines was counted, with the 
“multidisciplinary” category excluded from this process. The dominant discipline for a given 
author was defined as the discipline associated with the highest number of cited references 
(i.e., the modal discipline). This resulted in a table mapping each author’s identifier to their 
dominant discipline. In cases where an author did not have a clearly dominant discipline or 
had multiple disciplines tied for the highest count, the author was excluded from the dataset. 
Finally, the dataset was further filtered to retain only those authors whose dominant discipline 
belonged to either the STEMM or SOC group. To determine the dominant discipline of our 
sample, we used more than 70 million cited references from their publications (N = 
73,118,395), on average 35 cited references per publication. 
 
3.4. How were the countries defined? 
 
To determine the dominant country of scientists, a Scopus dataset of publications from 2023 
and earlier was used. From this dataset, columns containing publication identifiers, author 
identifiers, and the countries associated with each author were selected. For each author, the 
number of times each country was listed in all of their publications was counted. The country 
with the highest frequency (i.e., the modal value) was identified as the author’s dominant 
country. Authors who had multiple countries tied for the highest count or no assigned country 
were excluded from the dataset. Finally, the table was filtered to include only scientists 
affiliated with an OECD country. 
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3.5. How were author-level metrics calculated? 
 
The assignment of author-level metrics was based on indicators derived from each author’s 
publication portfolio (articles in journals and conference proceedings published in journals or 
books only). First, for every publication in the portfolio, the team size was determined as the 
total number of authors of the publication, and the number of unique countries was calculated 
based on all author affiliations listed in the publication. These two values enabled a binary 
classification of whether a publication was collaborative ( = 1 if the publication included 
more than two authors) and whether it was international ( = 1 if at least two unique countries 
were represented among the affiliations and the publication was collaborative). Each 
publication record was also supplemented with the percentile rank of the journal for the year 
of publication and FWCI (4-year) value. Both indicators were available on the ICSR Lab 
platform. In cases where the journal percentile rank was missing, a value of 1 was assigned; 
in cases where the FWCI value was missing, a value of 0 was used. Subsequently, the data 
were aggregated to compute the following author-level metrics: (1) scholarly output, (2) 
international collaboration rate (calculated as the ratio of all international publications to all 
collaborative publications), (3) average journal percentile rank, (4) productivity normalized 
by journal prestige (sum of journal percentile ranks for publications divided by 24 years),  (5) 
average FWCI (4-year), (6) median team size and (7) median publishing break. 
 
3.6. Sample description 
 
The characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 1. We studied N = 41,424 scientists (of 
which 33.86% were women), authors of more than 2 million articles (N = 2,089,097). The 
disciplines with the most survivors were MED and BIO (40.94% and 14.79% of our sample, 
respectively) and the countries most represented were the USA and Japan (27.22% and 
9.14%, respectively). The three disciplines with the highest percentage of women survivors in 
science were IMMU, MED, and BIO (46.79%, 41.13%, and 38.60%, respectively) and the 
three countries with the highest percentage of women survivors in science were Portugal, 
Italy, and Poland (51.95%, 45.97%, and 45.68%, respectively). The three social science 
disciplines represented in the sample varied in their gender composition, with ECON having 
20.03% women, BUS 33.33% and PSYCH 47.93%. We selected these three social science 
disciplines because scientists show publishing habits similar to those of STEMM disciplines, 
especially in publishing in journals and attaching significance to journal type (e.g., the role of 
publishing in English and the role of top journals in promotions and academic careers). The 
lowest shares of women were seen in ENG (11.08%) and PHYS (16.28%). 
 
Table 1. Sample: all scientists from the 2000 cohort who survived until 2020-2023 (who 
were still publishing in 2020-2023). “Other” represents 18 smaller OECD science systems 

  N Women % col % row N Men % col % row N Total % col 
 TOTAL 14,027 100 33.86 27,397 100 66.14 41,424 100 

TOTAL SOCIAL 658 4.69 34.56 1,246 4.55 65.44 1,904 4.60 
TOTAL STEMM 13,369 95.31 33.83 26,151 95.45 66.17 39,520 95.40 

Discipline AGRI 1,038 7.40 34.06 2,010 7.34 65.94 3,048 7.36 
BIO 2,365 16.86 38.60 3,762 13.73 61.40 6,127 14.79 
BUS 187 1.33 33.33 374 1.37 66.67 561 1.35 
CHEM 535 3.81 30.11 1,242 4.53 69.89 1,777 4.29 
COMP 247 1.76 18.47 1,090 3.98 81.53 1,337 3.23 
EARTH 384 2.74 25.00 1,152 4.20 75.00 1,536 3.71 
ECON 124 0.88 20.03 495 1.81 79.97 619 1.49 
ENG 222 1.58 11.08 1,782 6.50 88.92 2,004 4.84 
ENVIR 296 2.11 30.27 682 2.49 69.73 978 2.36 
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The ASJC discipline codes used in this research were as follows: AGRI Agricultural and 
Biological Sciences; BIO Biochemistry, Genetics, and Molecular Biology; BUS Business, 
Management, and Accounting; CHEM Chemistry; COMP Computer Science; EARTH Earth 
and Planetary Sciences; ECON Economics, Econometrics, and Finance; ENG Engineering; 
ENVIR Environmental Science; IMMU Immunology and Microbiology; MATER Materials 
Science; MATH Mathematics; MED Medicine; NEURO Neuroscience; PHYS Physics and 
Astronomy; PSYCH Psychology. The three non-STEMM disciplines were BUS, ECON, and 
PSYCH. 
 

4. Results 
 
4.1. Publishing patterns – lifetime scholarly output 
 
The composition of our pool of survivor scientists gave us an opportunity to compare lifetime 
scholarly output (cumulative) of men and women over 20-24 years in 15 disciplines. In 12 
disciplines, the cumulative output of men in 2023 was higher than the cumulative output of 
women, and the difference is statistically significant. Graphically, the difference can be seen 
in Figure 1, which presents kernel density plots for each discipline. Women in the plots are 
often located more in the lower parts of the output distribution, and men are often located in 
the upper parts. This is especially visible in BIO, IMMU, and MATH.  
 
We will discuss primarily the tables; however, we will also refer to kernel density plots. We 
use them to visualize the underlying distribution of the data (as in Figure 1). The advantage 
of density plots over histograms is that they are better interpretable for 18 distributions of our 
disciplinary subsamples from a gender perspective (all disciplines, all social science 

IMMU 175 1.25 46.79 199 0.73 53.21 374 0.90 
MATER 182 1.30 22.75 618 2.26 77.25 800 1.93 
MATH 158 1.13 21.29 584 2.13 78.71 742 1.79 
MED 6,975 49.73 41.13 9,982 36.43 58.87 16,957 40.94 
NEURO 299 2.13 36.87 512 1.87 63.13 811 1.96 
PHYS 493 3.51 16.28 2,536 9.26 83.72 3,029 7.31 
PSYCH 347 2.47 47.93 377 1.38 52.07 724 1.75 

Country United States 2,062 14.70 18.28 7,154 26.11 81.72 11,277 27.22 
Japan 590 4.21 15.58 3,197 11.67 84.42 3,787 9.14 
United Kingdom 1,066 7.60 35.75 1,916 6.99 64.25 2,982 7.20 
Italy 1,311 9.35 45.97 1,541 5.62 54.03 2,852 6.88 
Germany 644 4.59 22.84 2,176 7.94 77.16 2,820 6.81 
France 979 6.98 35.18 1,804 6.58 64.82 2,783 6.72 
Spain 661 4.71 40.33 978 3.57 59.67 1,639 3.96 
Canada 591 4.21 38.30 952 3.47 61.70 1,543 3.72 
Australia 545 3.89 40.28 808 2.95 59.72 1,353 3.27 
South Korea 188 1.34 14.52 1,107 4.04 85.48 1,295 3.13 
Netherlands 365 2.60 38.38 586 2.14 61.62 951 2.30 
Poland 407 2.90 45.68 484 1.77 54.32 891 2.15 
Turkey 232 1.65 30.77 522 1.91 69.23 754 1.82 
Switzerland 173 1.23 28.04 444 1.62 71.96 617 1.49 
Sweden 241 1.72 39.31 372 1.36 60.69 613 1.48 
Greece 160 1.14 32.92 326 1.19 67.08 486 1.17 
Belgium 160 1.14 35.56 290 1.06 64.44 450 1.09 
Mexico 149 1.06 33.48 296 1.08 66.52 445 1.07 
Israel 163 1.16 37.13 276 1.01 62.87 439 1.06 
Portugal 226 1.61 51.95 209 0.76 48.05 435 1.05 
Other 1,053 7.51 34.96 1,959 7.15 65.04 3,012 7.27 
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disciplines combined, all STEMM disciplines combined). The continuous curve is estimated 
from the data using kernel density estimation and a Gaussian kernel. Density plots may not 
work to visualize small datasets, but they tend to be reliable for large datasets like ours. 
Kernel density plots are used to identify the shape of the distribution, e.g., whether the 
distribution is symmetric or skewed, with one or more peaks. Density plots offer a continuous 
representation of the data distribution, with no jagged appearance characteristic of 
histograms. The area under the curve always adds up to 100%. The smoothness enhances the 
visual interpretation of the underlying patterns in the data. Density curves allow a quick 
understanding of the distribution of values in our (disciplinary) datasets. 
 
The statistical details of the average lifetime scholarly output (2000–2023) by discipline and 
gender are provided in Table 2. The table shows statistics and MFR rate: average male output 
divided by average female output. An MFR rate higher than 1 means that average output for 
men is higher than the average output for women. The difference between men and women in 
lifetime output for all STEMM disciplines was 24% (women: 43.60 publications, men 53.93 
publications, MFR: 1.24), and it is statistically significant (p < 0.001); for all social science 
disciplines, in contrast, the difference is not statistically significant. The largest differences 
were observed for IMMU, MATH, and BIO and were about 30% in favor of men (MFR 1.35 
p < 0.01, 1.33 p < 0.001, and 1.30 p < 0.001, respectively). A difference of about 20% in 
favor of men was observed for AGRI (MFR 1.24 p < 0.001), ENVIR (MFR 1.25 p < 0.001), 
MATER (MFR 1.22 p < 0.01), and MED (MFR 1.24 p < 0.001). In the social science 
disciplines, the difference was statistically significant in two out of three (ECON MFR 1.18 p 
< 0.05 and PSYCH MFR 1.21 p < 0.01).  
 
In almost all disciplines, the gender gap in lifetime scholarly output was substantial; in three, 
the gap reached about one third and in eight reached about one fifth in favor of men. 
Percentages translate into publication numbers; for instance, in BIO, men’s lifetime scholarly 
output was on average 44, and women’s was on average about 34; and in MATH, it was on 
average about 38 for men as opposed to on average about 28 for women. Differences in 
publication numbers can translate into faster promotion to higher academic ranks; however, 
we were not able to see how publication quantity (and quality) translated into academic 
promotions using our dataset. 
 
We were interested whether the cumulative gender gap in lifetime scholarly output could be 
caused by men publishing more than women in early and mid-career periods when women 
potentially have more children and family obligations compared to men. We studied the last 5 
years in the dataset to see whether publication numbers for men and women were on average 
more equal, following early, more substantial differences in scholarly output (Table 3). 
However, in 2019–2023, the gender patterns of average scholarly output were almost exactly 
the same as the cumulative patterns for 24 years. In all STEMM disciplines combined, men 
published on average 24% more articles than women (MFR 1.24, p < 0.001), and for the 
three disciplines with the highest gender difference, the gap was about one third in favor of 
men (BIO MFR 1.30, p < 0.001, MATH MFR 1.33, p < 0.001, and IMMU MFR 1.35, p < 
0.01). The hypothesis that the gender productivity gap is rooted in early career periods when 
women have more time-consuming children and family responsibilities and disappears later 
had to be rejected. The kernel density plots in Figure 1 also clearly show that in all 
disciplines, the majority of observations are in the 10–50 range of publications (10 
publications being the threshold to enter the subpopulation studied) and the number of top 
performers, with 100 or more papers, is very small. MATH Mathematics and COMP 
Computing had the largest share of scientists with lower numbers of publications. 
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Lifetime scholarly output is a very crude measure of academic work: no distinction is made 
regarding journal type i.e., all journals are counted equally. We examine more fine-grained 
productivity below in the sections “Publishing patterns by journal type” and “Publication 
productivity.” 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of lifetime scholarly output, all publications for 2000–2023, Kernel 
density plot, by discipline and gender 

 
 
Table 2. Average scholarly output, all publications for 2000–2023, by discipline and gender 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 37.35 46.21 27.26 38.86 1.24 −7.31 <0.001 
BIO 33.84 44.01 25.90 36.82 1.30 −12.67 <0.001 
BUS 25.91 29.03 16.55 20.50 1.12 −1.94 0.052 
CHEM 51.57 60.37 50.38 54.42 1.17 −3.30 <0.001 
COMP 27.47 32.17 29.05 33.29 1.17 −1.28 0.201 
EARTH 39.37 46.60 29.76 42.07 1.18 −3.69 <0.001 
ECON 23.82 28.07 16.18 20.97 1.18 −2.45 <0.05 
ENG 36.69 37.74 29.42 36.77 1.03 −0.49 0.624 
ENVIR 37.28 46.70 28.19 40.47 1.25 −4.18 <0.001 
IMMU 37.69 50.73 27.96 54.24 1.35 −2.97 <0.01 
MATER 49.46 60.22 42.18 57.81 1.22 −2.76 <0.01 
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Table 3. Average scholarly output, all publications for 2019–2023, by discipline and gender 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.2. International research collaboration  
 
As high research productivity is generally linked with international collaboration, we were 
interested in gender differences in the international collaboration rate. The international 
collaboration rate for 2000–2023 was calculated as all collaborative articles and papers in 
conference proceedings with international coauthors (an international affiliation in the 
publication’s byline) divided by all collaborative articles and papers in conference 
proceedings (of any type: international, national, institutional). Consequently, the rate can 
have a value in the 0–100 range, with 0 meaning no publications with international coauthors 
and 100 meaning all collaborative publications with international coauthors (Table 4).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MATH 28.20 37.53 16.43 30.99 1.33 −5.10 <0.001 
MED 45.38 56.15 42.89 57.25 1.24 −14.00 <0.001 
NEURO 40.85 46.85 31.05 38.31 1.15 −2.43 <0.05 
PHYS 94.72 92.80 168.82 177.68 0.98 0.23 0.818 
PSYCH 40.07 48.67 33.09 43.93 1.21 −2.99 <0.01 
TOTAL SOCIAL 32.98 34.59 27.56 31.14 1.05 −1.16 0.246 
TOTAL STEMM 43.60 53.93 50.49 73.43 1.24 −16.40 <0.001 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 11.07 13.67 10.44 15.58 1.24 −7.31 <0.001 
BIO 8.53 11.40 9.33 13.05 1.30 −12.67 <0.001 
BUS 7.48 7.40 7.59 6.90 1.12 −1.94 0.052 
CHEM 14.19 15.42 17.40 20.12 1.17 −3.30 <0.001 
COMP 9.36 10.28 12.85 14.00 1.17 −1.28 0.201 
EARTH 11.96 13.83 12.55 17.55 1.18 −3.69 <0.001 
ECON 6.02 6.53 6.52 7.60 1.18 −2.45 <0.05 
ENG 11.75 11.83 14.19 16.32 1.03 −0.49 0.624 
ENVIR 11.29 14.23 10.87 15.33 1.25 −4.18 <0.001 
IMMU 10.02 13.21 9.55 14.97 1.35 −2.97 <0.01 
MATER 13.88 17.06 14.16 22.37 1.22 −2.76 <0.01 
MATH 7.27 9.05 6.19 10.07 1.33 −5.10 <0.001 
MED 14.48 17.34 18.47 23.48 1.24 −14.00 <0.001 
NEURO 10.54 12.39 11.55 14.35 1.15 −2.43 <0.05 
PHYS 23.79 23.27 48.09 52.75 0.98 0.23 0.818 
PSYCH 12.97 13.73 13.41 15.18 1.21 −2.99 <0.01 
TOTAL SOC 10.12 8.97 11.36 10.80 1.05 −1.16 0.246 
TOTAL STEMM 12.97 15.46 18.13 24.87 1.24 −16.40 <0.001 
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Table 4. Average international collaboration rate, all publications for 2000–2023, by 
discipline and gender 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our data show that generally in STEMM disciplines, men and women collaborate 
internationally with very similar intensity, the difference reaching merely 3% (MFR for all 
STEMM disciplines combined 1.03, p < 0.001). For women, the international collaboration 
rate was about 32, and for men it was about 33. For the vast majority of STEMM disciplines, 
the difference between men and women was not statistically significant. For the two large 
disciplines of ENG and MED, women had about 10% higher international collaboration 
intensity than men (MFR 0.88, p < 0.05 and MFR 0.92, p < 0.001, respectively). However, in 
two of the three social science disciplines, there were substantial and statistically significant 
differences between men and women in international collaboration: for BUS, the difference 
reached 31% in favor of men and for PSYCH, it reached 22% in favor of men. These gender 
differences are best seen in kernel density plots for PSYCH, BUS, IMMU and all social 
sciences combined (TOTAL SOCIAL, Figure 2). The most internationalized disciplines were 
PHYS and EARTH, with both men and women scientists having about half of their 
collaborative publications published in international collaboration.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 36.31 36.90 23.93 24.94 1.02 −0.64 0.522 
BIO 38.31 38.20 20.69 21.19 1.00 0.20 0.841 
BUS 28.64 37.44 20.38 24.56 1.31 −4.49 <0.001 
CHEM 32.02 30.84 20.54 21.42 0.96 1.10 0.271 
COMP 34.11 34.27 23.19 23.21 1.00 −0.06 0.952 
EARTH 48.83 49.24 23.75 24.58 1.01 −0.29 0.772 
ECON 37.55 38.95 26.17 25.95 1.04 −0.53 0.596 
ENG 28.56 25.03 22.02 20.75 0.88 2.27 <0.05 
ENVIR 33.56 35.22 22.93 22.59 1.05 −1.04 0.298 
IMMU 34.69 37.00 18.67 21.60 1.07 −1.11 0.267 
MATER 31.33 31.15 20.00 22.67 0.99 0.10 0.920 
MATH 42.21 45.31 27.81 27.40 1.07 −1.25 0.211 
MED 26.25 24.27 21.44 20.93 0.92 5.98 <0.001 
NEURO 34.58 35.02 19.64 19.84 1.01 −0.31 0.757 
PHYS 55.52 50.52 29.48 29.11 0.91 3.45 <0.001 
PSYCH 23.49 28.61 21.21 22.10 1.22 −3.18 <0.01 
TOTAL SOCIAL 27.60 35.37 22.60 24.81 1.28 −6.89 <0.001 
TOTAL STEMM 32.02 32.89 23.20 24.48 1.03 −3.46 <0.001 
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Figure 2. Distribution of international collaboration rate, all publications for 2000–2023, 
Kernel density plot, by discipline and gender 

 
 

 
4.3. Publishing patterns by journal type 
 
We wanted to determine whether there was a difference in publishing patterns by journal type 
(Scopus journal percentile rank) between men and women. Success in publishing means a 
combination of quantity and quality. This section compares lifetime publication output 
viewed from the perspective of average Scopus journal percentile rank for men and women 
within disciplines. We used current journal percentile ranks (2024) retrospectively, assuming 
that past locations of journals in the Scopus journal architecture were generally similar to 
their current locations (historical data from Scopus are not available). Scopus locates all its 
indexed journals in percentiles in the 0–99 range, with most prestigious journals generally 
located in the 90–99 percentiles (the upper 10% or about 4,000 journals out of about 40,000) 
or in quartile 1 (the upper 25% or about 10,000 journals out of about 40,000). 
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Table 5. Average journal percentile rank (Scopus), all publications for 2000–2023, by 
discipline and gender 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6. Average journal percentile rank (Scopus), all publications for 2019–2023, by 
discipline and gender 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Our data (Tables 5 and 6) show that the men and women on average published in journals 
with the same percentile rank, with women publishing in journals with slightly higher 
percentile ranks in four disciplines, as well as in all social science disciplines combined 
(MFR 0.93, p < 0.001) and in all STEMM disciplines combined (MFR 0.98, p < 0.001). The 
most substantial statistically significant difference was for ECON, with women publishing on 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 48.69 47.11 14.99 15.91 0.97 2.70 <0.01 
BIO 48.39 49.86 14.90 15.21 1.03 −3.73 <0.001 
BUS 47.02 46.41 16.14 14.11 0.99 0.44 0.660 
CHEM 47.82 47.70 15.51 16.81 1.00 0.15 0.881 
COMP 49.69 48.93 16.39 17.04 0.98 0.39 0.697 
EARTH 51.33 51.60 15.70 15.98 1.01 −0.29 0.772 
ECON 43.94 39.62 12.82 13.51 0.90 3.32 <0.001 
ENG 49.55 46.23 16.51 17.60 0.93 2.80 <0.01 
ENVIR 53.77 53.37 14.37 15.78 0.99 0.39 0.697 
IMMU 48.13 48.39 15.03 14.07 1.01 −0.17 0.865 
MATER 48.56 48.17 15.35 16.94 0.99 0.29 0.772 
MATH 36.03 37.30 13.03 12.64 1.04 −1.09 0.276 
MED 47.40 44.98 16.86 17.29 0.95 9.10 <0.001 
NEURO 49.10 50.69 15.26 14.60 1.03 −1.45 0.147 
PHYS 47.69 45.78 18.22 17.88 0.96 2.14 <0.05 
PSYCH 49.31 48.87 15.15 14.97 0.99 0.39 0.697 
TOTAL SOCIAL 47.65 44.46 15.15 14.70 0.93 4.41 <0.001 
TOTAL STEMM 47.96 46.86 16.26 16.90 0.98 6.28 <0.001 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 75.71 72.95 14.42 16.20 0.96 4.80 <0.001 
BIO 80.64 80.33 12.41 12.48 1.00 0.95 0.342 
BUS 77.05 80.09 17.83 14.15 1.04 −2.03 <0.05 
CHEM 77.05 76.87 13.77 14.31 1.00 0.25 0.806 
COMP 75.09 75.03 15.23 16.03 1.00 0.03 0.976 
EARTH 79.39 80.11 13.22 11.92 1.01 −0.95 0.342 
ECON 75.69 70.52 14.10 17.20 0.93 3.48 <0.001 
ENG 75.60 72.07 14.93 18.08 0.95 3.24 <0.01 
ENVIR 80.91 78.44 10.88 14.59 0.97 2.93 <0.01 
IMMU 78.67 77.20 12.75 12.81 0.98 1.11 0.267 
MATER 74.46 73.65 13.73 16.29 0.99 0.67 0.503 
MATH 64.61 64.56 15.27 16.07 1.00 0.04 0.968 
MED 72.83 70.04 15.17 16.32 0.96 11.42 <0.001 
NEURO 79.43 79.29 11.01 11.95 1.00 0.17 0.865 
PHYS 78.38 77.16 13.26 13.49 0.98 1.86 0.063 
PSYCH 74.19 74.88 14.50 15.94 1.01 −0.61 0.542 
TOTAL SOC 75.27 74.70 15.46 16.43 0.99 0.75 0.453 
TOTAL STEMM 75.41 73.96 14.66 15.83 0.98 9.05 <0.001 
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average in journals with 10% higher journal percentile ranks. The only discipline with 
slightly higher average percentile ranks for men was BIO (MFR 1.03 p < 0.001). The average 
journal percentile rank for all STEMM disciplines combined from 2000 to 2023 was 47.96 
for women and 46.86 for men, that is, in the middle of the 0–99 range. These results from the 
accumulation of publications lifetime can be compared with the results for the last 5 years 
studied (2019–2023), however. 
 
Generally, for the 5 years studied, the same patterns hold in disciplines and in all STEMM 
disciplines combined: women on average published in journals that were located slightly 
higher in Scopus, and wherever the difference between men and women was statistically 
significant (except BUS), women on average published in journals with higher Scopus 
percentile ranks.  
 
However, what was interesting was that both men and women published in journals with 
much higher Scopus percentile ranks compared with the lifetime data: the average was 75 for 
women and 74 for men. The massive change toward better located journals can best be seen 
in kernel density plots (Figure 3 vs. Figure 4), with many disciplines reaching the Scopus 
journal percentile rank of 80. For all disciplines, kernel density plots become left skewed. 
The change in the distribution of the median Scopus journal percentile rank is impressive and 
concerns all scientists, regardless of gender. The data clearly show how the scientists, with 
the passage of time, gradually published in journals located higher in Scopus journal 
rankings. Figure 4 shows the steepest kernel density plot for BIO (where the average Scopus 
journal percentile rank is highest, reaching 80) and the most flat for MATH (where it is 65), 
in both cases with no statistically significant gender differences.  
 
Publishing in journals located higher, in all the STEMM and social science disciplines 
studied, clearly came with age and academic experience, and the pattern was obvious for both 
men and women. Men did not find homes in prestigious journals (e.g., the upper 25%) more 
quickly: it was only in the last 5 years that the average Scopus journal percentile rank was in 
the lower parts of quartile 1 journals. Although outliers in publishing patterns are possible, 
the patterns are similar in all disciplines, and publishing in top journals clearly comes with 
age – which testifies to the cumulative nature of science. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of median journal percentile rank (Scopus), all publications for 2000–
2023, Kernel density plot, by discipline and gender 
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Figure 4. Distribution of median journal percentile rank (Scopus), all publications for 2019–
2023, Kernel density plot, by discipline and gender  

 
 
 
4.4. Publication productivity 
 
Above, we examined lifetime publishing output (i.e., publication numbers) regardless of 
journal, following an assumption that “all (Scopus) journals are equal.” In this section, we 
consider journal types as classified by Scopus. To calculate publishing productivity, we used 
a full counting, journal prestige–normalized approach.  
 
In a full counting approach, as opposed to a fractional counting approach, full credit for a 
publication goes to all the coauthors. In a journal prestige–normalized approach (as in Kwiek 
& Roszka, 2024; Kwiek & Szymula, 2025b), as opposed to a prestige non-normalized 
approach, the value of a publication depends on the journal location in Scopus journal 
percentile ranks, which are in the 0–99 percentile range. A solo-authored paper published in a 
journal located in the 90th percentile rank is valued as 0.9, and a solo-authored paper 
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published in a journal located in the 50th percentile rank is valued as 0.5. If the papers have 
two coauthors, they are also valued as 0.9 and 0.5, respectively.  
 
Journal-prestige normalization reflects the difference in scientific effort between publishing 
in lower versus higher prestige journals. Prestige percentile ranks in Scopus are based on 
citations received in the past 4 years and reflect the highly stratified nature of academic 
journals indexed in Scopus. Publishing productivity is calculated as the number of 
publications (full counting, journal prestige–normalized) divided by the number of years (23 
for lifetime productivity, 5 years for recent productivity in 2019–2023). 
 
The patterns of differences in publishing productivity between men and women from a 
lifetime perspective and in the recent 5 years are the same (Tables 7 and 8). Men in STEMM 
disciplines combined emerged as 23% and 19% more productive, respectively. From a 
lifetime perspective, men were over 30% more productive than women in three disciplines 
(MATH MFR 1.39 p < 0.001, BIO MFR 1.35 p < 0.001, and IMMU MFR 1.33 p < 0.05). In 
the social sciences, a statistically significant difference was observed only in PSYCH, with 
men on average 21% more productive than women (MFR 1.21, p < 0.05). In all statistically 
significant cases, men were more productive than women. However, gender differences were 
slightly smaller in 2019–2023: for all STEMM disciplines combined, the average difference 
decreased from 23% to 19%, and for all social sciences combined, women were 11% more 
productive (MFR 0.89, p < 0.05). For the three disciplines with the highest difference in 
productivity in favor of men over 24 years, the differences were slightly lower (MATH MFR 
1.26 p < 0.01, BIO MFR 1.34 p < 0.001, and IMMU MFR 1.29 p < 0.05). The shapes of the 
distribution of productivity in disciplines in both periods are similar (Figure 5).  
 
However, the values are on average twice as high. Survivors in science, both men and 
women, were on average twice as productive in the recent period compared with their total 
productivity. On average, their recent productivity in MATH increased from 0.46 (women) 
and 0.64 (men) to 0.98 (women) and 1.23 (men), and in the large discipline of BIO, their 
average productivity increased from 0.74 (women) and 1.00 (men) to 1.40 (women) and 1.87 
(men). This substantial increase in publishing productivity is not seen in the shape of plots 
but in the range, which increased from 0–3 for lifetime productivity to 0–6 for recent 
productivity (Figure 6). 
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Figure 5. Distribution of median (annual) publication productivity, all publications for 2000–
2023, Kernel density plot, by discipline and gender  
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Table 7. Average annual publication productivity, all publications for 2000–2023, by 
discipline and gender  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 8. Average publication productivity, all publications for 2019–2023, by discipline and 
gender 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 0.82 1.02 0.73 1.07 1.24 −6.08 <0.001 
BIO 0.74 1.00 0.71 1.04 1.35 −11.62 <0.001 
BUS 0.54 0.59 0.45 0.49 1.09 −1.20 0.230 
CHEM 1.17 1.37 1.51 1.54 1.17 −2.55 <0.05 
COMP 0.63 0.72 0.84 0.93 1.14 −0.87 0.384 
EARTH 0.93 1.10 0.86 1.22 1.18 −3.00 <0.01 
ECON 0.46 0.50 0.41 0.50 1.09 −0.93 0.352 
ENG 0.84 0.82 0.92 1.05 0.98 0.30 0.764 
ENVIR 0.90 1.15 0.79 1.19 1.28 −3.86 <0.001 
IMMU 0.83 1.10 0.73 1.31 1.33 −2.50 <0.05 
MATER 1.11 1.39 1.20 1.66 1.25 −2.52 <0.05 
MATH 0.46 0.64 0.37 0.68 1.39 −4.42 <0.001 
MED 1.01 1.21 1.22 1.56 1.20 −9.35 <0.001 
NEURO 0.92 1.08 0.88 1.08 1.17 −2.29 <0.05 
PHYS 2.39 2.30 5.75 5.92 0.96 0.32 0.749 
PSYCH 0.92 1.11 0.94 1.19 1.21 −2.39 <0.05 
TOTAL SOCIAL 0.73 0.71 0.77 0.82 0.97 0.53 0.596 
TOTAL STEMM 0.98 1.21 1.56 2.27 1.23 −11.81 <0.001 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 1.73 2.10 1.70 2.53 1.21 −4.79 <0.001 
BIO 1.40 1.87 1.54 2.21 1.34 −9.80 <0.001 
BUS 1.21 1.21 1.25 1.14 1.00 0.00 1.000 
CHEM 2.30 2.51 2.97 3.45 1.09 −1.30 0.194 
COMP 1.49 1.62 2.29 2.42 1.09 −0.47 0.638 
EARTH 1.97 2.30 2.11 3.00 1.17 −2.37 <0.05 
ECON 0.93 0.96 1.00 1.29 1.03 −0.28 0.779 
ENG 1.87 1.80 2.49 2.67 0.96 0.39 0.697 
ENVIR 1.87 2.34 1.85 2.66 1.25 −3.17 <0.01 
IMMU 1.60 2.06 1.54 2.37 1.29 −2.25 <0.05 
MATER 2.20 2.71 2.45 3.79 1.23 −2.15 <0.05 
MATH 0.98 1.23 0.91 1.48 1.26 −2.64 <0.01 
MED 2.21 2.58 2.99 3.73 1.17 −7.15 <0.001 
NEURO 1.73 2.02 1.99 2.44 1.17 −1.84 0.066 
PHYS 4.04 3.96 8.86 9.74 0.98 0.18 0.857 
PSYCH 1.99 2.15 2.12 2.41 1.08 −0.95 0.342 
TOTAL SOC 1.57 1.39 1.80 1.75 0.89 2.10 <0.05 
TOTAL STEMM 2.03 2.42 3.06 4.29 1.19 −10.41 <0.001 
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Figure 6. Distribution of median publication productivity, all publications for 2019–2023, 
Kernel density plot, by discipline and gender  

 
 
 

4.5. Being cited, or the impact on global science 
 
The literature often emphasizes the gender citation gap: articles authored by women are 
generally less cited than those authored by men. We calculated the average impact of the 
articles in terms of citations as viewed through FWCI 4y – Field Weighted Citation Impact in 
the first 4 years after publication. The impact is normalized to our disciplines, as in some 
disciplines, there are on average more citations (e.g., in PHYS Physics and Astronomy), and 
in others there are on average fewer (e.g., in MATH Mathematics). Generally, there was no 
gender difference in impact for all STEMM or all social disciplines combined. Only five 
disciplines exhibited a statistically significant difference between men and women (BIO, 
CHEM, EARTH, ENG, and MATH). The largest difference was in MATH with a 20% 
difference in favor of men (0.89 vs. 1.07, MFR 1.20, p < 0.001; Table 9). 
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Table 9. Average FWCI 4y, all publications for 2000–2023, by discipline and gender 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Our data show similar journal and citation patterns, and the two are clearly linked. When 
papers written by men and women are published on average in journals with similar locations 
in Scopus journal ranks (based on citation data), they are cited in a comparable manner. 
Similar average publication patterns lead to similar average citation patterns. The data for the  
recent 5 years are even more convincing: there are no statistically significant differences for 
any disciplines at all except for MATH, where the average impact of men was 26% higher 
than the average impact of women (FWCI 4y women 0.70, FWCI 4y men 0.88, MFR 1.26, p 
< 0.01). 
 
4.6. Collaboration – team formation 
 
Our data also allowed us to compare team formation by men and women survivors, both 
longitudinally in 2000–2023 and in 5 recent years (2019–2023). Both in social disciplines 
combined and in STEMM disciplines combined, the difference between average median team 
size for men and women was statistically significant and favored women. Women also 
formed on average slightly larger teams in the seven disciplines for which the gender 
difference was statistically significant. In the social science disciplines combined, women on 
average were members of teams of 3.20 scientists and men on average 2.83 (MFR 0.88, p < 
0.001), and in the STEMM disciplines combined, the teams are on average 6.74 scientists for 
women and 6.24 for men (MFR 0.93, p < 0.001). Thus, across the board, women worked in 
slightly larger teams. The pattern was identical for the recent 5 years: women worked in 
slightly bigger teams in both the social sciences combined and the STEMM disciplines 
combined, and the MFR was the same, despite team size averages being slightly larger in 
both cases (3.80 for women and 3.34 for men, and 7.54 for women and 7.01 for men, 
respectively; Table 10). 
 
 
 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 1.24 1.22 0.81 0.78 0.98 0.65 0.516 
BIO 1.83 2.01 1.87 3.26 1.10 −2.74 <0.01 
BUS 1.76 1.75 1.21 1.41 0.99 0.09 0.928 
CHEM 1.30 1.39 0.84 0.82 1.07 −2.09 <0.05 
COMP 1.53 1.62 1.21 2.13 1.06 −0.41 0.682 
EARTH 1.53 1.66 0.83 1.22 1.08 −2.34 <0.05 
ECON 1.51 1.30 1.29 1.13 0.86 1.66 0.097 
ENG 1.41 1.25 0.93 0.85 0.89 2.44 <0.05 
ENVIR 1.52 1.43 0.97 0.82 0.94 1.39 0.165 
IMMU 1.63 1.56 1.27 1.03 0.96 0.58 0.562 
MATER 1.20 1.27 0.90 1.03 1.06 −0.89 0.373 
MATH 0.89 1.07 0.48 0.68 1.20 −3.79 <0.001 
MED 1.80 1.77 2.45 3.17 0.98 0.69 0.490 
NEURO 1.50 1.67 0.88 2.70 1.11 −1.31 0.190 
PHYS 2.10 2.05 2.23 2.01 0.98 0.46 0.646 
PSYCH 1.43 1.44 0.99 0.93 1.01 −0.14 0.889 
TOTAL SOCIAL 1.54 1.47 1.12 1.18 0.95 1.27 0.204 
TOTAL STEMM 1.70 1.69 2.05 2.53 0.99 0.42 0.674 
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Table 10. Average team size, all publications for 2000–2023, by discipline and gender 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.7. Publishing intensity – median publishing breaks 
 
Our dataset permitted us to compare the publishing intensity of men and women: what 
percentage published at least one article annually for 21-24 consecutive years? Zero 
publishing breaks means at least one publication every year; one publishing break means one 
year in 2000–2023 without a publication; and having two publishing breaks means 2 years 
without a publication. Our results (Table 11) show that about 80% of the scientists in 
STEMM (79.55% of women and 83.28% of men, p < 0.001) and about 70% of scientists in 
the social sciences (72.04% of women and 73.11% of men, no statistical significance) 
published continuously (these results fill a knowledge gap mentioned by Ioannidis et al., 
2014, p. 1: “there is no data on what proportion of scientists manages to publish each and 
every year over long periods of time”). This represents powerful, uninterrupted occupation 
with research for a very long time. 
 
The gender difference in median publishing breaks was statistically significant for STEMM 
disciplines but not for the social sciences. The highest publishing intensity was observed for 
PHYS, in which about 90% of the men and women published continuously for 21-24 years, 
followed by CHEM with about 85% for women and 88% for men, and IMMU with about 
89% for men. In only five disciplines was the gender difference in percentages of zero 
publishing breaks statistically significant, including in the two largest, MED and BIO. In each 
case, the percentage was higher for men. The lowest percentage was in two social sciences, 
BUS and ECON. Overall, the survivors in science published continuously – which may be 
one reason for their academic success (job stability). No matter what happened in their 
personal lives, they delivered publications almost every year, their productivity increased – 
and they published in ever more prestigious journals. 
 

Discipline Average 
Women 

Average 
Men 

Std 
Women 

Std 
Men 

MFR Z-statistic p-value 

AGRI 5.21 4.98 1.62 1.53 0.96 3.78 <0.001 
BIO 7.50 7.33 1.93 1.95 0.98 3.34 <0.001 
BUS 2.81 2.77 0.66 0.70 0.99 0.66 0.509 
CHEM 5.49 5.32 1.50 1.43 0.97 2.22 <0.05 
COMP 3.85 3.76 1.17 1.12 0.98 0.69 0.490 
EARTH 5.52 5.54 1.93 1.99 1.00 −0.17 0.865 
ECON 2.40 2.39 0.63 0.62 1.00 0.16 0.873 
ENG 3.94 4.03 1.22 1.34 1.02 −1.02 0.308 
ENVIR 5.09 4.90 1.55 1.55 0.96 1.76 0.078 
IMMU 7.01 7.01 1.85 1.84 1.00 0.00 1.000 
MATER 5.18 5.33 1.42 1.53 1.03 −1.23 0.219 
MATH 2.53 2.39 0.70 0.79 0.94 2.17 <0.05 
MED 7.27 7.28 2.20 2.11 1.00 −0.3 0.764 
NEURO 6.12 5.75 1.94 1.95 0.94 2.62 <0.01 
PHYS 6.89 6.47 2.59 2.62 0.94 3.29 <0.01 
PSYCH 3.69 3.49 1.28 1.14 0.95 2.21 <0.05 
TOTAL SOCIAL 3.20 2.83 1.17 0.95 0.88 6.99 <0.001 
TOTAL STEMM 6.74 6.24 2.29 2.35 0.93 20.35 <0.001 
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Table 11. Median publishing breaks, all publications for 2000–2023, by discipline and gender (in %) 

 
 
 

 Women Men Gender difference 
Discipline 0 1 2 3 4+ 0 1 2 3 4+ Chisq p-value 
AGRI 79.00 17.82 2.41 0.67 0.10 81.94 15.07 2.74 0.25 0.00 1,073,492.0 0.054 
BIO 75.69 21.52 2.49 0.25 0.05 84.16 13.80 1.89 0.11 0.04 4,822,968.0 <0.001 
BUS 67.91 28.88 2.67 0.53 0.01 75.94 18.72 5.08 0.26 0.00 37,451.0 0.076 
CHEM 85.05 12.52 2.43 0.00 0.00 88.97 9.34 1.61 0.08 0.00 345,311.5 <0.05 
COMP 70.45 24.29 4.45 0.40 0.41 75.87 19.91 3.58 0.55 0.09 141,953.0 0.076 
EARTH 78.39 17.45 3.13 0.78 0.25 83.85 13.28 2.52 0.26 0.09 233,432.5 <0.05 
ECON 59.68 29.84 8.87 1.61 0.00 66.26 28.48 4.65 0.61 0.00 33,153.0 0.099 
ENG 78.83 18.02 2.70 0.00 0.45 77.78 18.24 3.31 0.67 0.00 195,440.0 0.687 
ENVIR 75.68 21.28 2.70 0.34 0.00 79.33 16.72 3.08 0.59 0.28 104,268.0 0.253 
IMMU 79.43 17.14 2.86 0.57 0.00 88.94 11.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 19,135.5 <0.01 
MATER 85.16 12.64 2.20 0.00 0.00 87.54 10.36 2.10 0.00 0.00 57,552.5 0.411 
MATH 74.05 20.89 5.06 0.00 0.00 77.05 20.03 2.74 0.17 0.01 47,705.5 0.374 
MED 80.17 16.32 2.98 0.40 0.13 83.09 14.10 2.42 0.32 0.07 35,840,814.0 <0.001 
NEURO 82.94 14.72 2.01 0.33 0.00 83.20 15.04 1.76 0.00 0.00 76,819.0 0.896 
PHYS 90.26 8.11 1.22 0.20 0.21 88.84 9.82 1.03 0.20 0.11 616,547.5 0.372 
PSYCH 78.67 17.87 3.17 0.29 0.00 79.31 15.38 4.77 0.53 0.01 65,551.5 0.943 
TOTAL SOCIAL 72.04 23.25 4.10 0.61 0.00 73.11 21.59 4.82 0.48 0.00 413,510.5 0.687 
TOTAL STEMM 79.55 17.20 2.78 0.37 0.10 83.28 14.08 2.29 0.28 0.07 181,342,036.0 <0.001 
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5. Discussion and Conclusions 
 
We examined gender disparities in publishing intensity (lifetime scholarly output), 
international collaboration, journal publishing patterns, publishing productivity, citations, 
team formation, and yearly publishing patterns (or publishing breaks). We had a clearly 
defined sample: all scientists from 15 disciplines (12 STEMM and 3 social sciences) who had 
at least 10 journal articles in their portfolios, started their publishing career in 2000, had at 
least one publication in 2020-2023, and had an affiliation in an OECD country. We used 
micro-data at the scientist level (N = 41,424) and those on over 2 million publications and 
more than 70 million cited references. Every scientist in our sample had an unambiguously 
ascribed gender, a discipline, an academic age (years of publishing experience), and a country 
affiliation. We had publications with their metadata, cited references from all publications 
with their metadata, the citation impact for 4 years (FWCI 4y) for each publication based on 
their citation numbers, the number of collaborators in collaborative articles, and the Scopus 
journal percentile rank for each publication, locating it in a Scopus-based journal prestige 
system of about 40,000 journals (CiteScore percentile ranks). 
 
Following men and women scientists for 24 years (2000–2023 inclusive), using cumulative 
data for the whole period and the data for the last 5 years (2019–2023), and working carefully 
within disciplines, we were able to revisit several traditional gender gaps in science. Our data 
clearly show only a gender productivity gap, for both lifetime scholarly output and annual 
productivity; surprisingly, no gender collaboration gap, gender journal selection gap, gender 
citation gap, or gender team formation gap was observed.  
 
Our study was cross-national and cross-disciplinary, and its cohort and longitudinal nature 
allowed to compare “apples with apples” (scientists from the same cohort and discipline over 
time; see Nygaard et al., 2022), as opposed to cross-sectional studies that include scientists 
from different cohorts. The scientists in our sample had the same lengths of publishing 
experience.  
 
Table 12 summarizes the male-to-female ratios (M/F) across all disciplines and all 
dimensions of gender disparities in science considered in this study, together with p-values 
from statistical tests comparing men and women. Since the ratios are defined as M/F, values 
above 1 indicate higher average values for men, while values below 1 indicate higher average 
values for women. 

The largest and statistically significant gender differences in lifetime scholarly output were 
observed in IMMU, MATH, and BIO (approximately 30% in favor of men). The largest 
difference in international collaboration was found in BUS (31% in favor of men). In journal 
prestige (Scopus journal percentile rank), a notable difference was observed only in ECON 
(10% in favor of women). In citation impact (FWCI 4y), the strongest disparities occurred in 
MATH (20% in favor of men). Women had larger average team sizes in the combined social 
sciences (12% in favor of women). The highest gender disparities in annual productivity 
appeared in MATH (39% in favor of men). 

The most pronounced and consistently significant differences across disciplines concerned 
lifetime scholarly output (non-normalized publication counts) and annual productivity (full 
counting, journal prestige–normalized). Both are indicators closely related to academic 
promotion and retention (Diezman & Grieshaber, 2019; Spoon et al., 2023). In BIO, IMMU, 
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and MATH, men’s lifetime output exceeded women’s by about 30%, and by about 20% in 
AGRI, MATER, MED, and PSYCH. Annual publication productivity showed an almost 
identical pattern: approximately 30% higher for men in BIO, MATH, and IMMU, and about 
20% higher in AGRI, ENVIR, MATER, MED, and PSYCH. For all STEMM disciplines 
combined, the gender differences were about one quarter for both lifetime scholarly output 
(M/F = 1.24) and annual productivity (M/F = 1.23), all statistically significant at p < 0.001. 

Importantly, the analysis for the most recent period (2019–2023) showed gender differences 
very similar in magnitude to those for the entire study window. This suggests that the gender 
productivity gap does not originate solely from early-career differences (e.g. family or child-
related interruptions among women) and does not diminish over time, contrary to what might 
be expected. The hypothesis that the productivity gap is primarily rooted in early career 
stages and later disappears (Morgan et al., 2021; Tatarini et al., 2024) was not supported. For 
all STEMM disciplines combined, the M/F ratios for lifetime scholarly output for all years 
and for 2019–2023 were identical (1.24), and the corresponding ratios for annual publication 
productivity were 1.23 and 1.19, respectively (all statistically significant at p < 0.001). 

Although gender differences in both lifetime output and annual productivity were statistically 
significant in STEMM as a whole, this pattern did not hold in the social sciences as a whole. 
In PSYCH, men were 21% more productive and had 21% higher total output, while in ECON 
they had 18% higher lifetime output but no significant difference in annual productivity. In 
BUS, no gender differences were observed in either output or productivity.  

The p-values accompanying the M/F ratios refer to two-sample tests comparing the 
distributions of the underlying raw indicators for men and women (e.g., publication counts, 
collaboration rates, journal percentiles, citation impact). Conceptually, these tests assess 
whether the male-to-female ratio differs from 1, that is, whether there is any statistically 
significant difference between men and women for a given indicator. The tests were two-
sided (H₁: M/F ≠ 1). Given the extremely low p-values in many cases, the conclusions would 
remain unchanged if one-sided tests were applied. 

Table 12. Male-to-female ratios (M/F) for selected indicators and p-values from tests 
comparing men and women, 2000–2023 

Discipline Lifetime 
scholarly 
output 
(M/F) 

International 
collaboration 
(M/F) 

Scopus 
journal 
percentile 
(M/F) 

Annual 
publication 
productivity 
(M/F) 

FWCI 4y 
(M/F) 

Team 
size 
(M/F) 

AGRI 1.24*** 1.02 0.97** 1.24*** 0.98 0.96*** 
BIO 1.30*** 1.00 1.03*** 1.35*** 1.10** 0.98*** 
BUS 1.12 1.31*** 0.99 1.09 0.99 0.99 
CHEM 1.17*** 0.96 1.00 1.17* 1.07* 0.97* 
COMP 1.17 1.00 0.98 1.14 1.06 0.98 
EARTH 1.18*** 1.01 1.01 1.18** 1.08* 1.00 
ECON 1.18* 1.04 0.90*** 1.09 0.86 1.00 
ENG 1.03 0.88* 0.93 0.98 0.89* 1.02 
ENVIR 1.25*** 1.05 0.99 1.28*** 0.94 0.96 
IMMU 1.35** 1.07 1.01 1.33* 0.96 1.00 
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*** p ≤ 0.001, ** p ≤ 0.01, * p ≤ 0.05 
 
The literature generally shows that women are less inclined to engage in international 
collaboration than men (Ackers, 2008; Aksnes et al., 2019; Fox et al., 2017; Uhly et al., 
2017). Our analysis does not confirm this. Our data indicate that men and women collaborate 
internationally with the same intensity, the difference for all STEMM disciplines combined 
reaching only 3%. For the vast majority of STEMM disciplines, the difference between men 
and women was not statistically significant. Indeed, for the two large disciplines of ENG and 
MED, women exhibited 10% higher international collaboration intensity. For some reason, 
however, in the social sciences, the rates for men were 31% higher in BUS and 22% higher in 
PSYCH. Our findings’ incompatibility with literature on women and international 
collaboration may be caused by the sample: our study examined survivors in science, only 
late-career scientists. Perhaps women survivors had to imitate men survivors as much as 
possible – which proved possible in all dimensions except raw scholarly output and journal 
prestige–normalized productivity, where gender gaps were observed. 
 
The literature also generally suggests that women tend to publish in lower ranked journals 
compared with men, either submitting papers less often to top journals or having them 
rejected more often by top journals (Mihaljević-Brandt et al., 2016; Ni et al., 2025). Again, 
our data do not support this. We had a huge dataset of more than 2 million papers closely 
linked to Scopus journals percentile ranks. It showed that on average, men and women in all 
the disciplines combined published in journals with the same percentile rank. In fact, women 
in four disciplines published in journals with slightly higher percentile ranks. This finding is 
especially surprising in the context of MATH and COMP, in which women are reported to 
publish in less prestigious journals and papers in conference proceedngs (Dabo-Niang et al., 
2024; Mihaljević-Brandt et al., 2016). In ECON, women on average publish in a 10% higher 
percentile rank of journals – which is a substantial difference. Scopus journal percentile 
rankings have limitations (e.g., the volatility of journals with very small numbers of 
publications per year), but it is the largest citation-driven system (more than 40,000 journals) 
that links journals, papers, and citations. Finally, our data clearly show that publishing 
experience comes with age, and the probability of publishing in top-tier journals increases 
with age in all the disciplines studied. Our comparison of the average lifetime percentile rank 
and the average percentile rank for the last 5 years indicates the cumulative nature of science 
and a lack of any substantial gender differences in publishing patterns. 
 
Our findings also go against traditional literature indicating a gender citation gap, or women 
being cited less frequently than men (Madison & Fahlman, 2020; Maliniak et al., 2013; 
Sugimoto & Larivière, 2023; Thelwall, 2020). We observed no gender difference in impact 
on scholarly literature: the average impact in terms of citations namely the FWCI 4y (Field-
Weighted Citation Impact, 4 years). For all STEMM disciplines combined and all social 

MATER 1.22** 0.99 0.99 1.25* 1.06 1.03 
MATH 1.33*** 1.07 1.04 1.39*** 1.20*** 0.94* 
MED 1.24*** 0.92*** 0.95*** 1.20*** 0.98 1.00 
NEURO 1.15* 1.01 1.03 1.17* 1.11 0.94** 
PHYS 0.98 0.91*** 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.94** 
PSYCH 1.21** 1.22** 0.99 1.21* 1.01 0.95* 
TOTAL 
SOCIAL 

1.05 1.28*** 0.93 0.97 0.95 0.88*** 

TOTAL 
STEMM 

1.24*** 1.03*** 0.98*** 1.23*** 0.99 0.93*** 
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science combined, no gender differences exist. The difference was statistically significant in 
only one third of disciplines, and the largest difference is in MATH, with 20% difference in 
favor of men. We can assume that similar journal patterns for men and women lead to similar 
citation patterns. Finally, women form slightly larger research teams. Team formation is 
extremely important for academic success, and it could be expected that women have more 
problems with working in larger teams (Bear & Woolley, 2011; Kwiek & Roszka 2021b). 
Our data clearly show this is not the case: there is not a single discipline in which men form 
larger teams (with the difference statistically significant). 
 
High publishing intensity matters for academic success. Annual productivity shows the 
number of publications in a year; publishing intensity indicates how many years one 
publishes uninterruptedly. Our data show that 80% of scientists in STEMM disciplines and 
about 70% in the social science disciplines, men and women alike, managed to publish 
continuously in 2000–2023, every year. Importantly, there were no statistically significant 
differences between men and women. In PHYS, CHEM, and IMMU, 85%–90% of scientists 
published every year. Our data suggest the importance of publishing every year. Perhaps 
colleagues of our survivors in science who published less and less often, published in lower-
tier journals, collaborated internationally less, and had smaller teams (and consequently, for 
all these reasons, were less cited) had to leave academic science (Preston, 2004; White-Lewis 
et al., 2024; Wohrer, 2014). 
 
The study would be more specific if we had birth cohorts (see Rowland, 2014, pp. 119–178; 
Wachter, 2014, pp. 30–47) at our disposal: however, to have all scientists of the same 
biological age in a sample is not possible in cross-national studies (38 countries); instead of 
biological age, we used its proxy, academic age, or the time passed since the first indexed 
publication. We have shown elsewhere, using a population of 100,000 scientists, that in 
STEMM disciplines in Poland, academic age is highly correlated with biological age. A 
systematic analysis of a national system showed that the correlation between the two types of 
age is very high, the correlation coefficients being in the 80%–90% range (e.g., 0.89 for 
CHEM Chemistry. 0.88 for PHYS Physics and Astronomy, 0.85 for MATH Mathematics, 
and 0.90 for IMMU Immunology and Microbiology; Kwiek & Roszka, 2022a). 
 
Methodologically, our use of disciplines is also based on proxies: as it is impossible to 
ascribe scientists from 38 countries to unique national systems of disciplines used, e.g., in 
national research assessment exercises, our approach was to keep the commercial ASJC 
system used by Scopus in its dataset. However, our method was fine-grained: with the 
average lifetime (24-year) output being about 50 papers per scientist (54 for men and 44 for 
women; Table 2), we had on average about 1,800 cited references per scientist to determine 
their discipline. In total, we used more than 70 million cited references (N = 73,118,395) to 
determine the disciplines of 41,424 scientists. Our simplifying assumption was that if a 
scientist uses predominantly chemistry journals in their cited references, they are a chemist; 
and if one uses predominantly mathematical journals in their cited references, they are a 
mathematician. This approach – finding a modal value among journals in cited references – is 
much more fine-grained than linking scientists only to their journals. However, we did not 
use a more detailed approach in which scientists can change their disciplines over time and in 
which (in the Polish case) a 30-year period (1992–2021) was divided into five 6-year periods, 
and 152,043 scientists were ascribed to their disciplines separately in each period (Kwiek & 
Roszka, 2024). 
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What other variables are not available in cross-national studies like ours – and, in contrast, 
are available in single-nation studies? Apart from biological age and nationally defined 
disciplines, academic positions and the dates of academic promotions are not available, 
including the date of PhD conferral. We do not know if or when the scientists were promoted 
to associate or full professorships – which could shed more light on gender promotion gaps 
(Suer, 2023), especially in the context of solid research productivity data. The only way to 
use proxies for academic positions is to produce groups (e.g., beginners, early career, mid-
career, and late-career scientists) based on academic age. Following this line of thinking, late-
career scientists (at least 25 years of publishing experience) could be treated as equivalents of 
full professors (as in Kwiek & Szymula, 2025b, who studied changes in productivity classes 
from a longitudinal perspective of late-career scientists or those with at least 25 years of 
publishing experience). We have promotion dates only for some countries (Poland OPI 
dataset, the USA Academic Analytics dataset, Norway Cristin dataset, Italy Ministry of 
Science dataset). Promotion dates, and especially the year of a PhD conferral, are not 
available in bibliometric datasets. Additionally, bibliometric sources, especially the two 
commercial datasets (Scopus and Web of Science), have their own limitations related to 
coverage, disciplinary focus, and languages. National publications in languages other than 
English are mostly excluded from these datasets. Consequently, the Scopus dataset used in 
this study does not show all work published by survivors in science even though the vast 
majority of literature in STEMM is published in English and indexed in Scopus (which is not 
the case for the humanities, which for this reason were removed from the sample and further 
analysis; for a more substantial discussion of the limitations of bibliometric studies and 
“measuring research,” see Sugimoto & Larivière, 2018, pp. 119–129, 2023, pp. 8–12). 
 
Despite the above limitations, we believe that this study contributes to two lines of research: 
global research on academic careers (Huang et al., 2020; Sugimoto & Larivière, 2023; Wang 
& Barabasi, 2021) and global research on gender disparities in science (King et al., 2017; 
Larivière et al., 2013; Morgan et al., 2021). Its cohort and longitudinal approach opens the 
way to making gender comparisons of the “apples with apples” type (Nygaard et al., 2022): 
men and women starting their careers at the same moment and followed over time in the 
same disciplines. Our focus was on gender and disciplines rather than national science 
systems, and our dataset of 38 countries provides a solid background and a substantial 
number of observations to revisit gender gaps in science.  
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