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ABSTRACT

The participation of women in academia has increased in the last few decades across many fields (e.g., Computer Science,
History, Medicine). However, this increase in the participation of women has not been the same at all career stages. Here, we
study how gender participation within different fields is related to gender representation in top-ranking positions in productivity
(number of papers), research impact (number of citations), and co-authorship networks (degree of connectivity). We analyzed
over 80 million papers published from 1975 to 2020 in 19 academic fields. Our findings reveal that women remain a minority in
all 19 fields, with physics, geology, and mathematics having the lowest percentage of papers authored by women at 14% and
psychology having the largest percentage at 39%. Women are significantly underrepresented in top-ranking positions (top
10% or higher) across all fields and metrics (productivity, citations, and degree), indicating that it remains challenging for early
researchers (especially women) to reach top-ranking positions, as our results reveal the rankings to be rigid over time. Finally,
we show that in most fields, women and men with comparable productivity levels and career age tend to attain different levels of
citations, where women tend to benefit more from co-authorships, while men tend to benefit more from productivity, especially
in pSTEMs. Our findings highlight that while women’s participation has risen in some fields, they remain under-represented in
top-ranking positions. Greater gender participation at entry levels often helps representation, but stronger interventions are still
needed to achieve long-lasting careers for women and their participation in top-ranking positions.

Introduction

Recently, academia has witnessed a notable surge in women’s participation!. There has been an increase in research directions
aligned with issues concerning women, such as the exploration of women’s health within the domain of medicine?, leveraging
women’s experiences to create interventions and shape public policies addressing social inequalities® and peace agreements with
feminist perspectives*. However, the rise in women’s participation in academia varies across fields>©, with extensive evidence
highlighting persistent disparities between men and women regarding academic productivity, career length®®, cumulative
advantages', and research agendas!!~!3. Notably, existing literature has failed to adequately investigate (i) the relationship
between increased participation and the top-ranking representation of women in the research landscape® and (ii) the broad
spectrum of fields beyond specific areas (e.g., Computer Science)® 4.

Participation refers to the proportion of a group within a field (i.e., 40% of a field comprises women), while representation
concerns visibility in top-ranking positions®. A large proportion of women in a field does not necessarily equate to their
advancement to senior or top-ranking positions in terms of productivity, visibility, and recognition. Also, as datasets and
methodologies differ across studies, there is a lack of comprehensive analyses comparing fields from the Humanities & Social
Sciences to the Physical Sciences. This paper addresses all these gaps by investigating the gender differences in the interrelations
between participation/representation and visibility/performance in academia across various fields, years, and career stages.

Based on public and privately owned databases, previous studies have consistently found that the gender gap in scientific
productivity is due to women having shorter careers than men®® !4, Recent research, particularly in Physics and Computer
Science, has also demonstrated that women tend to have smaller and less diverse co-authorship networks than their male
counterparts® 14, These disparities are believed to arise from barriers related to integration, social acceptance, and peer
recognition, all exacerbated in fields with high underrepresentation of women!>. Despite efforts to improve gender diversity in



specific disciplines, there remains a need for systematic investigations into how this increased participation correlates with
women’s underrepresentation in top positions and their shorter career durations across various fields.

To succeed in academia and attain the status of a senior, top-ranked scientist, it is crucial to maintain high levels of
publications, citations, funding, and established collaborations®. These achievements result from a combination of individual
and collective efforts. However, these efforts do not appear to lead to the same benefits for all researchers, with historically
underrepresented groups (i.e., women'®, non-white!” or non-western countries'3—with even less representation for intersectional
groups) experiencing thicker glass ceilings because they have to make significantly more effort than others to achieve similar
levels of success in academia, measured by citations or reaching higher career stages.

Here, by analyzing datasets from 19 different academic fields and over 80 million papers, we find that despite the increasing
trend in women’s participation up to 2020, senior women researchers only reached up to 25% representation in top-ranked
positions in any discipline. We also find that all fields exhibit rigid ranking structures, where the top 1,000 researchers remain
relatively stable over time, suggesting that achieving a top-ranked position is increasingly difficult, as shown in ranking in
other contexts'®. Finally, we demonstrate that women have a higher impact from their co-authorships than men in gaining
citations, while men in pSTEMS have a higher impact from their productivity. To date, our study encompasses the largest
dataset of scientific publications (80,032,675, representing 40% of the total number of publications in Semantic Scholar) with
gender-identified authors, including more than 4 million women and 9 million men.

Results

Growth of women’s participation

Our dataset shows that women remain a minority in academia with respect to publications and authorship across all fields from
1975 to 2020, with different values per field (Figure 1). Specifically, to compare the participation of women across fields, we
ordered the fields by the percentage of papers with at least one woman author. This approach ranks papers authored by women
from highest to lowest, including those with women as first or last authors, or papers authored exclusively by women. In our
dataset, Physics, Geology, and Mathematics have the lowest participation of productivity (14%), while Psychology has the
highest (39%) (Figure 1A). This ordering grouped fields with similar gender representation; for instance, pSTEM fields (e.g.,
Physics, Geology, Mathematics, Engineering, Materials Science, and Computer Science) displayed the lowest participation of
women. In contrast, the Social Sciences (e.g., Political Science, Sociology, and Psychology) had the largest one.

When reordering the fields by the percentage of women authors (considering any position in the authorship list), the order
of the fields changes (Figure 1B-left). Medicine, the field with the largest number of researchers and publications, exhibits the
most significant shift: it ranks seventh in the percentage of papers with at least one woman author but third in the percentage of
women authors. This example suggests that the representation of women as authors is not always proportional to the number of
their papers.

The ratio of women in academia has increased over time, possibly indicating the emergence of better opportunities for
women to enter the fields'. When comparing the percentage of women in each field over time (Figure 1B-right), pPSTEM
fields show the smallest increases (below 19%), while the Social Sciences exhibit the largest (above 26%) from 1975 to 2020.
Thus, the slower pace of growth in pSTEMs suggests that, despite organizational efforts to increase women’s participation in
academia!, structural barriers such as social norms and stereotype threats'> 16 may still play a role in academic progress.

The temporal increments in the percentage of women per field are also linked to higher entrance and dropout rates. Studies
have shown that women in Physics?’ and Computer Science® '* tend to have shorter careers, as indicated by their lower entrance
and higher dropout rates per year compared with men. In our case, the growing percentage of women across all fields is primarily
driven by researchers with only one year of career (all their papers published in a single year), alongside the largest growth
occurring among young researchers (those with 2 to 10 years of publications). Meanwhile, the percentage of senior women
(with more than 25 years of career) has small increments remaining consistently small (< 10%), largely due to high dropout
rates (in Section S3 we show career stages over time as well as dropout rates). The low retention of women researchers in
academia in recent years underscores the need to investigate the underlying causes and implement effective interventions.

Underrepresentation of women in top-ranking positions
Now, we measure three variables, each reflecting different aspects of individual work and social processes: i) productivity,
measured by the number of publications, representing the individual effort of a researcher; ii) number of citations, viewed as a
social and collective signal of recognition and appreciation by the scientific community?!; and #ii) number of co-authorships,
serving as a proxy for social capital?>23, which facilitates success and advancement in academic careers>*2>. We then rank all
the researchers per field according to these three variables and analyze the representation of women and men in these three
rankings.

The rankings reveal a significant imbalance between men and women researchers across all fields. To illustrate this disparity,
we present the ranking positions of the top 1,000 most cited women and the 1,000 most cited men in each field in Figure 2-left.
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Figure 1. Participation of women and men researchers per field. Each panel shows the proportion (number) and number
(bar chart) of papers in A (authors in B) written by at least one (classified as) women and men per field in the Semantic Scholar
dataset. All orange (diagonal lined) bars refer to women, and green (dots design) bars refer to men. In A, the order of the fields
goes from top (smallest) to bottom (largest) proportion of papers written by women in the field. In B, the order corresponds to
the proportion of authors in the field with arrows comparing both panels: (1) when the field decreased its position, ({)
increased, and () maintained the same place, and the number of changed positions when necessary. The right panel in B refers
to the growth over time of the percentage of women authors per field, with each line located in the respective % value and its
color corresponding to the year referred to in the color bar. The value in parenthesis corresponds to the total growth in the
percentage of women from 1975 to 2020. In this panel, we show value proportions solely for women, as the values for men are
complementary. In the A and B-left, the x-axis is in logarithmic scale to show the smallest values for women in some fields
with lines in 2.5 and 5 million to guide the reader.

A large difference is observed between the 1,000 top-ranked men and women, with the largest gap found in Mathematics,
measured by the exposure ratio*® of top-ranked women being in ranking positions 14 times farther than top-ranked men. Similar
trends are observed in terms of productivity and co-authorship: in pSTEM fields, women occupy positions much farther down
the rankings (10 times farther than men on average), while in the Social Sciences, the positions for women, though still lower (4
times farther than men) are closer to parity compared to pSTEM fields (Figure S6 and S7).

Setting the ranking to the top 1,000 positions for each gender can be restrictive as the fields have different numbers of
researchers. Therefore, we also measured how changing the percentile of researchers considered in the top-ranking positions
relates to the representation of women and men. As shown in Figure 2 (left), when accounting for accumulated citations up to
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Figure 2. Representation of women and men in top-ranked positions. The left panel corresponds to the position of the top
1,000 most cited women and men per field. We ranked all researchers by citations, and the box plots correspond to the variance
of their position in the ranking. For the panels in the right: in the left subpanels, the y-axis refers to the representation of each
gender in the x% top-ranked position, orange for women and green for men. y ~ 1 is a fair representation, y > 1 is
over-representation (in most cases for men), and y < 1 is under-representation (in most cases for women)-lines in 1.5, 1, and 0.5
are to guide the reader. The representation is the division between the proportion of women (men) in the top-ranked x% of
citations over the participation of women (men). The line in 1 finishes when the minimum value to be included in the x%
consists of the entire field corresponding to the number at the end of each plot. The right subpanels correspond to the minimum
number of citations necessary to be in the top-ranked x%, and the G,,,,,;. term represents the Gini coefficient for the
distribution of citations. Both subpanels present the results of fields with the lowest (1), medium (11), and largest (19)
participation of women (further details in Section S4).

2020, women were highly underrepresented within the highest-ranking positions (e.g. top 5 percentile). We found that fields
with higher female participation reach fair representation (=~ 1) faster as the ranking percentile increases. In Figure 2 (left),
we illustrate these findings across three fields: Physics, which has the lowest participation of women; History, with medium
participation; and Psychology, which has the highest participation. Our complete analyses for all fields using the three metrics
are provided in Section S8.

The under-representation of women in top-ranked positions is more pronounced in fields with a more unequal distribution
of productivity (Figure S9-left column), measured by the Gini coefficient (G,), with all fields being highly unequal in terms
of citations (Figure 2-right subpanels). In these more unequal fields, researchers require more citations to reach top-ranked
positions, and fair gender representation is achieved only at higher percentiles of the rankings. For instance, to be among the
top 1% of most cited researchers in Physics, a researcher needs more than 800 citations and at least 25 papers. Within this top
1%, women account for approximately 7% — half of their participation in total, where women represent 14% in the field. The
increase in women reaching top-ranking positions in Physics only achieves fair representation (a value of 1) at the top 54th
percentile of the ranking (i.e., the full 14%). In contrast, researchers in History need more than 50 citations to be in the top 1%,
with fair women’s representation occurring earlier, at the 33rd percentile (Figure S9).

When analyzing all ranking positions across the three metrics, our results indicate that citations are the most unequally
distributed metric compared to productivity and co-authorships across all fields (Section S4), highlighting the multiplicative
process of the rich-get-richer effect. Additionally, productivity is the least unequal metric but the most related to the ordering of
participation of women in the fields (Higher G, for fields with fewer women). Productivity is also the fastest metric to reach fair
women’s representation in top-ranked positions across all fields (Figure S8 and S9). As less unequal fields achieve gender parity
more rapidly in terms of percentiles, it becomes important to investigate how the rankings on the fields evolve.
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Rigidity in rankings over time

As the participation of women in academia increases, we examine the rate at which women are entering top-ranking positions in
citations. In an open system, rankings are more flexible and movable, whereas rigidity suggests minimal movement within the
rankings. In the academic context, previous studies have shown that university rankings tend to exhibit a rigid structure, with
limited turnover in the top positions'?, as well as in citation networks, where few highly cited papers remain super-stable in the
top-ranking positions of the network over time?’. Here, we want to understand the rigidity of rankings when considering the
researchers individually.

Our results demonstrate that this rigid structure is also present when considering individual rankings per field. We compare
the flux values of researchers in the 1,000 top-ranked positions based on the number of citations for each field over time. The
flux value represents the percentage of researchers who either entered or exited the ranking in a given year (y) compared to
the previous year (y— 1)!°. Our findings reveal that most fields have relatively low flux values (less than 0.12 annual changes
in the ranking), with decremental flux values over time observed in most fields except for Materials Science and Geography
(Figure 3-left, and for all years and fields in Section SS5). Specifically, Business, Art, Economics, Environmental Science,
History, and Political Science are fields that initially exhibited less rigidity but experienced a significant increase in ranking
rigidity from 1976 to 2020. In contrast, pPSTEM fields showed no substantial changes in their rankings rigidity over time. The
growing rigidity in rankings could stem from the cumulative effects of visibility in online research engines, such as Google
Scholar, which reinforce the high number of citations received by older articles®.
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Figure 3. Change of the rankings over time. On the left side of the plots, we display the flux values of the top 1,000 most
cited researchers in each field across years. Each line starts at the flux value in 1976 represented with a circle (first year, ®). The
final flux value in 2020 is represented with a triangle to the left (decreased flux, «) and the right (increased flux, »), and the line
in the middle is the average value of the 45 years (average, |). Fields with decreasing flux values are shown in red, while those
with increasing flux values are in dark blue. As in previous plots, fields are ordered by the participation of women from lowest
(top) to highest (bottom), and a vertical dashed line in 0.06 can guide a baseline for the reader. On the right side, there is a
detailed visualization of the number of researchers women/men in the ranking for different career stages per year for the field
with the lowest (physics), medium (history), and highest (psychology) participation of women. These curves are derived from
polynomial regressions, with further details provided in Section S5.2.
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We analyzed the proportion of women and men at different career stages among the 1,000 most cited researchers over time
(Figure 3, right subpanels). In all fields, the participation of senior men shows a logarithmic increase, while the participation of
men at the medium career stage declines. In contrast, while the values are five or more times smaller than for men, there is
an exponential increase in the participation of senior women, particularly in the Social Sciences. As expected, early-career
researchers have almost no participation in the 1,000 most cited positions across all fields (Figure S11).

As a complementary analysis to the fixed 1,000 top-ranking positions, we analyzed the representation of women in the top 1
percentile for citations over time in Section S5.2 (a temporal version of the analyses conducted in the previous section). In all
fields, the representation of women was generally 0.5 or lower in 1975, and although it slowly increased to values above 0.5 in
most fields, some fields witnessed a decrease or stagnation. Specifically, the representation of women remained below or equal
to 0.5 in Geology, Mathematics, Engineering, Computer Science, Economics, Chemistry, History, and Philosophy—fields that
also showed no change or negative slopes in the proportion of new women entering top-ranked positions (Figure S12).

In summary, when we fix the number of top-ranked researchers, we observe low flux values and no significant increase
in the proportion of women entering the rankings. When considering the one percentile of top-ranked researchers per field,
the annual increment allows some newcomers to enter the rankings. However, while the proportion of women in the rankings
is increasing, it remains lower than their overall representation in the field. Consequently, the real changes in the rankings
are occurring not at the top positions but in the intermediate ranks, including those within the top 1,000 and the positions
corresponding to the top one percentile (e.g., 20,000 for Physics and 10,000 for Sociology).

Gender differences to become a top-ranked researcher

As the participation and representation of women and men vary across fields, we quantify the contributions of the productivity
and co-authorships that women and men exhibit to achieve higher visibility, measured by the number of citations. We employ
a matching strategy to compare 1,000 top women researchers with men in relation to i) productivity and ii) career age. We
calculated the Euclidean distance between each woman and all men for both parameters, selecting the closest match for each
woman, ensuring that no man was matched more than once. The Euclidean distance provides an intuitive and unbiased metric
to assess the similarity between researchers, and it enables us to effectively compare productivity and career age across genders
and investigate their relationship with gained citations.

Then, we perform Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions on the matched sample of 1,000 women and 1,000 men
researchers to examine the impact of productivity and co-authorships on gaining citations, controlling for year and career age.
We studied two approaches: i) regressions with the dependent variable being the log of citations to account for the difference in
the effort to gain different numbers of citations and as independent variables, the normalized versions of productivity and the
number of co-authors using a Min-Max approach. ii) regressions with raw variables where the dependent variable is the number
of citations, and independent variables are the number of papers and the number of co-authors (Figure 4A). In the current
section, we focus on the results of the first approach, further explanations, and results of the second approach are available on
Section S6.

Our models using the first approach yielded R? values ranging from 0.22 (for men in History) to 0.79 (for women in
Psychology), indicating that productivity and co-authorships are significant predictors of citations, a proxy of visibility and
impact (Figure 4B-left panel, detailed values in Table S2). At first, when considering productivity, we found that its effect on
gaining citations differs between women and men across fields; for pPSTEMS and most Natural Sciences, the effect is higher for
men than for women, while for Social Sciences, the effect is higher for women than for men (Figure 4B-middle panel). Then,
when considering co-authorships, the effect is higher for women than for men in most fields (Figure 4B-right panel).

We draw attention to key findings from specific fields. In general, productivity has a positive impact on gaining visibility,
with the highest impact on Mathematics. For this field, for both genders, the researcher with the highest productivity gets more
than 160 citations than the less productive (Table S2). When analyzing the raw values (second approach), for each paper, there
is an increase of around 17 citations for both genders (Table S4). In this field, men have 1.23 times higher odds of gaining the
highest number of citations when increasing productivity compared to women; a difference of around 3,728 citations (Table S3).
In contrast, we found that in Geography, publishing additional papers does not necessarily lead to significantly additional
citations. Specifically, for every additional paper, the expected increase in citations ranges only around 0.3 for women and 0.9
for men Table S4. When analyzing the gender differences in Political Science, Sociology, and Psychology, women have the
highest impact compared with men in the same field, their values are 3 or fewer new citations for each additional publication
(Table S2).

In general, for the impact of co-authorships on gaining citations, we see that most of it is positive, women present a higher
impact, and Business presents the highest values for both women and men. For this field, for both genders, co-authorship plays
a more significant role than productivity, with each additional co-author potentially leading to more than a 100% increase in
citations (Table S2). When analyzing the raw values (second approach), for each new co-author, there is an increase of around
5-7 citations for both genders (Table S4). In this field, for each additional co-author, the odds of women gaining the highest
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Figure 4. Effect of productivity and the number of co-authorships on attaining citations. A Toy example of our first
approach using the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to analyze top-ranked women and men researchers. The
independent variables were normalized using Min-Max scaling to ensure comparability across fields and to represent the full
range of ranking positions, from the beginning to the end. The dependent variable is indicated after the ~ symbol. After the
dashed line, we exemplify the log of the number of citations as a function of a researcher’s position in the ranking (inverse,
starting from the bottom of the ranking to the top), to account for the exponential growth of citations relative to the ranking
position. B Results of OLS regressions analyzing gender differences in the impact of productivity and co-authorships on
achieving top-ranked citation status. The left panel shows the R? values for regressions in each field (Table S2). The middle
panel presents the Fp values, representing the odds ratio for productivity between women and men, while the right panel
displays the F- values, representing the odds ratio for co-authorships between women and men (Table S3). If Fp (or F() is
positive, the effect is greater for women than for men; if it is negative, the effect is stronger for men than for women. The
marker sizes in the middle and right panels are proportional to the respective Fp and F values. A detailed explanation of the
regression methods and results can be found in Section S6.

number of citations are 2.66 times greater than the odds for men (Table S3). Our results show some contrasting results for men
in Psychology and women in History, for which new co-authors do not necessarily mean additional citations.

Lastly, we studied the temporal dynamics of the effect of productivity and co-authorships on gaining citations (visibility) by
repeating the OLS procedure described above over periods of 5 years from 1995 to 2020, with the results in Figure S13. Since
2005, co-authorship has played a more significant role in enhancing men’s visibility in fields like Engineering and Computer
Science, while productivity has been more relevant for women’s visibility in fields such as Mathematics and Physics. Although
gender parity has not yet been achieved across fields, variations over time and between fields suggest potential shifts against the
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current status quo.

In summary, we found that productivity and co-authorships are generally associated with higher citation counts, but gender
differences exist across fields. While the effect of productivity is higher for women in fields with almost parity (Social Sciences)
and significantly lower in fields with their lowest presence (pSTEMs), a higher effect on co-authorships for women is seen
for most fields. The inclusion of co-authorships in our models decreases the effect of productivity - the opposite is also true,
showing that both elements are important for having a high number of citations. These results underscore the need to investigate
further how co-authorships for women seem to be a key strategy to compensate for the rigidity of the rankings shown in the
previous section.

Discussion

Women’s participation in academia has increased over the past decades, placing gender agendas in policy-making organizations
such as the United Nations and encouraging policies to increase women’s access to education®®. This rise in women’s participation
has positively influenced the recognition of underrepresented communities as scientists®. However, various studies continue to
show the disproportionate underrepresentation of women in top-ranked positions in pSTEM fields> % !4, as well as in decision-
making and leadership roles®’. Women’s limited access to top-ranked positions may also be linked to a lack of social support
for pursuing research careers'®. Nevertheless, studies exploring the impact of increased gender participation and representation
in top-ranked positions remain limited, particularly regarding the rigidity in rankings, productivity, and co-authorship networks.
In this study, we addressed this gap by analyzing gender differences in i) representation in top-ranked positions, ii) the evolution
of academic rankings over time, and iii) the relationship between productivity and co-authorship in gaining citations.

This study examined gender differences in co-authorship networks and ranking patterns across more than 80 million papers
published between 1975 and 2020, retrieved from the Semantic Scholar Open Research Corpus dataset?!. First, we inferred the
gender of the authors in each field based on their first names (Section S1), and we organized the fields by women’s participation,
ranging from the lowest (Physics) to the highest (Psychology). We then computed gender representation, measured as the ratio
of the proportion of women in the top-k ranking over the proportion of women in the entire field, for different k percentiles,
across three metrics: productivity (number of papers), citations, and degree (number of co-authors). Next, we analyzed women’s
representation relative to their participation in each field and the temporal evolution of these rankings. Finally, we analyzed the
gender differences in the impact of productivity and co-authorships on gaining citations, corrected by career age and year.

Our results indicate that, in terms of group size, women are a minority in all fields. When ordering the fields from lowest to
highest participation, they align by disciplinary categories, such as pSTEM fields, Life Sciences, and Social Sciences. When
analyzing representation in top-ranked positions, we found that women are underrepresented in all fields for rankings above
the 10th percentile, with representation increasing from 0.5 (half of their overall participation in the field) to a more equitable
representation as we move to lower-ranked positions. These increments are slower in fields with the lowest women’s participation
(pSTEM fields), and they only reach fair representation when considering the entire field (similar proportions in the top-ranked
than in the overall population). In comparison, the increments are faster in fields with the highest women participation (Social
Sciences), achieving fair representation around the top 25%. This result, while surprising given the low representation of
women in fields often considered female-dominated in recent decades'®, aligns with previous evidence explaining the low
representation of women in power and top-ranking positions. Factors such as shorter career durations for women'# 32, the leaky
pipeline problem with higher dropout rates in early career stages®, and various social constraints may contribute to the slower
advancement of women’s careers .

In this paper, we examine gender representation in top-ranking positions across fields. At the time of publication, our work
is based on the largest dataset of researchers with estimated gender information, including 4,445,234 women and 9,223,440 men
spanning various disciplines. However, our work has methodological constraints, including the inability to detect non-binary or
transgender individuals, potential biases related to country or language, and the limitations of assigning gender based solely on
names>>. Despite our efforts to accurately estimate gender by selecting only names with consistent gender associations across
multiple countries, as described in Section S1, our analyses exclude researchers who do not fit into the identified categories.
Addressing these limitations and incorporating more inclusive gender detection methods remain important directions for future
work.

Our results have strong implications related to online research engines such as Google Scholar, which rank researchers
and papers based on a number of citations. The rigidity in ranking can be reinforced by additive visibility bias caused by the
search engine and is detrimental to the visibility of new researchers and minorities. As such rankings have skewed distributions,
such multiplicative processes become more rigid over time?, resulting in low mobility for those in the highest ranks>*. This
rigidity makes the underrepresentation of women persist over time, affecting their career advancement and low participation
in the academic workforce®. This may also be reinforced by women being further disadvantaged in hiring processes where
there are more male candidates (sampling bias) and more men on evaluation committees combined with self-selection biases
(homophily)*°.
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In addition, we analyzed the effect of productivity and co-authorships on gaining citations for women and men, corrected by
their career age and year of analysis. Our results showed, on one side, a higher effect on the number of publications made by
women in Social Sciences but lower in pPSTEMS than those published by men to attain the same level of citations. Our results
are aligned with previous evidence indicating that groups from underrepresented backgrounds in academia tend to be located in
the periphery of citation networks, and with that, the visibility of their research is reduced regardless of the effort in publishing.
The examples range from the concentration of research visibility in specific regions of the world?’ and the under-recognition
of the research made in middle and low-income countries*®#°, and non-Western epistemologies*'. On the other hand, for
women, there is a higher impact on co-authorships in gaining citations than for men. This result highlights the underestimated
importance of co-authorships for academic minorities due to the effect of co-authorships previously related to a diversified
network of co-authors translating in more citations>42.

Measuring impact solely by the number of citations limits our understanding of other forms of representation in academia.
Further historical research is needed to explore the specific factors that have enabled some women to reach top-ranked positions.
Our findings highlight the need for ensuring fairness in rankings through mitigation strategies that can increase and diversify
the visibility of minorities*?, thereby helping to reduce gender and other inequalities in the online dissemination of scholars’
work** and self-promotion on social media*>. Although our study focuses on gender, it is crucial to consider race, income, and
other intersecting factors in future analyses.

In conclusion, our analyses extend the study of gender representation across 19 different fields, paving the way for future
research on intersecting mechanisms of oppression related to participation and representation in top-ranked positions of
researchers from diverse backgrounds and geographic locations. While our study emphasizes that women, in general, are still a
minority and underrepresented in top-ranking positions in all fields, future work should consider the intersection with other
dimensions as intersected minorities are often even more underrepresented in publications, citations, professional recognition,
funding, recommendation letters, and the prestige of their training institutions*®. We intend our work to help as evidence to
inform researchers and research-policy makers to design strategies to increase women’s participation and representation in
academic fields by excelling in their careers.
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