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ABSTRACT Scholarly publication in peer-reviewed journals is widely regarded as the road
to scholarly success. However, in a diversity of fields such as sociology, economics, and
political science, it has been shown that the rate of publication is much lower for women
than for men. The question of whether a systematic relationship exists between gender
and research methods has also frequently been debated. In this paper, we explore pat-
terns of authorship and scholarship in two influential interdisciplinary journals, Political
Communication and the International Journal of Press/Politics, over the last decade. A
systematic content analysis was conducted to determine the gender ratio of authors, the
methods and theories employed, and the ratio of quantitative to qualitative research
studies. In addition, we tracked the use of primary or secondary data sources and the
prevalence of research funding by gender. Overall, we find that while women are publish-
ing less than men, their rate of publication is somewhat higher than their representation
in the field.

In the social sciences, as well as most academic disciplines,
publication in scholarly journals is widely regarded as the
path to success. Since the seventeenth century, journal
publication has played an important role in post-secondary
education (Zuckerman and Merton 1971). Journal publi-

cation is seen as a way to introduce new findings, theories, and
arguments; legitimize and popularize one’s work; and guide the
discipline. Additionally, journal publication is widely viewed as
an indicator of scholarly potential in the hiring and promotion of

faculty at colleges and universities. Irrespective of intellectual con-
tribution, an individual faculty member’s number of publications
has been found to correlate highly with other forms of recogni-
tion and professional advancement (Guyer and Fidell 1973). For
the general health of the discipline, therefore, it is important to
periodically reflect on whether the publication playing field is level
for everyone, and to assess the extent to which male and female
scholars are publishing in recognized areas.

Research on publication trends and gender bias across the social
sciences, including such fields as criminal justice, psychology, and
political science (Clemente 1973; Eigenberg and Baro 1992; Guyer
and Fidell 1973; Young 1995), consistently shows that male schol-
ars publish much more frequently than female scholars. The pub-
lication rates of women deserve attention, because, as Bentley
and Blackburn explain, “publications determine how reputations
are earned, grants acquired, promotions awarded, [and] salaries
. . . allocated” (1992, 698). However, most studies of gender bias
in publication are dated and only focus on a few key variables.
The topic is worth our renewed attention, because it influences
the distribution and visibility of research and the allocation of
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institutional rewards. Publication is the core of scholarly inter-
change. If publication processes have gender-related biases, then
gender discrimination cannot be eliminated from scholarship with-
out institutional changes.

This analysis contributes to the discussion of gender bias in
the social sciences by examining the publication rate of male and
female authors in two interdisciplinary journals: Political Commu-
nication and the International Journal of Press/Politics. In particu-
lar, we ask whether female authors differ from male authors in
terms of sole- or multi-authorship, research support, areas of inter-
est, and methodology. A systematic content analysis was con-
ducted to determine the gender ratio of authors, the existence of
funding sources, and the proportion of quantitative to qualitative
research studies. In addition, we tracked the use of primary or
secondary data sources, as well as the types of samples and meth-
ods employed. From a broader perspective, this article presents
an opportunity for the field to assess scholarly inclinations and
document research trends in political communication at a time of
growing recognition of female scholars in political science (APSA
Committee on the Status of Women 2001). The availability of accu-
rate information about publication patterns should allow schol-
ars to critically reflect on where the field has been—and where
they would like for it to go.

PUBLICATION RATES: AN INCOMPLETE STORY

Using publication rates to address gender representation in any
academic field tells an incomplete story. When looking specifi-
cally at publication rates, most studies have found that men pub-
lish more frequently than women (Blackburn and Holbert 1987;
Kyvik 1990; Long 1990; Mathews and Andersen 2001). Male aca-
demics generally publish 40% to 50% more papers than do female
scholars (Cole and Zuckerman 1984; Roland and Fontanesi-
Seime 1996). Zuckerman states that “women publish fewer papers
than men of the same ages, on average, 50–60 percent as many”
(1991, 43). Men also receive substantially more citations to their
work than do females (Cole and Singer 1991). These rates of pub-
lication and citation should not be surprising, because numeri-
cally, there are more men than women in the social sciences, as
well as throughout the academy. Among individuals teaching polit-
ical science in 2006, just 17% of full professors and 26% of profes-
sors overall were women (Sedowski and Brintnall 2007; see
figure 1).

The issue of representation in the field differs from the issue of
representation in publication, however. In publication, the propor-
tion of female-authored articles is more important than the sheer
number of articles. As Eigenberg and Baro point out in their anal-
ysis of women’s participation in criminal justice journals, “the real
issue is whether women participate in the publication process in
proportion to their representation in the field” (1992, 294). Mathews
and Andersen concur with this assertion in their examination of
gender representation in political science book publishing: “What
isat issuehereisnotfemalepublishingproductivity per se,butrather
whether female political scientists are represented . . . compared to
their proportion in the discipline as a whole” (2001, 145).

Researchers across different fields have examined this issue
and produced contradictory evidence. In psychology, some stud-
ies have found that women do publish in proportion to their rep-
resentation in the field (e.g., White 1985), while other research
has shown that women are underrepresented in their rate of pub-
lication (e.g., Kirk and Rosenblatt 1984). Gender representation

seems to vary by specific topics (Walker and Thompson 1984). A
content analysis of educational psychology journals, for instance,
found that women have become more involved in research publi-
cation over time (Robinson et al. 1998). Furthermore, in certain
criminal justice journals, women are less likely to appear as lead
authors, but are proportionately represented as co-authors (Moyer
1986).

In a study of gender representation in 15 political science
journals over a 12-year period, Young (1995) found that single
authorship among male scholars and same-sex (“males only”)
collaborations were among the most prominent trends in author-
ship. Female scholars have been successful in increasing their
rate of publication, but Young’s study did not address how pub-
lication rates compared to representation in the field overall.
Because research on publication proceeds sporadically and is not
consistently documented, there is no real consensus as to whether
women are publishing at rates proportionate to their representa-
tion in the social sciences, including political science.

Our analysis addresses several questions about female publish-
ing success. First, we determine the publication rates of female
scholars in two interdisciplinary journals, Political Communica-
tion and Press/Politics, and specifically examine how often women
appear as lead author. We then compare the ratio of male to female
authors within the journals to two external sources: (1) the per-
centage of female authors cited in three major political commu-
nication review essays published in handbooks and annual reviews;
and (2) the representation of women in the field, as evidenced by
the memberships of the political communication divisions of both
the American Political Science Association (APSA) and the Inter-
national Communication Association (ICA). We also explore
whether the publishing rates of women and men have been con-
sistent across time in both journals and compare the research sup-
port awarded to female and male authors. Finally, the theories
and methods used in articles with female authors are compared to
those of male authors.

F i g u r e 1
Percentage of Political Science Faculty by
Rank and Sex, 20069
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METHOD

Journal Selection
Political Communication and Press/Politics were selected for anal-
ysis as model journals in political communication, a growing
subfield in political science.1 Among the refereed journals in which
political communication research is published, these two publi-
cations focus most exclusively on media and politics. Both jour-
nals are interdisciplinary in focus and have witnessed growing
recognition and prestige with regard to other journals in both
political science and mass communication. Their ranking repre-
sents the journals’ general influence. Typically, the higher the
ranking afforded to a journal, the greater the weight attached to
the individual articles published within it. Both of these journals
have a significant impact on the discipline, with high ratings in
both mass communication and political science. According to ISI
Journal Citation Reports (2005; Social Sciences Edition), Political
Communication was ranked fourth by researchers in mass com-
munication and ninth by researchers in political science in 2005.
Press/Politics, while not as strong as Political Communication, was
ranked 16th in mass communication and 19th in political science
in 2005.2

Because Political Communication and Press/Politics are read by
and appeal to scholars in the fields of political science and com-
munication (including journalism, mass communication, commu-
nication studies, and related areas), they ostensibly draw from a
wider pool of researchers than do journals with a narrower focus.
Both journals are open to different theoretical perspectives and
methodological approaches and regularly publish articles by Amer-
ican and international scholars. Moreover, both journals were
edited or co-edited by noted female scholars (Doris Graber and
Pippa Norris) at different points in the analysis. Thus, we expected
this diversity in focus, reach, and editorial guidance to be reflected
by a corresponding diversity in authorship. Our assumption was
that the journals’ cross-disciplinary and international appeal would
attract a greater range of authors than would be produced by a
narrower area of expertise, resulting in higher publication rates
for female authors, as compared to more traditional areas. On the
other hand, if female scholars are not proportionately repre-
sented in these broad-gauge journals, then the field may indeed
be facing even greater diversity pressures than is commonly
realized.

Sample and Coding Categories
The sample for the study consisted of each issue of Political Com-
munication from 1993 to 2006 and of Press/Politics from 1996 to
2006. Both journals are quarterlies. Only research articles that
represented original analyses subjected to peer review were coded
for analysis. Thus, we did not consider commentaries, review
essays, position papers, interviews, or book reviews, which argu-
ably play a lesser role in tenure and promotion cases at research-
oriented universities. In all, 442 articles were analyzed, 257 from
Political Communication and 185 from Press/Politics. The coding
instrument consisted of numerous content categories related to
gender and research focus, including lead author gender, the ratio
of female to male authors for multiple-author articles, general
research method (qualitative, quantitative, or a mixture of both),
the data-gathering procedure (e.g., survey, experiment, focus
group), theoretical framework, type of communication medium
studied, and source of funding, if any.3

The gender of every author for each article was determined,
and the lead author’s gender was coded. Gender was primarily
assessed by examining first names. For any author whose name
was gender neutral (e.g., Lee, Leslie, Pat), or whose gender was
initially unrecognizable—as might be the case with international
scholars—an online search was conducted to determine the author’s
gender. If the article was written by more than one author, the
article was coded for its gender ratio, using categories of all males,
all females, more men than women, more women than men, and
50/50.

Articles were classified as quantitative if the method for gath-
ering information on a target population was represented numer-
ically. Quantitative research included mostly surveys, experiments,
and content analyses. The article was coded as qualitative if the
information gathered on the target population was not given a
numeric value; these studies mostly used interviews, participant
observations, discourse analyses, and focus groups. If more than
one data-gathering procedure was used, the article was coded as
using a mixture of both qualitative and quantitative methods.

Article coding also identified whether a theoretical framework
guided the research in each study. First, we looked for any explicit
mention of a theory within the article. When no theory was spe-
cifically mentioned, we examined whether any theory was strongly
implied. When more than one theory was mentioned, we coded
the dominant theory as primary and the other as secondary.

Acknowledgments and credit lines were examined to deter-
mine whether the research had been funded. Funding sources
included intramural university or college awards, government
funding, private foundation support, and other. If more than one
organization provided funding, the category “multiple sources”
was indicated.

To determine whether the publication of women within these
two journals corresponded to their representation in the field, we
compared the ratio of male to female authors to the percentage of
female authors cited in three major political communication review
essays (Swanson 2001, Graber 1993, and Graber 2002), as well as
to the memberships of the political communication divisions of
both APSA and ICA.

FINDINGS

To begin, we addressed the fundamental question of whether
research by women in political communication is published at
the same rate as research by men. As expected, we found that
women publish less frequently than men, contributing to or
authoring about 39% (n =172) of all articles analyzed, compared to
81.7% (n = 361) for men. Next, we considered author placement,
either trailing or lead. Consistent with other research, we assumed
that being listed as a lead author “implies a greater contribution
due to the increased responsibility as a principal investigator”
(Robinson et al. 1998, 332).4 Only 25% (n =111) of research articles
analyzed over our entire sampling period featured a female lead
author. Although men appeared as the lead author in three out of
four research articles, the percentage of studies with female lead
authors still seems promising, given that an analysis of political
science journals between 1983 and 1994 (a decade before our period
of analysis) found that only 24% of the articles had even one female
author (Young 1995).

When examining the journals separately, we found that women
publish more as lead authors in Press/Politics than in Political Com-
munication. This difference approaches significance, chi2 = 5.68,
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2 df, p < .10. Over time, the percentage of female scholars publish-
ing as lead authors increased, particularly from 1998 to 2001, when
female lead authors published over 30% of the articles in the jour-
nals. Yet, lead authorship is variable. Despite gains, there has been
a downward trend since 2001 in which the number of lead female
authors has declined steadily (although it rebounded from 2003
to 2005). (See figure 2.)

Trends in lead authorship by female scholars were roughly
equivalent across journals. The exception was 2006. If we were
only examining average authorship rates, we could assume that
the number of articles by female lead authors declined between
1998 and 2006, from 39% to 20%. As our data show, however, the
publication rate of female lead authors rebounded from 2003 to
2005 and only declined thereafter in one journal, Political Com-
munication (to 11.1% in 2006). In Press/Politics, on the other hand,
the female lead publication rate rose to over 33% in 2006. (See
figure 3.)

Multiple authorship rates were also examined to assess whether
female scholars differed from male scholars with respect to their
involvement in single-author articles, same-sex collaborations, and
cross-sex collaborations. In our sample, 48% (n = 213) of all arti-
cles were published by more than one author. To determine the
proportion of male/female collaborations, each article’s gender
ratio (all females, all males, 50/50, more men than women, more
women than men) was coded. As figure 4 shows, there were far
more male-only than female-only collaborations. Only 4% of all
research articles analyzed (n =18) involved collaborations between
women authors only. These studies were more likely to appear in
Political Communication than Press/Politics.Whereas Political Com-
munication featured 12 female-only collaborations (9.4% of all
multiple-author articles), Press/Politics featured just 6 female-
only collaborations (7.1% of all multiple-author articles).

Overall, 61.1% of the articles in both journals featured all-male
authors; that is, six out of every 10 articles were written either by
a male sole author or through a male-only collaboration. Female
authors appeared in the other 38.9% of articles. Interestingly,
women published more with members of the opposite sex (55.2%,
n = 91) than as single authors (33.9%, n = 56) or in female-only
collaborations (10.9%, n = 18).

Comparing these publication rates to the proportion of female
scholars cited in three important political communication review
essays,5 we found that women have higher publication rates within
the journals we analyzed than were cited in the review essays.When
examining only the journal citations within these works (n = 720),
we found that women were cited as either lead or co-author in
27.2% (n = 196) of all research articles. Of the authors who were
cited and published after 1993 (n = 570), 29.3% were female (n =
167). The rate of women’s publication in Political Communication
and Press/Politics (38.9%) overall thus compares favorably.

Next, we examined whether women were represented in pub-
lication within these two journals proportionate to their presence
in the field. To determine the proportion of female scholars in the
field, we analyzed the membership lists of the political communi-
cation divisions of APSA and ICA (which together cosponsor the
journal Political Communication). We found that women are actu-
ally better represented in both journals than they are proportion-
ally represented as members within these two divisions. Some

F i g u r e 2
Percentage of Female Lead Authors
Over Time

F i g u r e 3
Percentage of Female Lead Authors,
by Publication

F i g u r e 4
Gender Ratio of Multi-Author Papers
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27.6% of the APSA political communication membership and 26.9%
of the ICA political communication division are female, which
means that women appear to be publishing in Political Communi-
cation and Press/Politics at a greater rate than their representation
in the field.6

On the question of whether women and men have the same
opportunities within the academy to pursue their research
interests—namely, whether female scholars are receiving finan-
cial support at the same rate as male scholars—we find surpris-
ing results. Overall, only 21.5% of all the articles published in
these two journals reported any funding, either through a grant
or an award (24.9% in Political Communication and 16.8% in Press/
Politics). Of those articles with funding, 28.4% were published by
a female lead author. A higher percentage of female lead authors
who were published in the journals received funding than male
lead authors. Of those studies authored by a female lead, 24%
received funding, compared to 20% of studies authored by a male
lead author. For multi-author papers, 27.5% of research articles
published with at least one female author received funding, com-
pared to 28.8% of all-male collaborations.

Next, we asked whether the substantive area of research focus,
study methods, or data sources differed by gender. Given that
gender studies and related fields are typically dominated by female
researchers (Tripp-Knowles 1995; Young 1995), we assumed that
women would be more interested in gender-related and feminist
research than men. The two journals were coded for whether arti-
cles specified a theory and, if so, which theories were used. By a
small margin, articles with female leads (72.3%) were more likely
to specify a theory than articles with male lead authors (70.6%),
but the difference was not significant.

The primary theories used by male lead authors and female
lead authors are listed in table 1. Articles published by female
leads were more likely to analyze media portrayals of the social,
economic, and political inequality of women in society than arti-
cles published by male lead authors. Although women authors
were more likely to publish studies related to women and gender
than were men, women by no means exclusively focused on gen-
der. Both democratic theory and framing were specified the most
overall as primary theories. Next, we looked at who was most
likely to specify a secondary theory. If a study did specify a sec-
ondary theory, for articles with male lead authors, the theory was
typically media bias or framing (9.8%); for articles with female
lead authors, it was feminism (23%).7

Women were also more likely than men to specify a method.
All of the articles written by female lead authors specified a
method, while not all of the articles written by a male lead author
(91%) specified a method. This difference was significant, chi2 =

11.4, 2 df, p < .01. The types of methods employed also differed by
the gender of the lead author. Both female and male lead authors
used qualitative content analyses most often. Secondary one-shot
surveys and panel surveys were among the top five specified meth-
ods for male lead authors, while case studies and experiments
were among the top five for female lead authors (see table 2).

One might assume, therefore, that both women and men pub-
lish qualitative research more often than quantitative research.
Looking at whether each study was qualitative, quantitative, a
mixture of both, or descriptive, we found that articles written by
female lead authors were primarily qualitative. About two-thirds
(66.1%) of the articles published by a female lead were qualitative
or mixed methods, while less than half (44.6%) of the studies pub-
lished by a male lead author were qualitative or mixed methods.
Male scholars were significantly more likely to publish quantita-
tive studies than female scholars, chi2 = 27.87, 6 df, p < .01. For
male authors, 35.6% of their articles were strictly quantitative. Only
16.1% of the articles published by female lead authors used quan-
titative methods only (see table 3).

DISCUSSION

This examination of the publication rates of male and female schol-
ars in a dynamic interdisciplinary subfield uncovers some inter-
esting patterns and revealing results. While male-only work
remains the most frequently occurring authorship trend, 39% of
all research articles analyzed were written by at least one female
author, which is substantially higher than both the citation rate
presented in the three review essays with which we compared the
journals and the rate at which women are represented in the polit-
ical communication divisions of APSA and ICA. Because publi-
cation is key to advancing one’s academic career, these results are

Ta b l e 1
Theories by Lead Author Gender
MEN % WOMEN %

Democratic Theory 12.1 Framing 19.8

Framing 10.2 Democratic Theory 14.6

Media Influence on Politics 9.2 Feminism 6.3

News Routines/Practices 5.9 Agenda Setting 6.3

Media Bias 3.7 News Routines/Practices 6.3

Ta b l e 2
Methods by Lead Author Gender
MEN % WOMEN %

Qualitative Content Analysis 25.9 Qualitative Content Analysis 34.8

Quantitative Content Analysis 13.9 Case Study 12.5

Survey ~One-Shot/Secondary! 9.5 Quantitative Content Analysis 10.7

Survey ~Panel/Secondary! 8.5 Survey ~One-Shot/Original! 8.9

Survey ~One-Shot/Original! 8.2 Experiment ~Lab! 8.0

Ta b l e 3
General Research Approach by Lead
Author Gender

MEN WOMEN

Qualitative 30% 50%

~n = 97! ~n = 56!

Quantitative 35.6% 16.1%

~n = 115! ~n = 18!

Mixed Method 14.6% 16.1%

~n = 47! ~n = 18!

Descriptive 19.8% 17.8%

~n = 64! ~n = 20!
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promising. Indeed, the percentage of articles published by female
lead authors has risen over time. To build a reputation, an indi-
vidual faculty member typically must have a successful record of
publication. Our research shows that women, when they do appear
in print in the two leading political communication journals, are
publishing more frequently as lead authors than they did in the
past.

Among the female-authored work within these two journals,
the dominant pattern of authorship is cross-sex collaborations.
Over half of the articles published by women (55.2%) resulted from
cross-sex collaborations. In contrast, male scholars were more likely
to publish as sole authors (46.4%) or with other male researchers
(29.3%) than to publish with women (24.3%). Female scholars were
more likely to publish alone (33.9%) than with other women
(10.9%). Multiple-author, female-only articles represented a very
small percentage of the articles published in the two journals (4%).

These data show that when women publish, they are more
likely to publish with men than alone or with other women. Are
female scholars in political communication therefore less inde-
pendent than male scholars? Although the immediate tempta-
tion might be to answer in the affirmative, some have argued
that collaboration could just as easily indicate women’s fuller
integration into the discipline (see Mackie 1985). This content
analysis cannot definitively answer this question. Nevertheless,
if co-authored work is positively evaluated within the field, then

collaborations of any sort should be viewed as a positive sign for
women’s representation in political communication.

A potential obstacle to female research collaborations is that
women scholars in specialized areas or subfields may have diffi-
culty locating other women with similar research interests. In many
departments, only one female faculty member may be interested
in political communication. Perhaps as more women are hired
into both political science and communication departments, there
will be an increase in female collaboration.

In terms of research support, women and men appear to receive
research funding at a similar rate. Although only 21.5% of all
research articles analyzed reported any type of financial support,
a slightly higher percentage of studies with female lead authors
received funding than did those with male lead authors, although
this difference was not statistically significant. This lack of differ-
ence is noteworthy.

The type of research published and the way it was reported by
male and female authors differed in interesting ways. Women lead
authors were significantly more likely to specify a theory and a
methodology in their research. Does this suggest that women are
more careful researchers than men, or at least more careful to
document the details of their conceptual approach and research
design? Women may feel pressured to submit more methodolog-

ically rigorous research because of their minority status in many
social scientific journals, perhaps reasoning that they must clear a
higher bar to achieve acceptance. Alternatively, journal editors
may be more demanding of female authors. In either case, by
explicitly detailing a theory and method in their research papers,
female scholars maximize their chances for success.8

Women and men also specialize in different areas of research.
Women are more likely to publish research using feminist theory,
but they do not focus exclusively on this area. Framing and dem-
ocratic theory are the most popular theories in both female and
male lead-author work. Methodologically, both male and female
authors use content analysis most often in their research. Overall,
women are significantly more likely to publish qualitative work,
while men tend to publish more quantitative work. Half of the
studies published by female lead authors were qualitative in nature.

When examining the proportion of research published by
women in these two journals compared to their presence in nota-
ble review essays and divisional memberships in professional asso-
ciations, we found that women published at a rate greater than
their representation in the field. Overall, 38.9% of the articles pub-
lished in Political Communication and Press/Politics featured at least
one female author, while only 27% of APSA and ICA political
communication division members are female. It seems, therefore,
that women are not underrepresented in the interdisciplinary field
of political communication research.

Are the publications by female lead authors dominated by a
few key authors? If this is the case, then the encouraging results
aboutrepresentationinthefieldmayneedtobereevaluated.Accord-
ing to our results, 95 female researchers were listed as a lead author
in these two journals. Only 14 of these authors were listed as a lead
author more than once during the years under study, and none had
more than three lead-author publications. Our results are a posi-
tive sign for gender representation in publication.

Although this study examining publication rates in two influ-
ential interdisciplinary journals provides some important insights,
work remains. A larger sample that includes more journals might
yield different results. To truly examine the wider representation
of women in publication, it is necessary to carefully assess what
the productivity rates of female scholars should be within peer-
reviewed journals. Should representation be measured by the per-
centage of women in the field, the percentage of papers presented
at conferences, or some other yardstick? Such questions await
further analyses and debate. �
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Women lead authors were significantly more likely to specify a theory and a methodology in
their research. Does this suggest that women are more careful researchers than men, or at
least more careful to document the details of their conceptual approach and research design?
Women may feel pressured to submit more methodologically rigorous research because of
their minority status in many social scientific journals, perhaps reasoning that they must
clear a higher bar to achieve acceptance.
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1. As a subfield, political communication is formally recognized by the main
professional associations in both political science (e.g., APSA, MPSA) and
communication (e.g., ICA, National Communication Association [NCA]).
Indeed, the journal Political Communication is cosponsored by the political
communication divisions of APSA and ICA. Graber, a former editor of Political
Communication, has described this cross-disciplinary area as “an extremely
important subfield of political science” (1993, 305) that has made “rapid strides
in a brief period of time” (306). As a sign of its growing stature, political com-
munication was included as a recognized subfield in the reference volume Polit-
ical Science: State of the Discipline II (Finifter 1993), published by APSA.

2. 93 journals were included in the political science ranking and 45 in the mass
communication ranking.

3. Ten percent of the articles were double-coded independently by a second
trained coder to ensure intercoder reliability. The analysis reflected an accept-
able level of agreement between the primary author and the second trained
coder.

4. We grant that in some research communities and working groups, authorship
order is alphabetical. Given our experiences within the communication and
political science disciplines, in which second-author publications may count
less toward tenure and promotion, we assume that lead author status generally
denotes greater contribution.

5. The three references used for this comparison were Swanson (2001), Graber
(1993), and Graber (2002). All authors listed in these references are included in
the comparison (N = 1,765). Overall, 22.8% of all listed authors were female;
19.8% were book authors, 13.6% were book editors, 22.2% were authors of chap-
ters in edited volumes, and 27.2 % were authors of research articles.

6. For the APSA political communication division (N = 489), the number of fe-
male members was 135. For the ICA political communication division (N =
770), the number of female members was 207. We would like to thank Richard
Davis of Brigham Young University and Deandra Harris of ICA for this
information.

7. Out of the 64 articles that specified a secondary theory, 51 were published by a
male lead author and 13 were published by a female lead.

8. A survey of women in the political communication field is needed to explore
the reasons for these differences.

9. Data are from APSA’s database of all political science faculty (see http://
www.apsanet.org).
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