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ABSTRACT
We provide an integrative review of research on gender and
academic careers conducted in the Nordic countries from 2003–
2018. We investigate the nature and content of contemporary
Nordic research and critically examine the methodological and
theoretical approaches authors have used. We read, categorised,
and analysed 74 articles retrieved from Web of Science. Our
review shows that gender differences in academic careers persist,
in line with earlier reviews. Also the early years seem crucial to
the development of an academic research career. Studies
focusing on gendered career trajectories and publication patterns
together with studies on the influence of new public
management on gender are the three main areas of research
interest. Existing research lacks (1) a focus on the horizontal
dimension (i.e. across disciplines), (2) studies developing concepts
and theory and (3) studies focusing on the consequences of
changes in the research policy framework for higher education.
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Background

Academic and research career opportunities are gendered, and women are underrepre-
sented in higher academic positions but overrepresented in the lower ranks of academia
(European Commission 2019). The gap between men and women is greater among
higher ranks, with most European countries having less than one female professor out
of three (European Commission 2017). What do we know about the reasons for this,
and what characterises research in this area?

In 2016, the proportion of women researchers working part-time was higher than that
of men, and more women worked under contract arrangements (European Commission
2019). Women represented 48 percent of doctoral students and graduates, but only 24
percent of professors in European Union member states. An extensive body of inter-
national research literature has documented challenges to gender equality in academic
careers (Bergman and Rustad 2013; Caprile et al. 2011; Meulders et al. 2010), suggesting
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that a number of different factors contribute to persistent gender differences. In addition
to this documentation, previous research has shown that men and women explain gender
inequality within academia differently (Heijstra, O’Connor, and Rafnsdóttir 2013). Etz-
kowitz and Ranga (2011) provide an overview of blockages to women’s advancement in
science, including institutional and individual-meritocratic explanations. Other
researchers point at factors ranging from subtle gender stereotyping and discrimination,
lack of organisational motivation (Utoft 2020) and sociological explanations of prefer-
ences to the role of the family and domestic responsibilities (Caprile et al. 2011).

The Nordic countries are ranked highly in international comparisons of gender equal-
ity in the social, economic and political arenas, and have been named the most gender-
equal societies (World Economic Forum 2017). Nordic welfare state policies have an
impact on a larger societal level as well as on the research sector, and the ideal of
social equality forms a central objective for higher education (Roivas et al. 2010). This
makes the Nordic countries a special group in terms of gender equality, with generous
social policy systems such as paid parental leave and facilities for the care of children
(Esping-Andersen 2002). Despite a long tradition of progressive national-level legislation
aimed at promoting gender equality and of legislation contributing to work–family
reconciliation together with high employment rates among women (Ellingsæter and Gul-
brandsen 2007; Eurostat 2017), gender differences persist in top academic positions. In
2016, the shares of female full-time professors (29% in Finland, 28% in Norway, 26%
in Iceland, 25% in Sweden and 21% in Denmark) were far lower than those of male pro-
fessors (European Commission 2019), indicating the existence of a Nordic gender
paradox: despite the ideal of equality, clear gender segregation exists in academia
(Mandel and Semyonov 2006).

Research on gender equality in higher education (HE) is a diverse and multidisciplin-
ary field (Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003; Silander 2010). The question of gendered aca-
demic careers has increasingly become an interest for researchers and policymakers
(Caprile et al. 2011). Research on gendered academic careers has developed in close
relation to political debates and policy initiatives to foster women’s advancement in
science (Bennett et al. 2010; Caprile et al. 2011; Roivas et al. 2010). Studies from the
UK have shown how areas of research have been shaped by such driving forces as cam-
paigns for equal rights for women and politicians’ concerns for global competitiveness
through scientific innovation delivered by a skilled workforce (Bennett et al. 2010).

The special focus on gender equality in the Nordic countries and the increased interest
in this multidisciplinary field raise questions about the nature and content of research on
gender equality in academia. To contribute to an increased understanding of this issue,
we review research on gender in academic careers conducted by Nordic researchers/in
the Nordic context from 2003 to 2018. Our aim is to provide an overview of this research
and its strengths and weaknesses, as well as conclusions and identification of areas for
further research.

The discourse on gender equality in general has increasingly moved from gender
equality being ascribed an intrinsic value – it is valued for itself – towards it being
assigned an instrumental value as a vehicle for achieving other goals (Silander 2019;
Young 2000). In the HE context, gender equality has turned into an issue of quality
wherein the business case for gender equality can be related to diffusion of management
theories. Gender equality is considered beneficial to businesses and public services,
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making them more efficient (Squires 2007). From an international and European per-
spective, gender equality is put forward as an important tool for change with regard to
recruitment of future researchers in places where women are seen as a pool of potential
talent (Silander 2019). Hence, gender equality becomes especially important as a contri-
bution to innovation and economic growth, which are areas primarily related to STEM
disciplines (Caprile 2015; EIGE 2018). From this follows that gender equality, previously
an area of interest for social scientists, may also catch the interest of researchers in other
disciplines. In the past, research on gender in academic careers has been an interest pri-
marily of female researchers (Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003; Riis and Lindberg 1996).
It is reasonable that a broadened interest in gender issues will prompt more men to enter
into this research field, something this research review will examine.

Two previous reviews (Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003; Riis and Lindberg 1996) have
been conducted in the area of Nordic research on gender and academic career. The first
one had 1995 as its endpoint and encompassed Swedish prints and some Norweigan
works. The later review covered the period from 1995 to 2002 and included 158
Nordic titles with an emphasis on Scandinavian and Finnish ones. The latter review indi-
cated a high amount of grey literature; about 60 percent of the titles were documents and
internal reports emanating from local institutions. About 25 percent of the documents
reviewed were political texts, national programmes and evaluations; only 15 percent
could be classified as empirical studies scrutinised and quality-assessed. Due to an
increased interest in gender issues from scholars and policymakers, the peer-reviewed
research on gendered careers probably has increased.

To understand gender and academic careers, both quantitative and qualitative
approaches are necessary. Earlier reviews of research on gender equality in academia
indicate a focus on qualitative methods and a lack of use of correlational statistics
(Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003). A large number of studies in earlier reviews are
small case studies, often area-specific and based on qualitative interviews that provide
limited data, restricting the possibility of generalisation (Silander 2010). Caprile et al.
(2011) showed that most research tended to be descriptive and that comparative research
was scarce. With the increasing use of research evaluations and bibliometric indicators
for assessing individual researchers’ performance (Hammarfelt et al. 2016), in combi-
nation with academic publishing gaining in importance for external research funding
and academic advancement (Hicks 2012), the use of quantitative research can be
expected to be present. From this follows a need to investigate the theoretical ambitions
and methodological approaches of peer-reviewed studies on gender and academic
careers.

Due to a wish to include women in areas of research from which they have previously
been excluded, many studies have focused only on women, lacking a comparative per-
spective (Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003; Riis and Lindberg 1996; Roivas et al. 2010;
Silander 2010). In 1996, Riis and Lindberg pointed to the fact that most research
designs focused on the vertical dimension but that a horizontal dimension revealed
rather large differences between disciplines concerning the proportion of women
holding top positions. These methodological limitations make it hard to draw con-
clusions on gender differences in HE at large. Previous research in a Nordic context
has shown a strong tendency to study how gender is attended to and dealt with (or
not) within organisations (Roivas et al. 2010). Few studies have paid attention to the
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overall system of HE, and accordingly, have not investigated the gendered preconditions
for research (observed by Lindberg, Riis, and Silander 2011; Silander 2010). In a time
when new public management is infusing academia, we might expect to also see
studies that target the systems level.

By conducting an integrative review (Fink 2014) we seek to synthesise and value the lit-
erature on gendered academic careers after a doctoral degree (or equivalent). Doctoral stu-
dents and doctoral studies as research objects are not included. Such students are still in
training and they are not independent researchers. Furthermore, doctoral training educates
not only for academia, but also to a high degree for the industry and for society at large.We
provide an overview of the research conducted, revealing the state of the art in Nordic
research. In particular, we investigate methodological and theoretical approaches to the
study of gendered academic careers (Hart 1998). The aim of this review is to critically
examine the nature, content, results and conclusions of contemporary Nordic research
on gender equality in academic careers. Themore specific research questions are as follows:

Research nature:

. What disciplines are investigated, and by whom – according to gender and disciplin-
ary affiliation?

. What theoretical approaches are used?

. What methodological approaches are used for generating data?

Research content:

. What are the aims of studies?

. What research areas are studied, and with what results?

Method and material

We usedWeb of Science (WoS) to search for articles on gender in academic careers. WoS
is a highly rated database with consistent coverage of journals that includes the full names
of authors, which are necessary for identifying gender. However, differences among data-
bases are significant (see, e.g. Harzing and Alakangas 2016), and the choice of database
would affect any study. Although we acknowledge the risk of bias against women pub-
lishing in the social sciences and humanities (whose research would be more likely to
appear in Scopus or Google Scholar) and the underrepresentation of non-English jour-
nals (Mongeon and Paul-Hus 2016), the advantages of WoS counterweigh the disadvan-
tages when one seeks to investigate scientifically acknowledged, peer-reviewed literature.
We searched for abstracts and titles by academic setting (‘higher education’ OR univer-
sity OR universities OR academic OR academy OR college OR faculty OR department*
OR discipline*), gender (gender OR female OR woman OR male), career level (career*
OR professor* OR lecture* OR promotion* OR ‘post doc’OR researcher OR publication*
OR ‘scientific product*’ OR achievement* OR merit*), country (Sweden OR Finland OR
Norway OR Iceland OR Denmark), and year (2003–2018).

The search resulted in 629 articles, which we sorted on relevance and reviewed by the
titles. Only articles focusing on gender and academic careers were selected, and a large
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group of articles focusing on undergraduate education were deselected. This yielded 114
remaining articles. Conducting a research review necessitates stepwise work. One of the
authors initially read each article. Of the 114 articles, 16 were excluded due to a lack of
gender relevant results or gender analyses, and six since their focus was on the doctoral
training level. Eighteen articles were deselected for not being conducted within a Nordic
context or by (at least) one researcher from a Nordic institution. This step resulted in 74
articles for analysis. We thematised the 74 articles (listed in Appendix 1) into six induc-
tively constructed categories of research areas (Tables 4 and 5).

We read the 74 articles, checking for the various aspects of our research questions, and
coded the observations into a database. When the categorisation or coding was not self-
evident, at least two of us read and discussed the pertinent article until a consensus was
reached. For the research questions targeting research nature, we used traditional group-
ings of disciplines/faculties. Regarding methods for data gathering and for the analysis of
theories, we followed a scheme suggested by Esiasson et al. (2017; see below). In the
analysis of research content, we worked inductively in the construction of categories.
By using this stepwise method of thematic synthesis (Thomas and Harden 2008) to gen-
erate themes, we sought (1) to attain a well-advised and credible level of reliability and (2)
to move beyond the descriptive level and produce new knowledge by critical examination
and interpretation.

Results on research nature

What disciplines are studied, and by whom – according to gender and
disciplinary affiliation?

In Table 1, the disciplinary environments of the research are sorted into the categories of
humanities and social sciences, science and technology, and medicine and care. The dis-
ciplinary categories also complemented two levels of research focus: the institution (nor-
mally a university) and the national HE system. We found no studies that dealt with a
worldwide, ‘universal’ university system disentangled from a national context. In the
largest group, humanities and social sciences, education, sociology, political science
and business economics were represented with about a dozen articles each. Gender
studies, statistics and psychology yielded a couple of cases each, whereas ethnology, lin-
guistics and philosophy were present only as isolated cases. Table 1 shows that women
dominate in numbers in the humanities and social sciences group, whereas the small
number of cases does not allow for any judgement on balance in the other groups.

In Table 4 we will return to the question of gender and its bearing on the orientation of
the research investigated. Here, we conclude that research on gender equality in academic
careers is a venture concentrated foremost in the humanities and social sciences, and fur-
thermore, when researchers in the fields of science and technology or medicine and care
study gender equality, they have their own discipline at the centre of their attention.

Theoretical and methodological approaches

Each individual study is guided by some assumptions, hypotheses or theory relevant to
social phenomena. Our second research question, regarding theoretical approaches,

76 C. SILANDER ET AL.



focuses on the design of and explanatory claims about the outcomes of the 74 studies.
Esaiasson et al. (2017) suggest that theoretical approaches may be divided into five var-
ieties. Most of the studies we examined fall into the theory-consuming studies group, with
a count of 51 (see Table 2). In this group, researchers try to explain the outcome of a par-
ticular case by referring to existing theories or theorising mechanisms. The focus is pri-
marily on the object under study, and the choice of theory is based on what is to be
explained. There is no ambition to develop – or falsify – the theory used. The most
common theories used are gender theories, but organisational theories and post-struc-
tural theories are also used. Articles in the expressed descriptive studies group are also fre-
quent (16) and essentially contain descriptions of individual variables. Articles in the
concept development studies group (4) are characterised partly by the description and
exploration of the relationship between at least two variables and partly by a philosophi-
cal/argumentative basis to widen the interpretation of concepts or contribute new con-
ceptual dimensions. For three studies, no theory designates that no information was
provided on a theoretical approach. Theory testing studies do not appear at all in this
review.

The third research question deals with methodological issues, operationalised asmeth-
odological approaches for generating data. For this research question, we distinguished
nine categories of approaches: four quantitative and four qualitative ones, as well as
one with mixed methods. The quantitative approaches use official registers, question-
naires, fact documents or a combination of two or all three of those. The qualitative
approaches include interviews, biographies, conceptual/argumentative approaches and
combinations of several qualitative methods, including ethnographic observations.

The number of studies with quantitative and qualitative approaches outweigh each
other with counts of 34 and 35, respectively. Among the former, the use of register
data prevailed (17). Among the latter, interviews were chosen in nearly half of cases
(16). Some of the studies mixed quantitative methods with qualitative ones (5). We
expected theoretical and methodological approaches to covary in some way, and in
Table 2 we have cross-tabulated the two.

Nearly 70 percent of all 74 cases fall into the theory-consuming studies group. Here, all
data-generating methods are represented, with descriptive approaches applied to register
data and interview data being the most frequent ones.

We conclude that research on gender equality in academic careers tends to rest heavily
on existing theories and often resorts to descriptive ambitions. Furthermore, we conclude
that register data and interview data are used most often. However, one should keep in
mind that our results depend on WoS as the database, and another database might have
yielded somewhat different results.

Results on research content

Study aims

We have identified five categories regarding purpose, aim or motivation outlined for the
investigated studies (see Table 3).

The most common aims deal with comparisons between women and men and look
into various forms of gender differences in the academic context (39). These aims (in a
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Table 1. Who studies what? Gender and frequency of first author, distributed over disciplinary environment where research is carried out (y-axis), and object of
study (x-axis). Humanities & Social sciences (HS), Science &Technology (ST), Medicine & Care (MC).

Acting discipline vertical/Focused disc. horizontal

System Institution HS ST MC Total All
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

HS 12 10 5 5 15 5 3 2 2 2 37 24 61
ST 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 4 3 7
MC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 1 5 6
Total 12 11 5 5 15 5 7 5 3 6 42 32 74

Table 2. Frequencies of theoretical approaches and methodological approaches for generating data.

Methodological approach QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE MIXED
Theoretical approach Register Questi-onnaire Docu-ments Several methods Interviews Biographies Concep-tual Several methods Quant. & qual. TOTAL

No theory 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
Expressed descriptive 9 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 16
Concept development 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 4
Theory testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Theory consuming 7 4 2 4 14 5 2 8 5 51
Total 17 6 3 8 16 6 5 8 5 74

Table 3. Categories of study aims.
Categories of aim # studies

Purpose to analyse different forms of gender differences between men and women 39
Women’s views on or experiences of academia, without purpose of comparison with men 16
Purpose of studying gender or gender equality at the organizational level 9
Purpose of studying gender or gender equality discourses 3
Gender not mentioned in purpose or title of article (only as a result) 7
Total 74
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few cases inferred by us) include gender-based publication performance or publication
patterns, factors explaining gender differences in academic careers and gender inequality
among employees in a particular discipline or department. Another common aim is to
study women’s views on or experiences of academia – i.e. studies where women themselves
and women’s conditions are in focus without being related to men’s views and conditions
(16). These studies may strive to describe the success of an individual or a minority group
of female researchers (e.g. immigrant women).

In addition, some authors aim at studying gender and gender equality at an organis-
ational level (9). These studies may target the systems level of academia, for example
measuring research performance or whether a certain discipline is gendered at a more
organisational level. A couple of studies aim at studying gender or gender equality dis-
courses (3), and finally, some studies (7) lack a main aim to investigate gender or equality
but nonetheless show gendered results. Investigations concerning women’s views and
experiences of academia without relation to those of men are fewer than studies in
which comparisons are made.

We conclude that research on gender equality in academic careers present in WoS
mainly has the aim of scrutinising differences between men and women in different
aspects. However, a focus on women’s conditions without comparisons with men’s is
also rather common.

Categories of research areas, researchers’ gender, and methodological
approaches

As previously stated, we identified six categories of research areas with regard to studies
of gender equality in academic careers: publication patterns, career trajectories, historical
biographies, neoliberal university systems, women’s experiences of academia and other
studies. Table 4 gives data on the gender of the first author as distributed over categories
identified.

From Table 4, it can be inferred that female authors dominate in both numbers and
percentage compared to male authors. However, there is a substantial interaction
between gender and the type of research one enters into; men seem more interested in
mapping publication patterns, whereas women more often chose to investigate the
impact of, for example, new public management on gender equality.

In Table 5 we look into the interaction between category of research and methodologi-
cal approach.

In the categories A, C and E the choice of methods for data collection unfolds as would
be expected and reasonable. Within category B, Career patterns, almost all methodologi-
cal approaches and combinations of methods are found, whereas the opposite applies to
category D, studies of different neoliberal schemes. In the latter, all but one out of 16
studies, use a qualitative approach. In the presentation below, the numbers in brackets
correspond to references in the Appendix of the 74 studied articles.

A. Studies on publication patterns
The category of studies on publication patterns consists of 19 articles [articles 1, 5, 7, 14,
15, 18, 24, 25, 31, 45, 51, 52, 57, 60, 61, 62, 71, 72 and 73] focusing on gender analyses of
academic output in the form of publications and/or citations. Based on bibliometric data,
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Table 4. Gender of author and of first author related to category of research area.

Category of research area
Number of studies Number of 1st author 1st author, percent

Total number of
authors

Total number of
authors, percent

N women men women men women men women men

A. Publication patterns 19 5 14 26 74 18 36 33 67
B. Career trajectories 21 8 13 38 62 24* 28* 46* 54*
C. Historical biographies 6 5 1 83 17 10 2 83 17
D. Neoliberal university systems 16 14 2 88 13 26 4 87 13
E. Women’s experiences of academia 8 6 2 75 25 11 4 73 27
F. Other 4 4 0 100 0 8 1 89 11
Total 74 42 32 57 43 97 75 56 44

* For one article, (53), an outlier, we have imputed the figures using the median values for the category. This article has 45 authors, among them 20 women, 15 men and 10 authors whose
gender we cannot infer.

Table 5. Methodological approaches and categories of research area.

Category of research area Register
Question-
naire

Docu-
ments

Comb. quant.
methods

Inter-
views

Biogra-
phies

Concept-
ual

Comb. qual.
methods

Quant. & qual.
methods Total

A. Publication patterns 10 1 1 6 0 0 0 0 1 19
B. Career trajectories 7 2 1 1 5 0 1 2 2 21
C. Historical biographies 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6
D. Neoliberal university systems 0 0 1 0 8 0 1 5 1 16
E. Women’s experiences of
academia

0 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 8

F. Other 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 4
Total 17 6 3 8 16 6 5 8 5 74
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these studies are quantitative in nature and are primarily conducted by men (74% of first
authors).

Publication and citation patterns are gendered. Studies indicate persistent male domina-
tion in publishing [1, 14, 24, 25, 52, 60], but the gender gap has also been shown to be
decreasing [7, 52]. Women are more often solo publishers who are somewhat less cited
and have lower self-citation, although the effect sizes are small [45]. In terms of citations,
the results are less clear than those with regard to publications [45, 52, 71], except in medi-
cine [45]. Sandström [62] shows that the citation patterns for men and women differ. Var-
iance is larger in the male group, since men tend to produce many papers – a few of which
are highly cited, though even fewer are never cited – whereas women are more cautious
with their publications. In studies comparing citations, the results are not conclusive;
three studies (out of five) show that women are cited less often [1, 5, 45]. This is explained
by the cumulative advantage effect (Merton 1968; Zuckerman 2001; see below).

A number of studies have investigated the gender gap in the relation between terms
(e.g. positions, collaborations and working conditions) and research output (e.g. publi-
cations and citations). This gap varies widely depending on what is being measured
and how [51]. The quantity of publications (men publish more) can be related to the
fact that men collaborate slightly more internationally and publish on their own less
often [45]. Publication rates tend to be related to position in the academic career struc-
ture [1] and to access to supporting resources [62].

Van den Besselaar and Sandström [71, 73] show that the production of men and
women in terms of publications and citations is more or less equal when measured
directly after doctorate reception; however, after ten years, men’s production is greater
in terms of publications (but not citations) [71]. In addition, women were vastly under-
represented in the group of most productive researchers [73]. Ten years after obtaining a
doctorate, 61 percent of the male researchers had become full or associate professors.
For female researchers, the corresponding figure was 32 percent. When academic age,
performance, mobility and discipline were controlled for, the picture remained the
same. The authors concluded that gender had a considerable effect on the career level
achieved [71].

Fridner et al. [25] studied the relation between publication rates and the experience of
work control, collaboration with a former thesis supervisor and experience of exhaustion.
They found that men in higher positions experienced greater control over their working
situation and less exhaustion compared to women in similar positions. The study further
showed that male researchers are more often in a relationship and have more and
younger children. However, compared to female researchers, children did not turn out
to be a significant factor for non-publication [25].

For this category of studies, we conclude that publication patterns differ between men
and women in academia: men still publish more, even though the production gap seems
to be decreasing. Several authors raise the Matthew effect (Merton 1968) [1, 5, 45, 61, 62,
63], but also a number of concepts and terms besides cumulative advantage referring to
informal processes impeding or advancing an academic career.

B. Studies on academic career trajectories
The category of sources that investigate the academic career trajectory includes 21
articles [3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 21, 22, 23, 28, 29, 32, 33, 38, 39, 46, 47, 48, 53, 63]. Of
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these, a majority are based on register data, and men (62% of first authors) author the
majority of studies. The chances for women to become professors are lower than they
are for men, and these odds did not change to women’s advantage between 1995 and
2010 [21]. Instead, the higher share of female professors is explained by the increased
proportion of women in academic staff overall during the period studied [21]. However,
substantial differences exist among disciplines regarding underrepresentation of women
and possibilities for an academic career, but in research, these differences are often
hidden or missed inadvertently [38]. It takes longer for women to become professors
than it does for men, and female scholars earn less [6]. The odds of becoming a pro-
fessor were 2.1 times greater for men than for women [28]. Women rise slowly in
rank compared to men [28, 33]. Heijstra et al. [28] concluded that women ‘become dis-
advantaged somewhere in the promotion process’ (226). Moreover, Jokinen and Pehko-
nen [32] show in a longitudinal study that individual research productivity was an
important determinant of promotions and earnings and that gender had no effect on
the probability of receiving promotion.

Most studies in this category investigate work-life explanations of underrepresenta-
tion. It is less common to test for family-related explanations of women’s underrepresen-
tation. For those who do, the result is inconclusive. Heijstra et al. [28] indicate that family
situation influences women more than it does men. It takes 3.5 times longer for married
women to become full professors than it does for single women. However, raising chil-
dren had a negative effect on both men’s and women’s scholarly output. In a similar way,
Loison et al. [39] found that women with children, single women, or women with a
partner who also was a researcher were less often promoted than men were. In Heijstra
et al.’s [28] study, both working hours and working years were significant for explaining
such a result. However, when Danell and Hjerm [22] tested whether women’s larger
share of part-time work could explain the odds of becoming a professor, the result
turned out to be negative.

Only one study [23], oriented towards working life, targets how external forces, such
as government policies, can influence the possibilities for women to achieve a permanent
academic position, a type of investigation for which Lindberg et al. [38] had pled.

Several studies indicate that the early years in an academic career are crucial for the
development of a long-term career. Receiving a postdoctoral position seems vital,
because men and women who have had such a post have a greater statistical
chance of becoming a professor. Danell and Hjerm [22] demonstrate that for men
and women who did not have post-docs, the chances of becoming a professor were
substantially lower for women. In a study of the education discipline, Angervall
et al. [8] show how selection takes place early in the career. One group consists of
‘the chosen, privileged and fortunate few’ (818), most often young white men,
being invited into the academy and the research. The second group consists of
middle-aged women with experience working in schools who tend to be assigned
teaching work at the undergraduate level of HE. Many women saw teaching as impor-
tant to their careers, but also as a trap that restrains their chances of research
advancement [9]. Angervall et al. [10] argue that early career researchers meet
power relations and processes of differentiations that give men and women
different access to resources. In this way, social capital and gender mutually create
different ways of doing an academic career, as collaborative and integrated (feminine
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work discourse) or strategic and differentiated (masculine work discourse) [12]. In line
with this, Heijstra et al. [29] discuss how ‘academic housework’ has gendered effects
on one’s academic career. Other researchers conclude that an academic research
career is ‘clearly linked to an institutional gender structure’ [8:824], which relates to
Zuckerman’s (2001) ‘cumulative disadvantage’ concept. In this case, the cumulative
disadvantage pertains to the fact that women tend to be assigned more teaching
and less research, resulting in fewer publications, which in turn influences their
future careers as researchers.

Investigations into discrimination structures for career advancement indicate evi-
dence of nepotism, but not of gender discrimination. In a follow-up to Wennerås
and Wold’s (1997) widespread study, Sandström and Hällsten [63] found nepotism
to be a persistent problem in the Swedish grant peer-review system in medicine,
whereas the gender discrimination Wennerås and Wold (1997) pointed to, also in
medicine, had ceased. Abramo, D’Angelo and Rosati [3, 4] also found nepotism but
no gender discrimination. They also noted that the number of career years in the
same university as a member of the recruitment committee and having the same
gender as the committee president added greater weight in the competitive outcomes
for male compared to female applicants [4]. Nielsen [46] identifies a number of poten-
tial gender biases related to the use of bibliometric performance measures. Nielsen [48]
states that subtle gender bias may disadvantage women even before formal assessments
take place. A common explanation for the results in this category of articles is that
women become disadvantaged somewhere in the academic promotion process. Receiv-
ing a postdoctoral position seems vital, especially for women. Several authors point out
that access to a network is equally important to male and female scientists [3, 4, 8, 12,
21, 28, 48, 53]. Danell and Hjerm [22] underline the fact that networks often seem to be
of a homosocial nature.

In reviewing this category of studies, we conclude that the chances of women even-
tually becoming professors are lower than they are for men and that it takes longer for
women to advance to professorship. Further, we conclude that access to networks is
crucial to the careers of young scientists of both sexes, young men seem to have better
access to networks than young women do, and the concept of cumulative advantage epit-
omises this.

C. Historical biographical studies
The six studies in this category, mostly life stories, each have a historical perspective.
They illustrate contributions of female scientists in the emergence of new scientific dis-
ciplines [20, 41, 42, 66, 74], women’s role in the formation of Swedish folklife research
[36], and a focus on prerequisites for women to have chances for a university career
[66]. Women (83% of first authors) authored most these studies. The women studied
in these articles, except one person in an article about folklife research (ethnology),
became professors in the beginning of the last century. Prerequisites common to all
were a middle-class background and living in a positive intellectual environment, paral-
leled by a successive opening of universities to women. Women had an outsider-insider
role at the time in academia and were not admitted unless under special circumstances
[74]. However, being a double stranger – a woman in a masculine profession – is not a
cumulative disadvantage [20]. In the shift from the 19th to the twentieth century, middle-
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class women could pursue an academic career due to a need for cheap labour [36, 41, 42]
or the expansions of new fields viewed as less attractive to men [66]. Often, women were
under the patronage of a man [36, 66]. Another important prerequisite was networking
[20, 36, 41, 42, 66, 74]. In addition, factors attributed to a discipline could serve to explain
women’s academic positions. In the late 19th and early twentieth century, women were
allowed into the natural sciences in part because these disciplines saw themselves as
modern and progressive compared to other areas of research [20]. Sometimes woman-
hood could be ‘overlooked in that it does not correspond to the local standard of femi-
ninity’ [20:278].

In reviewing this category of studies, we conclude that women have historically had an
outsider-insider role in academia. Due to the opening of universities for women, it
became possible for talented middle-class women to become professors. They
might have been under the patronage of men and they networked with both men and
women.

D. The neoliberal university system
Sixteen studies [11, 13, 16, 17, 30, 34, 35, 37, 40, 49, 50, 54, 58, 64, 67, 70], 88 percent with
women as first author, investigate how neoliberal universities have (often negatively)
affected gender equality. Lätti [37] argues that equality work in Finnish academia is
increasingly viewed as part of human resources, with the goal of providing common
good and market advantages. This individually oriented perspective, focusing on econ-
omic rewards and career opportunities, diverges from the traditional Nordic equality
model. Other studies discuss how women lose out from the increasing use of perform-
ance-based systems for research funding [40, 58, 70]. Nikunen [49, 50] argues that excel-
lence-related ideals and a performance-based funding system with increased focus on
individualism and entrepreneurship make an academic research career difficult to
combine with family obligations. Demands on mobility and international collaboration
tend to benefit men [64]. The neoliberal university environment tends to force women to
act more like men to be able to compete [50]. Nevertheless, examples exist showing that
women resist the ideal of academia as representing long working hours and geographical
mobility [64]. According to a study on work-life balance, men tended to view the prior-
itisation of family as a choice, whereas women tended to view it as a condition [16]. At
the macro-level, Steinthórsdóttir et al. [67] show in a study of gender budgeting how the
distribution of research funding is based on efficiency by emphasising quantitative indi-
cators serving to benefit science and technology, which are male-dominated areas.
Demands on accountability have changed the division of labour [11] and management
structures of academia [17] to the disadvantage of women. Angervall and Beach [11]
illustrate a greater fragmentation of academic work in which it appears as though
female academics in teaching-intensive departments do work that serves the interests
of others (often men). Furthermore, harsh competition in research makes it more
difficult to combine administration and leadership positions with a research career.
Administrative and management positions have decreased in status, merit and prestige
and have become more time-consuming (and therefore less attractive). In parallel,
women increasingly occupy these positions [54]. For female academics, the strategy of
taking on a management position can be a way to develop a professional identity at
the price of not being able to reach a top position in research [13, 64]. However, a
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drawback to several studies in this category is that new public management is used both
as a background to the studies and as an explanation of their results.

In reviewing this category of studies, we conclude that the neoliberal university
environment seems to have had a negative effect – or at least not a positive effect – on
gender equality.

E. Studies on women’s experiences of academia
The category of studies focusing on women’s experiences of academia contains eight het-
erogeneous articles (75% women first authors) [19, 27, 43, 44, 55, 59, 65, 68]. These
articles focus in different ways on how women’s experiences of and possibilities for aca-
demic careers are perceived to differ from those of men [27, 43 59, 65]. Christianson et al.
[19] discuss how the socially defined concept of gender is often considered unfeasible in
traditional medical research. Goel et al. [27] show that factors such as patent history and
position are associated with a strong enhancement of male entrepreneurship propensity,
whereas their role for female propensity is weak or negative. Muhonen [43] holds that the
experience of gender harassment is more frequent for women than it is for men. Péturs-
dóttir tells a story of the recruitment of a public person who had allegedly committed
sexual offences [55]. Three of the studies have an intersectional perspective arguing
that gender covaries with factors such as position, age, origin (i.e. race) and disciplinary
affiliation [44, 65, 68]. Mählck’s [44] study of female migrant researchers argues that the
base and representation of inequality in Swedish academia is constructed and maintained
through colour-blind dominant discourses. These are often theoretical studies starting
and ending with the same claims.

For this rather small category of studies, we conclude that women tend to experience a
lack of opportunities for pursuing an academic career as well as higher levels of gender
harassment compared to men. Being female intersects with other social categories (e.g.
race), marginalising women in the dominant discourse.

F. Other studies
Four studies (with women as first authors) do not fit into any of the previous categories
[2, 26, 56, 69]. Tartari and Salter [69] find that female scholars engage less with industry
than do their male colleagues of similar status. However, gender differences were less
pronounced in departments where women represented more than 15 percent of the
faculty members. Gheaus [26] argues that token women can add value by changing
people’s minds about the merits of women’s work. Powell et al. [56] ague that
demands to change gender inequality in universities must begin with answering which
problems are to be solved in starting a gender equality project, otherwise consensus poli-
tics may enable gender inequality to persist. In sum, the results of this category are
inconclusive.

Discussion and conclusions

Against a summary of our review findings, we discuss and draw conclusions regarding
the state of the art of Nordic research on gender and academic careers according to
our review findings.
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Summary and discussion of review findings

From our review of the WoS database results, we conclude the following regarding
research nature:

. Research on gender equality in academic careers is foremost a venture in the huma-
nities and social sciences.

. Research on gender equality in academic careers tends to rest heavily on existing the-
ories and often resorts to merely descriptive ambitions.

. Quantitative approaches to register data and qualitative approaches creating interview
data are most commonly used to study gender equality in academic careers.

. There is an interaction between gender of researcher and the type of research he or she
enters into; men seem more interested in mapping publication patterns and studying
career trajectories using quantitative methods, whereas women more often chose to
investigate women’s experiences of academia and the impact of new public manage-
ment on gender equality by foremost qualitative methods.

From our review of the WoS database results, we conclude the following regarding
research content:

. Research on gender equality in academic careers mainly has the aim of scrutinising
differences between men and women in different aspects.

. Publication patterns differ between men and women in academia: men publish more,
even though the production gap seems to be decreasing, and women appear to have
somewhat lower citation scores than men have.

. Chances of women eventually becoming professors are lower than they are for men,
and it takes a longer for women to advance to professorship.

. Access to networks is crucial to the careers of young scientists of both sexes. Young
men seem to have better access to networks than young women have, which the
concept of cumulative advantage epitomises.

. Historically, women have had an outsider-insider role in academia, but middle-class
women could be admitted under the patronage of men.

. A neoliberal university environment seems to have had a negative effect – or at least
not a positive effect – on gender equality.

. Being female intersects with other social categories (e.g. race) and such interactions
may amplify a marginalisation of women in the dominant discourse.

Research on gender equality in academic careers is in itself gendered. Men and women
conduct research in this field close to an equal extent, but male-authored studies predo-
minate within the categories concerning publication patterns and career trajectories,
where quantitative approaches prevail. Meanwhile, female authors dominate the other
categories and mostly apply qualitative approaches to their research questions. The
onset of statistical and bibliographical studies is likely to be a consequence of an increas-
ing view of gender equality as an indicator of quality and the use of metrics for individual
and institutional research assessment, a result that might be emphasised by the use of the
WoS database (Harzing and Alakangas 2016). The reorientation coincides with more
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male researchers entering the area in parallel with research in disciplines from science
and technology that are often included in WoS. However, most of the research on
gender equality in academic careers – in line with expectations – takes place within
the humanities and social sciences, where issues of social dynamics are focused and
approved methodology is at hand. When researchers in science and technology or medi-
cine and care take up gender equality topics, the queries are narrower and focus on a local
situation or their own disciplines.

Regarding the use of theory, previous research has indicated a lack of larger indepen-
dent work and empirical work with clear theoretical ambitions (Kyndel, Lindberg, and
Riis 2003). This review too, shows that a large part of the research is weak in theory
and that explanatory claims often rest on particular cases. A large number of the
studies are descriptive, and very few seek to develop concepts or theories. The most
common theories authors use, whether concept-developing or theory-consuming, are
gender theories, although organisational theories and post-structural theories also
appear.

Regarding methods, earlier reviews indicate that comparative research was scarce
(Caprile et al. 2011). Qualitative methods dominated in numbers and correlational stat-
istics were lacking. Our review indicates that a historically strong tradition of women’s
studies generating qualitative studies focusing on women’s experiences has been comple-
mented by quantitative studies comparing different aspects of men and women in acade-
mia. To some extent, this finding may be a result of the use of WoS. Many studies
employing quantitative methods focus on publication patterns and citations using biblio-
metric data. This is underpinned by the institutionalisation of research evaluations of
academic institutions, disciplines and individual researchers’ performances. Because
many of these studies are atheoretical, there is a risk that the research area is captured
by instrumental research closely related to a growing metric-based academic economy.

A recurrent theme in previous broader reviews is the sole focus on women’s situation
and the lack of comparisons with men (Kyndel, Lindberg, and Riis 2003; Roivas et al.
2010). We find that the majority of the studies in WoS make comparisons between
men and women, but also that many of them focus only on women. From a methodo-
logical point of view, the validity of generalisations concerning female scientists needs
to be based on the demonstration that they are gender-specific, implying a need for sys-
tematic comparisons of the conditions for and the achievements of male and female
researchers. Several studies focus on the systems level and on analysing gender in the
context of the neoliberal university environment. These studies all indicate negative
effects of university settings on gender equality. These studies might reveal an opposition
among university researchers against the many performance assessments imposed on
them, and we assume that political driving forces may sometimes be present here. Experi-
ences from these studies also open up a more comprehensive research issue concerning
changes in policy framework for HE and whether such changes discriminate against
women.

We have identified six categories as foci of studies, the largest one being studies on
career trajectories, followed by studies on publications and on the neoliberal university
system. Scientific interest in work–family reconciliation issues seems modest, probably
and partly, due to a strong system of parental leave and subsidised day care in the
Nordic countries.
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Conclusions: state of the art of Nordic research in gender and academic careers

We conclude that a firm knowledge base points to persistent gender differences in aca-
demic careers. A number of studies indicate that early career years are crucial for the
development of a successful academic research career. Small differences in one’s early
career can evolve into larger differences later on. A recurrent explanation in our
review brings up the theory of cumulative advantages, referring to Merton (1968) and
Zuckerman (2001). Advantages – as well as disadvantages – occurring early in academic
life tend to generate more advantages or disadvantages later on, which leads to an
increasing gap over time between individuals and groups. Examples are given in the
reviewed research of informal processes impeding or advancing an academic career.
There are several terms to denote this: network(ing) and ‘the Matthew effect’ being the
most frequent ones, followed by patronage, nepotism and favouritism. Cronyism,
linking, bonding and homosociality are also mentioned. For a research career today,
the crucial point in time seems to occur directly after obtaining one’s PhD, i.e. during
the early career researcher period.

This review has shown that although gender discrimination is still in place, many
institutions and research funding agencies have worked to reduce its effects [63].
However, nepotism persists. Thus, discrimination may have decreased over the years
due to political pressure and increased awareness.

Our review identifies several gaps in the research: The vertical dimension of gender
equality has been predominant in study designs and results. Studies along the horizontal
dimension (comparing the situation between disciplines or groups of disciplines) are
very rare, yet desirable. In-depth studies that analyse the differences between women’s
and men’s conditions in academia are also missing, as well as studies measuring the
effects of these conditions on publication and career outcomes (differences in differ-
ences). Studies on cumulative advantages and on ‘progressive’ disciplines could belong
here.

Regarding studies of the consequences of neoliberal university pursuits, quantitative
approaches could be called for as a complement to the dominating qualitative ones.
Finally, our review has demonstrated a lack of (1) larger research programmes in the
Nordic context, (2) studies seeking to develop concepts and to generate theory, and
(3) studies focusing on changes in the educational and research policy framework for HE.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes on contributors

Charlotte Silander, PhD, Associate Professor in political science at the Department of Didactics
and Teachers’ Practices, Linnaeus University. Charlotte.silander@lnu.se, +46-470-708601. Silan-
deŕs research focus is on academic careers, especially in relation to internationalisation, diversity
and gender equality in Higher education. She is currently the research leader of a Norforsk funded
project investigating diversity and gender equality initiatives in Nordic universities.

Ulrika Haake, PhD, Professor at the Department of Education and Director of Umeå School of
Sport Sciences, Umeå University. ulrika.haake@umu.se, phone: +46 90-7869621. Haake has

88 C. SILANDER ET AL.



been the research leader for several research projects and for profile areas in the field of working
life pedagogy both locally at Umeå University, nationally and internationally. The research Haake
conducts is in the areas of Higher Education and Work life, often focusing on leadership, govern-
ance, gender and gender equality.

Leif Lindberg, PhD, Professor Emeritus, Department of Pedagogy and Learning, Linnaeus Univer-
sity: leif.lindberg@lnu.se, phone + 46 70-3331287. Lindberg has been the research leader for several
projects with focus on academic leadership, history of science and sociology of science studies of
the disciplin Pedagogik, gender equality and career issues in Higher Education.

Ulla Riis, PhD, Professor emeritus. at the Department of Education, Uppsala University. ulla.rii-
s@edu.uu.se, phone tel:+46-2072-203264888. Riis has for many years been involved in research on
gender equality in academic careers, for example the in studies on validation of merits from a
gender perspective in academic recruitment and the study of evaluation of the Swedish reform
of academic promotion.

ORCID

Leif Lindberg http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5645-7788

References

Bennett, Cinnamon, Marina Larios, Louise Norman, and Emma Parry. 2010. Meta-analysis of
Gender and Science Research. Country group report: UK and Ireland countries. 7th RTD
Framework Programme of the EU.

Bergman, Solveig, and Linda M. Rustad. 2013. Norden – Et steg nærmere kjønnsbalanse i for-
skning?: Fellesnordiske strategier og tiltak for å bedre kjønnsbalansen blant forskere i
Akademia. Vol. 2013:513. København: Nordisk ministerråd.

Caprile, Maria. 2015. Encouraging STEM studies—Labour Market Situation and Comparison of
Practices Targeted at Young People in Different Member States, European Parliament, DG for
Internal Policies. Policy Department A.

Caprile, Maria, Danièle Meulders, Sîle O’Dorchai, and Nuria Vallès. 2011. “Introduction to the
Special Issue. Gender and Science: Old Challenges, New Approaches.” Brussels Economic
Review 54 (2-3): 108–129.

EIGE. 2018. Economic Benefits of Gender Equality in the EU. How Gender Equality in STEM
Education Leads to Economic Growth.

Ellingsæter, Anne Lise, and Lars Gulbrandsen. 2007. “Closing the Childcare Gap: The Interaction
of Childcare Provision and Mothers’ Agency in Norway.” Journal of Social Policy 36 (4):
649–669.

Esaiasson, P., M. Gilljam, and H. Oscarsson. 2007.Metodpraktikan. Konsten att studera samhïlle 3
(1).

Esping-Andersen, Gøsta. 2002. Why We Need a Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Etzkowitz, Henry, and Marina Ranga. 2011. “Gender Dynamics in Science and Technology: From

the ‘Leaky Pipeline’ to the ‘Vanish Box’.” Brussels Economic Review 54 (2/3): 131–148.
European Commission. 2017. Modernisation of Higher Education in Europe: Academic Staff –

2017. Eurydice Report. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.
European Commission. 2019. SHE Figures 2018. Directorate-General for Research and

Innovation, European Union, Luxembourg.
Eurostat. 2017. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/EDN-20190307-1.
Fink, Arlene. 2014. Conducting Research Literature Reviews: From the Internet to Paper. 4th ed.

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.
Hammarfelt, Björn, Gustaf Nelhans, Pieta Eklund, and Fredrik Åström. 2016. “The Heterogeneous

Landscape of Bibliometric Indicators: Evaluating Models for Allocating Resources at Swedish
Universities.” Research Evaluation 25 (3): 292–305.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION 89

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5645-7788
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/EDN-20190307-1


Hart, Chris. 1998. Doing a Literature Review: Releasing the Social Science Research Imagination.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Harzing, Anne-Wil, and Satu Alakangas. 2016. “Google Scholar, Scopus and theWeb of Science: A
Longitudinal and Cross-Disciplinary Comparison.” Scientometrics 106: 787–804.

Heijstra, Thamar, Pat O’Connor, and Gudbjörg Linda Rafnsdóttir. 2013. “Explaining Gender
Inequality in Iceland: What Makes the Difference?” European Journal of Higher Education 3
(4): 324–341.

Hicks, Diana. 2012. “Performance-based University Research Funding Systems.” Research Policy
41: 251–261.

Kyndel, Dag, Leif Lindberg, and Ulla Riis. 2003. Jämställdhet inom universitet och högskolor: en
bibliografi med kommentarer. Högskoleverkets rapportserie 2003:22 R. Stockholm:
Högskoleverket.

Lindberg, Leif, Ulla Riis, and Charlotte Silander. 2011. “Gender Equality in Swedish Higher
Education: Patterns and Shift.” Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 55 (2): 165–179.

Mandel, Hadas, and Moshe Semyonov. 2006. “A Welfare State Paradox: State Interventions and
Women’s Employment Opportunities in 22 Countries.” American Journal of Sociology 111
(6): 1910–1949.

Merton, Robert K. 1968. “The Matthew Effect in Science: The Reward and Communication
Systems of Science are Considered.” Science 159: 56–63.

Meulders, Danièle, Robert Plasman, Audrey Rigo, and Síle O’Dorchai. 2010. Horizontal and
Vertical Segregation. Metaanalysis of Gender and Science Research–Topic Report.

Mongeon, Philippe, and Adèle Paul-Hus. 2016. “The Journal Coverage of Web of Science and
Scopus: A Comparative Analysis.” Scientometrics 106 (1): 213–228.

Riis, Ulla, and Leif Lindberg. 1996. Värdering av kvinnors och mäns meriter vid tjänstetillsättning
inom universitet och högskolor, Ds 1996:14. Stockholm: Utbildningsdepartementet.

Roivas, Seppo, Hilde Corneliussen, Lisbet Dons Jensen, Agneta Hansson, and Lilja Mósesdóttir.
2010. Meta-analysis of Gender and Science Research. Country group report, Nordic countries.
7th RTD Framework Programme of the EU.

Silander, Charlotte. 2010. Pyramider och pipelines: om högskolesystemets påverkan på jämställdhet i
högskolan. Växjö: Linnaeus University Press.

Silander, Charlotte. 2019. “Gender Equality in the European Union.” In Political Entrepreneurship
in Europe 2020: Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive Growth in Europe, 54–78. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar Publishing.

Squires, Judith. 2007. The New Politics of Gender Equality. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Thomas, James, and Angela Harden. 2008. “Methods for the Thematic Synthesis of Qualitative

Research in Systematic Reviews.” BMC Medical Research Methodology 8: 45.
Utoft, Ea Høg. 2020. “Motivation, Organisational Gender Equality Work and the Postfeminist

Gender Regime: A Feminist Approach.” Doctoral diss., Århus: Forlaget Politica.
Wennerås, Christine, and Agnes Wold. 1997. “Nepotism and Sexism in Peer-Review.” Nature 387:

341–343.
World Economic Forum. 2017. The Global Gender Gap Report 2017. Geneva.
Young, Brigitte. 2000. “Disciplinary Neoliberalism in the European Union and Gender Politics.”

New Political Economy 5 (1): 77–98.
Zuckerman, Harriet. 2001. “The Careers of Men and Women Scientists: Gender Differences in

Career Attainment.” In Women, Science and Technology: A Reader in Feminist Science
Studies, edited by Mary Wyer. New York: Routledge.

90 C. SILANDER ET AL.



Appendix. Silander et al. Nordic Research on Gender Equality in Academic Careers

No Author(s) Title Journal Pubyr Vol PP Link

1 Aaltojärvi I; Arminen I; Auranen O;
Pasanen HM

Scientific productivity, web visibility and
citation patterns in sixteen Nordic
sociology departments

ACTA SOCIOLOGICA 2008 51 0001–
6993

https://doi.org/10.1177/
0001699307086815

2 Abrahamsson K; Jaccheri L; Øverby H Reflections from a Leadership Program
for Women in Scientific Positions

ERCIM NEWS 2016 No
field

0926–
4981

No field

3 Abramo G; D’Angelo CA; Rosati F Gender bias in academic recruitment SCIENTOMETRICS 2016 106 0138–
9130

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-
015-1783-3

4 Abramo G; D’Angelo CA; Rosati F Selection committees for academic
recruitment: does gender matter?

RESEARCH EVALUATION 2015 24 0958–
2029

https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/
rvv019

5 Aksnes DW; Rørstad K; Piro F; Sivertsen G Are Female Researchers Less Cited? A
Large-Scale Study of Norwegian
Scientists

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN
SOCIETY FOR
INFORMATION SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY

2011 62 1532–
2882

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.
21486

6 Amilon A; Persson I Scientific (wo)manpower – gender and
the composition and earnings of PhDs
in Sweden

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF
MANPOWER

2013 34 0143–
7720

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-06-
2013-0146

7 Andersen JP; Nielsen MW Google Scholar and Web of Science:
Examining gender differences in
citation coverage across five scientific
disciplines

JOURNAL OF INFORMETRICS 2018 12 950–
959

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.
2018.07.010

8 Angervall P; Beach D; Gustafsson J The unacknowledged value of female
academic labour power for male
research careers

HIGHER EDUCATION
RESEARCH &
DEVELOPMENT

2015 34 0729–
4360

https://doi.org/10.1080/
07294360.2015.1011092

9 Angervall P The academic career: a study of
subjectivity gender and movement
among women university lecturers

GENDER AND EDUCATION 2018 30_1 105–
118

https://doi.org/10.1080/
09540253.2016.1184234

10 Angervall P; Erlandson P; Gustafsson J Challenges in making an academic career
in education sciences

BRITISH JOURNAL OF
SOCIOLOGY AND
EDUCATION

2018 39_4 451 –
465

https://doi.org/10.1080/
01425692.2017.1356219
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