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Mind the gap: gender, geography and the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on publication in Regional Studies 
Association (RSA) journals
Gainbi Parka , Rachel Franklina , Sally Hardyb, Simona Iammarinoc,d and 
Jessie P. H. Poone

ABSTRACT
The impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic were deep and lasting, and the effects on research and researchers have been 
widely documented. This paper contributes to this literature through an investigation of the gendered and 
geographical impacts of the pandemic on the five Regional Studies Association (RSA) journals. With the cooperation 
of Taylor & Francis, the RSA’s journal publisher, we generate a database of manuscripts submitted between January 
2018 and December 2022. Employing gender-estimating algorithms and geographical locations of lead authors, we 
explore overall submission patterns over this five-year period, as well as trends in final editorial decisions by authorship 
characteristics, gender and geography. We find evidence that the COVID-19 pandemic temporarily depressed 
manuscript submissions, with heterogeneous effects depending on journal, continent and composition of authorship 
team. We also find strong evidence of persistent gender disparities in submission and acceptance rates that predate 
the pandemic, and therefore cannot be attributed solely to its effects. These findings reinforce the importance of 
identifying and effectively tackling persistent inequalities in academic publishing, and highlight that further action may 
be required in order to ensure equity and inclusivity in academic and research practices.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As COVID-19 took hold in 2020, a conversation began 
almost immediately that focused on how the pandemic 
was affecting university workers and researchers, including 
the immediate and longer term repercussions of work- 
from-home rules, the pivot to online teaching, school clo
sures and limitations on fieldwork. The potentially uneven 
impacts on women were especially highlighted at the time 
(Fazackerley, 2020; Viglione, 2020). Four years later, 
analysis of actual outcomes, especially where publication 
is concerned, has started to appear across a range of disci
plines and from a variety of perspectives. The findings 
have been mixed. For example, an analysis of all Elsevier 

journals for the early part of the pandemic (up to May 
2020) found that women submitted proportionally fewer 
papers than men and that earlier-career women were 
most affected (Squazzoni et al., 2021b). In contrast, recent 
evidence suggests that although women represented a 
small share of authorship, their productivity actually 
increased during the pandemic (Chen & Seto, 2022). 
Still other publications have taken a bigger picture 
approach to consideration of pandemic effects on women’s 
overall academic careers (Higginbotham & Dahlberg, 
2021).

These recent pandemic-era contributions build on a 
longstanding body of literature that has addressed gender 
inequalities across a range of aspects of academic and 
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research practice, including authorship (Auschra et al., 
2022), representation on editorial boards and editorships 
(Franklin et al., 2021; Schurr et al., 2020), pay gaps 
(Brower & James, 2020), biases in teaching evaluations 
(Boring, 2017), conference and panel speaker invitations 
(Tulloch, 2020), and rewards for co-authorship (Sarsons, 
2017). Existing research makes clear that although the 
pandemic may have had disproportionate effects on 
some groups (e.g., women and early-career researchers), 
the pre-existing system was, itself, already far from 
equitable.

The Regional Studies Association (RSA) is arguably 
the primary home for regional researchers across a range 
of academic disciplines and around the world and, as 
part of its remit, oversees a growing range of publications 
alongside other activities such as conferences and pro
fessional development. Like other learned societies, the 
RSA has worked over the past several years to identify 
inequities in funding, publication and representation 
and, notably, to better understand the underlying mechan
isms that drive these observed inequalities (Iammarino & 
Prenzel, 2018). Publication is particularly important, 
given its key role in career progression, professional recog
nition and hiring. In a series of blog posts in 2019 (Holmes 
& Hardy, 2019a, 2019b), the RSA took up questions 
related to publication and reviewing in its flagship journal, 
Regional Studies. The current paper is intended in the same 
spirit: providing baseline data and analysis of temporal 
trends, with a particular focus on the potential discernible 
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Our research makes a contribution to the growing lit
erature on disparities in academic publishing, especially as 
observed during the pandemic. It draws on a novel data
base containing track records of manuscript submission – 
including the progress from submission to acceptance – 
obtained from Taylor & Francis, the RSA journal pub
lisher. This enables the exploration of the potential pan
demic impact on the early stages of the publication 
process, without focusing solely on the outcome (i.e., pub
lished papers). Our analysis provides a recent baseline of 
more general submission and publication trends across 
five RSA journals. To achieve this goal, we analyse manu
script submission and decision trends across these five 
RSA journals, using data provided by Taylor & Francis, 
for all papers submitted between January 2018 and 
December 2022. We develop a manuscript database that 
includes geographical locations for lead authors and esti
mated gender for all authors on each manuscript. This 
enables us to investigate authors’ gender and geographical 
distribution in manuscript submission and to trace the 
final decision outcome, that is, whether an article is 
accepted or rejected. The primary aim of this analysis is 
to examine the effects of the pandemic on publication 
trends in RSA journals, especially where gender and 
location are concerned. Importantly – and unusually for 
many studies of this nature – with this database, we are 
able to focus on manuscript submissions and not merely 
observed differences in publication. Specifically, we address 
the following research questions, with an emphasis on the 

patterns associated with manuscript submission and 
decision outcomes. For each RSA journal, we explore 
three aspects of research productivity: how the number 
of submissions changed before, during and after the pan
demic; whether there are observed changes in submission 
trends among different author types (i.e., solo male/ 
female, mixed-gender teams and all-male/female teams) 
and by location; and how manuscript decision trends 
evolved over the study period, with a focus on the pan
demic period.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. 
The next section overviews the existing literature on 
inequalities in academia and the effects of the pandemic. 
Section 3 outlines the data and descriptive analysis 
approach. Sections 4 and 5 provide results and a discus
sion, respectively. Section 6 concludes.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Gender inequities across the research 
landscape
Gender influences every aspect of life, including across the 
academic and research landscape. A large and growing 
body of literature discusses gender inequalities in research 
productivity, from a variety of perspectives. For example, 
numerous studies suggest that there have been systemic 
gender disparities in all stages of knowledge production, 
ranging from the peer-review process (Helmer et al., 
2017) and grants and funding (Hechtman et al., 2018; 
Lawson et al., 2021) to research collaboration and publi
cation authorship (Auschra et al., 2022; Teele & Thelen, 
2017). In addition, women are often underrepresented in 
academia in many disciplines, due in part to gendered child
care responsibilities. The gender disparity in academic pub
lishing productivity has persisted for decades, with female 
researchers historically tending to publish fewer papers 
than their male colleagues, contributing to lower citation 
impact (Cole & Zuckerman, 1984). In addition, female 
academics often have less involvement in journal editorial 
boards, receive less competitive research funding and are 
more frequently employed on a casual or short-term basis, 
collectively limiting their research productivity (Stack, 
2004). This productivity (and recognition) gap presents a 
longstanding unresolved challenge.

Publication is often regarded as a key criterion in aca
demic research performance evaluation. The gendered 
dynamics in publication encompass multiple layers of 
under-representation, including journal article submission 
and acceptance rates, key authorships roles (such as first, 
corresponding and solo authors), co-authorship and even 
citation patterns. The gendered publication patterns are 
observed in a multifaceted way across disciplines. Recent 
evidence suggests that female academics submit relatively 
fewer manuscripts than their male counterparts, on aver
age, despite the increasing number of women research 
professionals. There is also a notable underrepresentation 
in the share of primary authorship articles by female 
authors and in top-tier journals (Chen & Seto, 2022; 
Djupe et al., 2019; Teele & Thelen, 2017). For example, 
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in the field of urban land science, only 27.6% of the pub
lished papers had women as first authors (Chen & Seto, 
2022). A comprehensive study by Son and Bell (2021), 
which analysed submission patterns across 145 multidisci
plinary journals between 2010 and 2016, found dispropor
tionately lower submission rates from female authors 
across various disciplines, particularly in first and last 
author positions: 19.1% in physical sciences, 27.7% in 
life sciences, 31.5% in biomedicine and health, and 38% 
in social sciences and humanities.

In a broader sense, these gendered dynamics within the 
academic publication landscape are not solely due to indi
vidual researchers’ productivity but also include external 
factors at play, such as gender imbalance in gatekeeping 
practices. The bodies of ‘arbiters’ in journals – that is, edi
tors and editorial boards – have a substantial influence in 
the entire cycle of publication and the research landscape, 
including the direction of journals, peer-review processes 
and manuscript acceptance or rejection decisions – termed 
‘admission gatekeeping’ (Schurr et al., 2020). Consequently, 
this leads to another barrier, inclusion gatekeeping, where 
individual researchers selectively choose whose work to 
cite and engage with, and whom to exclude based on 
their preferences or biases. These gatekeeping practices 
ultimately play an important role in shaping the main
stream production of intellectual work within academic 
disciplines (Franklin et al., 2021; Hedding & Breetzke, 
2021; Schurr et al., 2020).

Academic research collaboration has become an inte
gral part of research productivity, as evidenced by the con
tinued growth in multiple-authored papers across various 
disciplines. However, co-authorship introduces another 
aspect of gender inequity in publication patterns. The 
majority of co-authored papers are produced by all-male 
teams, whereas all-female teams represent only marginal 
shares of journal articles, despite increasing cross-gender 
collaborations within the research community (Djupe 
et al., 2019; Teele & Thelen, 2017). The gender gap in 
collaborations also manifests in the way credit is attributed 
among collaborators and co-authors. Women often receive 
less recognition or less favourable evaluations than their 
male colleagues from co-authored papers, wherein differ
ential credit attribution results in inequitable academic 
career progression, such as tenure and promotion (Gërx
hani et al., 2023; Sarsons et al., 2021). This can be 
observed in citation practices, where male-authored work 
receives more credit and is considered more central, 
being cited more frequently than women’s work (i.e., the 
Matthew effect that highlights cumulative advantage). 
The ‘legacy of gender disparity’ within academia further 
contributes to the citation gap (Peterson, 2018, p. 338), 
as older canonical works are predominantly written by 
male authors from many decades ago. This dominance 
reinforces male-dominated citation networks, potentially 
resulting in fewer opportunities for female researchers’ 
work to be cited, further perpetuating existing underrepre
sentation and citation gaps. Notably, even in disciplines 
dominated by female scholars, citation gaps persist 
(Dion et al., 2018).

Another factor found to contribute to gendered cita
tion patterns is self-citation behaviour: women tend to 
cite men’s work more often than their own, whereas 
men are more likely to cite themselves (Maliniak et al., 
2013). Furthermore, women’s research contributions 
tend to be less recognised, and in some cases their findings 
and credit are attributed to other male scholars, further 
diminishing the scholarly impact of their work. This 
phenomenon is referred to as the ‘Matilda’ effect (Dion 
& Mitchell, 2020; Maliniak et al., 2013). The imbalanced 
recognition or relative invisibility of women’s work is 
partly rooted in structural impediments, such as male- 
dominated professional research networks, as well as smal
ler audiences working on niche topics, both of which shape 
citation practices (Auschra et al., 2022; Chatterjee & Wer
ner, 2021).

Institutionalised gender inequities in academia are also 
intertwined with geography (Huang et al., 2020). Several 
studies have illuminated the intersection of gender and 
geography in authorship, revealing that there were more 
men in primary authorship positions (the first or last 
author, a convention in scientific fields often indicating 
the lead principal investigator) than their counterparts 
on nearly every continent (Merriman et al., 2021; Morgan 
et al., 2019; Rinaldo et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2022). In terms 
of global academic knowledge production, in general, 
papers from low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) 
are underrepresented in terms not only of sheer numbers 
but also of female representation. As evidenced by Chen 
and Seto (2022), the majority of publications in urban 
land science (93%) are authored by researchers affiliated 
with Asia, North America and Europe, while only a mar
ginal percentage of publications originate from Africa, 
South America and Oceania (2–3% each). Gender inequi
ties are particularly pronounced in Africa, where women 
account for just 14% of first authors. Similarly, Yao et al. 
(2022) highlighted gendered authorship patterns in global 
health journals across World Bank income groups, show
ing that 45.9% of female authors are from high-income 
countries and 43.4% from upper-middle-income 
countries, compared with only 28.2% from LMICs.

The preponderance of high-income countries in aca
demic publication is interlocked with the cycle of knowl
edge production and a broader mechanism, which 
involves market monopolisation and commodification. In 
particular, high subscription fees and article-processing 
charges (APCs) potentially hinder accessibility to major 
publishers for those based in LMICs. This geographical 
imbalance fosters an academic dependence on the publi
cations from resource-wealthy countries (e.g., the United 
States and Western European countries, and some East 
Asian countries), with their products serving as the princi
pal source of publishable knowledge. Meanwhile, intellec
tual works and knowledge from their counterparts are 
positioned as ‘subcontractors’, ultimately penalising aca
demics in LMICs (Collyer, 2018). Kloß (2017) also high
lights the invisible academic hierarchy in scientific 
knowledge in which Western knowledge is considered as 
the leading and influential mainstream among academic 
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communities, whereas ‘marginalized and subalternized 
nodes’ (p. 9) are considered to be on the fringe of knowl
edge or simply chasing the mainstream. These complex 
mechanisms play a role in geographical disparities and in 
the imbalances between the LMICs and resource-wealthy 
countries.

The internationalisation of academic publications is 
another factor sustaining the global dominance of Eng
lish-speaking countries (Collyer, 2018). Given that Eng
lish is the most common language in research 
publication and communication, it poses a particular chal
lenge for certain groups in non-English-speaking 
countries, especially when writing qualitative research 
papers (compared with papers that use the universal 
language of statistics and mathematics) (Hedding & 
Breetzke, 2021; Poon, 2003).

In summary, the mechanisms behind academic pub
lishing systematically reproduce inequalities in knowledge 
production in non-Anglophone LMICs, hampering the 
visibility of their work in flagship journals. These geo
graphical barrier further intersect with gender, contribut
ing to the underrepresentation of female researchers 
across disciplines in non-Anglophone LMICs (Memon 
et al., 2022).

2.2. Pandemic impacts on research publication
More recently, the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
academic publication has become a subject of considerable 
discussion, especially in light of pre-existing differences in 
research productivity between male and female academics. 
The findings are mixed regarding whether the pandemic 
imposed an additional ‘penalty’ on women. Many recent 
studies have shown that women’s research productivity 
decreased during the pandemic, particularly in its early 
stages, resulting in fewer papers published or submitted 
by female authors and female teams (Cui et al., 2022). 
In addition, there was an observable decline in women’s 
representation in primary authorship positions (King & 
Frederickson, 2021; Lerchenmüller et al., 2021; Muric 
et al., 2021; Pinho-Gomes et al., 2020). These studies 
reinforce the presupposition of a disproportionate pan
demic impact on women’s research productivity. On the 
other hand, Chen and Seto (2022) reached different con
clusions, finding an increase in women’s publication rate 
compared with men’s during the pandemic. Similarly, in 
some fields, there have been no pandemic effects observed 
within publication patterns (Jemielniak et al., 2023), 
although slowed submission trends have been observed 
(Son & Bell, 2022). It is likely that at least some of the 
observed differences in outcome are due to variations in 
disciplinary practice and characteristics.

Several studies have shown that global lockdowns and 
stay-at-home orders exacerbated gender inequities in 
scholarly publishing trends. The intersection of gender 
and geography has come to the forefront in these discus
sions, highlighting how COVID-19 intensified gender 
disparities in first authorship and the number of publi
cations by female researchers across almost all countries 
(Lerchenmüller et al., 2021; Muric et al., 2021). 

Conversely, Pinho-Gomes et al. (2020) found no notable 
geographical variation in the percentage of women in pri
mary authorship across continents. However, geographical 
disparities have become apparent in terms of the relative 
representation of female authors, with the lowest percen
tages in Africa and Oceania, followed by Europe, Asia 
and America (Pinho-Gomes et al., 2020). Since each 
country experienced different lockdowns with varying 
start and end dates, it may be challenging to observe pro
nounced geographical variations and make comparisons 
between countries on a global scale.

Overall, the existing research on gender and geo
graphical disparities in academic publishing demonstrates 
the value of data and documentation: without baseline 
numbers, establishing disparities (and their evolution 
over time) is especially difficult. Existing research also 
highlights the value of investigating the particular case of 
regional studies and RSA journals. Without evidence, it 
is difficult to enact change or understand how regional 
studies compares to other disciplines. This paper fills 
these gaps by assembling a database that spans five years 
(2018–22), covering pre-pandemic, pandemic and post- 
pandemic years, evaluating submission and publication 
trends across five RSA journals, and assessing the impact 
of the COVID-19 pandemic.

3. DATA AND METHODS

3.1. Data
The RSA currently publishes six journals – Regional 
Studies; Spatial Economic Analysis (SEA); Territory, Politics, 
Governance (TPG); Regional Studies, Regional Science 
(RSRS); Area Development and Policy (ADP); and Finance 
and Space.1 These journals cover a wide range of topics in 
regional studies, regional science and multidisciplinary 
fields, encompassing economics, geography, territorial 
politics, planning, etc. For our study, we exclude Finance 
and Space, which was only founded in 2023.

The RSA journals published by Taylor & Francis use 
the ScholarOne online submission system to track infor
mation on manuscript status and author details, including 
names and the institutional affiliation of authors. Taylor & 
Francis provided information for all manuscripts sub
mitted for peer-review between January 2018 and Decem
ber 2022. This data came as two tables: one providing 
manuscript-level data, including date of submission and 
final decision; the other with names and countries of all 
authors across all manuscripts. These tables can be linked 
by a unique manuscript ID (Table 1). The raw data include 
detailed records about manuscript submission and author 
information listed in each manuscript. Ethics approval 
was sought and given by Newcastle University and infor
mation was securely stored to protect sensitive data. 
Once the gender and geography variables were created, 
the data were anonymised for all subsequent analysis. 
This dataset is novel as it includes all submissions, regard
less of the outcome, and not only published papers. This 
provides additional insight into the impact on academic 
research productivity during the pandemic. In total, 
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there are 7858 manuscript submissions with 27,323 unique 
authors2 across all RSA journals in this period.

Because self-reported gender was not collected at the 
time of submission, a gender-attribution algorithm3

using author names was employed to predict the gender 
of all authors in the author file. In common with other 
similar research (e.g., Chen & Seto, 2022; Son & Bell, 
2021), the algorithms employed generate only binary gen
der (female/male) outcomes. The predicted gender infor
mation serves as the foundation for pairing gender and 
authorship to further explore the gendered dynamics in 
submission and decision trends by authorship categories. 
Because collaborative research and multiple authorship 
have become increasingly common among academics 
and institutions (Hunter & Leahey, 2008), we also explore 
the degree of cross-gender collaboration, along with geo
graphical variations in lead authorship.

In this study, we analyse and present our data through a 
quantitative feminist approach, specifically adopting fem
inist visualisation to enrich discussion of gendered patterns 
in research productivity across space and over time in 
manuscript submissions during the pandemic crisis 
(Kwan, 2002; McLafferty, 1995). This critical practice 
aligns with feminist empiricism (Blickenstaff, 2005), 
enabling us to develop a nuanced understanding of differ
ences or inequities in knowledge production and the geo
graphies of the body (Kwan, 2002; Sheppard et al., 2023). 
However, since our analysis relies on gender binaries, our 
findings are subject to generalisation and ‘partial’ knowl
edge, providing a limited representation of gender identi
ties (Sultana, 2017). We acknowledge that this limitation 
may not be fully representative of diversity in the gender 
spectrum within academic communities and hope this 
study serves as a stimulus for improving the collection 

Table 1. Database structure and variables.
Manuscript information Author information

Journal acronym and unique manuscript ID Associated manuscript IDs

Submission date (yyyy-mm-dd) Author IDs

Final decision: accepted, rejected, withdrawn, revision overdue, 

pending (i.e., no decision)

Names (for attributing gender)

Final decision date Authorship attribution for each manuscript (e.g., lead author)

Number of revisions to final decision Country

Figure 1. Data analysis and gender identification workflow.
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and monitoring of equity and diversity data in the publi
cation process.

3.2. Methods
We employ a two-step approach using name-to-gender 
inference application programming interfaces (APIs) to 
estimate authors’ gender based on their first names. A 
major advantage of these APIs is their straightforward 
implementation, enabling fast and efficient data-proces
sing for a large number of records. This is possible 
because the algorithms rely on extensive data from public 
social media profiles, government databases and other 
sources for gender prediction (Chen & Seto, 2022). 
Among various gender detection tools, Gender API and 
Namsor API have demonstrated the highest accuracy in 
performance tests and the broadest coverage for Chinese 
names (Sebo, 2021). Therefore, this study chose to utilise 
these two APIs simultaneously for inferring the gender of 
authors.

As an initial step, the raw data were cleaned to enhance 
the overall accuracy of gender prediction by recoding names 
with accents (e.g., Sørina, Félice, Chloë, Adrián) to their 
Romanised forms. Subsequently, we implemented the Gen
der API to predict gender and scrutinise overall accuracy. If a 
name had an accuracy score below a certain threshold (80%), 
which was most common with Chinese names using pinyin 
(i.e., Mandarin Chinese in Roman letters) in the database, 
we employed the Namsor API as a second step. Finally, 
we obtained predicted female/male gender from both APIs 
for all authors, and these results were appended to the 
author-level data. All authors were assigned a gender, 
aside from the lead authors of 26 manuscripts. These were 
not assigned a gender from the APIs, resulting in them 
being labelled as ‘unknown’, possibly due to their gender- 
neutral or unique names not found in the algorithm data
bases. It is important to bear in mind that the results from 
the APIs might vary each time the algorithm is run, poten
tially resulting in slight changes to gender attribution (Nam
sor, 2018). Of the 7832 submissions with gender attached, 
5392 were male-led (68.8%) and 2440 were female-led 
(31.2%). This series of data-processing steps generated sev
eral additional variables, including the number of authors for 
each article, number of female authors, lead author’s country 
and lead author’s gender.

After creating the manuscript-level dataset with 
gender and geography variables, we conducted a 
descriptive analysis to assess the representation of 
female academics by ‘authorship constellations’ for 
each journal across each year (Auschra et al., 2022; 
Rigg et al., 2012; Williams et al., 2018). We created 
six authorship categories: solo male, solo female, all- 
male team, all-female team, male-led mixed-gender 
team and female-led mixed gender team. For example, 
a paper is classified as a male-led mixed-gender team 
if it includes at least one female collaborator, with the 
lead author being male. These gender compositions 
enable us to gain a detailed understanding of changes 
in submission and final decision trends across these 
groups. In terms of geographical analysis, we aggregated 

the countries of the lead authors by continent rather 
than conducting country-specific analyses to provide a 
broader perspective on gendered geography in women’s 
research productivity. The overall procedure for data- 
processing and analysis is illustrated in Figure 1.

4. RESULTS

4.1. General trends in overall submissions in all 
RSA journals, 2018–22
More manuscripts were submitted to RSA journals during 
the pandemic period, with a 52% increase in 2020 com
pared with 2018 and a 31% increase in 2020 compared 
with 2019 (Figure 2). In 2021, submissions only saw a 
slight decline – in line with a potential pandemic slump 
– followed by another increase in submissions in 2022. 
During the early post-pandemic period in 2022, the sub
mission rate was at its highest level since 2018, albeit 
not as high as the 2018–20 trend might have suggested.

Table 2 shows the breakdown of overall submissions 
across RSA journals. In all years, Regional Studies received 
the majority share of submissions – over 60% of all sub
missions to RSA journals – although this drops slightly 
from 2020 onwards. For Regional Studies, there is no indi
cation of a pandemic slump in submissions; in fact, the 
number climbs steadily every year, although perhaps not 
as much as it would have had the pandemic not occurred. 
The other four journals see large jumps in 2020, 
suggesting that the early pandemic had the effect of 
increasing submissions. In 2021, however, there is a 
slump in submissions in SEA, TPG and RSRS, possibly 
reflecting a delayed impact in research productivity. That 
is, manuscripts submitted in 2020, after the onset of the 
pandemic, were likely already nearing completion, 
suggesting a need to look ahead to 2021–23 to observe 
any deferred impacts or long-term repercussions (Chen 
& Seto, 2022; Fox & Meyer, 2021). Indeed, by 2021, 
the effect of researchers not being able to start new 
research begins to be seen. By 2022, Regional Studies and 
SEA appear to have recovered, with submission levels 
higher than in 2018. In contrast, TPG increased from 
2021, but at a level that remains lower than 2020. RSRS, 
however, appears to have experienced a delayed pandemic 
effect, with 2022 submission levels lower than either 2020 
or 2021. Similarly, ADP only appears potentially affected 
by the pandemic in 2022, with year-on-year increases in 
submissions up until then.

4.2. Submission trends by authorship type and 
continent
Digging deeper into submission trends, we next break 
down submissions for each journal by authorship type 
and gender. Figure 3 shows how authorship type varies 
over time, as explained in more detail below.

4.2.1. Regional Studies
In terms of co-authorship, a preponderance of submissions 
consistently comes from all-male teams and male-led 
mixed-gender teams throughout the study period (Figure 3
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and Table 3). That said, female authors are increasingly 
involved in collaborative production by participating in 
either male-led mixed-gender teams, all-female teams or 
mixed gender teams. Submissions from female-led 
mixed-gender teams have been increasing since 2018. 
However, there is a slight proportional decline in sub
missions from 2021 to 2022 compared with previous 
years. This is in contrast to the proportional increase in 
submissions from male-led mixed gender teams. These 
results indicate that the regional studies community is, 
albeit perhaps slowly, transitioning towards a higher 
share of female researchers (i.e., female doctoral students 
and early-career researchers become more senior and 
increasingly take on research leadership roles). The slight 

decline we see from 2021 to 2022 is consistent with 
these women being, hopefully only temporarily, slowed 
by the burdens of the pandemic.

Where solo-authored submissions are concerned, sub
missions from both solo female authors and solo male 
authors have been steadily declining since 2018 and are 
well below the rates of all-male and male-led co-authored 
submissions. Submissions from solo male authors experi
enced a higher rate of decline than solo female authors, 
particularly since 2020. However, across all years, their 
share of submissions has remained approximately double 
that of solo female authors. Across all co-authorship cat
egories, all-female teams have maintained by far the lowest 
level of submissions, reinforcing previous findings on 

Figure 2. Total annual submissions of new manuscripts to all RSA journals, 2018–22.

Table 2. Total annual submissions of new manuscripts across RSA journals, 2018–22.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of total RSA 

submissions)
N (% of total RSA 

submissions)
N (% of total RSA 

submissions)
N (% of total RSA 

submissions)
N (% of total RSA 

submissions)

Regional Studies 747 (64.0%) 890 (65.5%) 1070 (60.3%) 1092 (63.7%) 1176 (63.8%)

Spatial Economic 

Analysis

144 (12.3%) 146 (10.7%) 185 (10.4%) 124 (7.2%) 191 (10.4%)

Territory, Politics, 

Governance

121 (10.4%) 157 (11.6%) 276 (15.5%) 238 (13.9%) 248 (13.4%)

Regional Studies, 

Regional Science

91 (7.8%) 103 (7.6%) 133 (7.5%) 131 (7.6%) 110 (6.0%)

Area Development 

and Policy

64 (5.5%) 63 (4.6%) 111 (6.3%) 128 (7.5%) 119 (6.5%)

Total 1167 (100.0%) 1359 (100.0%) 1775 (100.0%) 1713 (100.0%) 1844 (100.0%)
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gender differences in collaboration. This disparity is 
attributed not only to differences in individuals’ collabor
ation and publication behaviours but also to the relative 
scarcity of women’s clubs compared with ‘old boy net
works’ (Auschra et al., 2022; Djupe et al., 2019; McDowell 
et al., 2006; Teele & Thelen, 2017; Young, 1995).

4.2.2. Spatial Economic Analysis (SEA)
The overall trends for SEA are similar to those observed 
for Regional Studies, with all-male teams dominating sub
missions, followed by male-led mixed gender teams, 
female-led mixed gender teams, solo male authors, all- 
female teams and, lastly, solo female authors. The share 
of authors that are male was 71.2% in 2022 – the highest 
prevalence of male authors across all RSA journals. In 

2021, solo female authors submitted only three papers, 
while all-female teams submitted four papers, marking 
the lowest submission counts across all journals for that 
year (Table 3). Notably, between 2020 and 2021, the num
ber of submissions in every authorship category decreased, 
from 185 to 124 submissions (Table 3). This appears to 
clearly demonstrate pandemic effects that impacted all 
authorship groups. Increases in the share of submissions 
from teams of authors between 2020 and 2021 may also 
indicate ways in which collaborative research was more 
robust to pandemic effects than solo research, whether 
male or female (or a deliberate strategic pivot across 
teams to maintain productivity). In 2022, overall sub
missions increased, recovering from this temporary 
setback.

Figure 3. Total annual manuscript submissions by authorship type, 2018–22.
Note: The y-axis represents the percentage of annual journal submissions for each RSA journal.
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Table 3. Total annual manuscript submissions across RSA journals by authorship type, 2018–22.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of journal 

total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

Regional Studies 

(total)

747 (100.0%) 890 (100.0%) 1,070 (100.0%) 1,092 (100.0%) 1,176 (100.0%)

Solo male 135 (18.1%) 120 (13.5%) 162 (15.1%) 135 (12.4%) 128 (10.9%)

Solo female 59 (7.9%) 47 (5.3%) 59 (5.5%) 51 (4.7%) 58 (4.9%)

Team all male 204 (27.3%) 268 (30.1%) 305 (28.5%) 301 (27.6%) 310 (26.4%)

Team all female 43 (5.8%) 50 (5.6%) 62 (5.8%) 67 (6.1%) 82 (7.0%)

Team mixed, male 

led

190 (25.4%) 236 (26.5%) 264 (24.7%) 299 (27.4%) 352 (29.9%)

Team mixed, 

female led

115 (15.4%) 167 (18.8%) 215 (20.1%) 233 (21.3%) 242 (20.6%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

authora

1 (0.1%) 2 (0.2%) 3 (0.3%) 6 (0.5%) 4 (0.3%)

Spatial Economic 

Analysis (total)

144 (100.0%) 146 (100.0%) 185 (100.0%) 124 (100.0%) 191 (100.0%)

Solo male 20 (13.9%) 23 (15.8%) 36 (19.5%) 15 (12.1%) 27 (14.1%)

Solo female 12 (8.3%) 4 (2.7%) 9 (4.9%) 3 (2.4%) 6 (3.1%)

Team all male 39 (27.1%) 50 (34.2%) 60 (32.4%) 42 (33.9%) 63 (33.0%)

Team all female 10 (6.9%) 5 (3.4%) 9 (4.9%) 4 (3.2%) 14 (7.3%)

Team mixed, male 

led

27 (18.8%) 33 (22.6%) 43 (23.2%) 33 (26.6%) 46 (24.1%)

Team mixed, 

female led

36 (25.0%) 31 (21.2%) 28 (15.1%) 26 (21.0%) 34 (17.8%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

author

– – – 1 (0.8%) 1 (0.5%)

Territory, Politics, 

Governance (total)

121 (100.0%) 157 (100.0%) 276 (100.0%) 238 (100.0%) 248 (100.0%)

Solo male 50 (41.3%) 63 (40.1%) 80 (29.0%) 69 (29.0%) 76 (30.6%)

Solo female 23 (19.0%) 20 (12.7%) 40 (14.5%) 31 (13.0%) 33 (13.3%)

Team all male 15 (12.4%) 26 (16.6%) 47 (17.0%) 37 (15.5%) 56 (22.6%)

Team all female 8 (6.6%) 11 (7.0%) 14 (5.1%) 13 (5.5%) 16 (6.5%)

Team mixed, male 

led

15 (12.4%) 25 (15.9%) 60 (21.7%) 57 (23.9%) 32 (12.9%)

Team mixed, 

female led

10 (8.3%) 11 (7.0%) 34 (12.3%) 31 (13.0%) 34 (13.7%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

author

– 1 (0.6%) 1 (0.4%) – 1 (0.4%)

Regional Studies, 

Regional Science 

(total)

91 (100.0%) 103 (100.0%) 133 (100.0%) 131 (100.0%) 110 (100.0%)

Solo male 22 (24.2%) 27 (26.2%) 23 (17.3%) 30 (22.9%) 23 (20.9%)

(Continued ) 
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Although there is no clear gender difference in the 
potential impacts of the pandemic, male-led and all- 
male teams have increased as a share of total submissions 
between 2018 and 2022 (albeit with slight decreases in 
2021–22), perhaps due to a lack of capacity on the part 
of women researchers to lead or contribute on papers 
(Figure 3). Solo male submissions, which peaked in 
2020 and subsequently fell sharply in 2021, are roughly 
back where they were in 2018, as a share of total sub
missions. Solo female papers, in contrast, have substan
tially declined as a share of total submissions over this 
period and have yet to fully recover. All-female teams 
have only in 2022 recovered to 2018 levels.

4.2.3. Territory, Politics, Governance (TPG)
TPG attracts relatively more submissions from solo 
authors of both genders, although this trend has been 
decreasing over time, as a share of total annual submissions 
(Figure 3). This observed pattern could be attributable to 
the characteristics of the journal, serving as a platform 
for a broad range of disciplines, particularly those 

involving political aspects. According to Metz and Jäckle 
(2017), single authorship is the prevailing practice in pol
itical science, and this disciplinary trend could have been 
one factor that attracts more single-author submissions 
compared with other RSA journals. There exists a persist
ent gender gap between the share of solo male and solo 
female authors, with men’s outnumbering women’s by at 
least 2:1. For instance, in 2018, 41.3% of the submissions 
came from solo male authors and 19% came from solo 
female authors. In contrast, for Regional Studies the corre
sponding figures were roughly half that – 18.1% and 7.9%, 
respectively – indicating the wider range of author-types of 
submissions received by Regional Studies, as well as a simi
larity in gap between solo male and solo female author 
submissions.

Between 2020 and 2022, we observe potential pan
demic impact within three authorship groups: all-male 
teams (a slight decline in 2020–21, followed by a sharp 
rebound in 2022), solo male authors (a steep decline in 
2020, followed by very modest recovery) and solo female 
authors (a slight increase in 2020, followed a slight 

Table 3. Continued.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of journal 

total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

Solo female 20 (22.0%) 10 (9.7%) 16 (12.0%) 14 (10.7%) 8 (7.3%)

Team all male 21 (23.1%) 26 (25.0%) 26 (19.5%) 32 (24.4%) 27 (24.5%)

Team all female 4 (4.4%) 6 (5.8%) 9 (6.8%) 7 (5.3%) 3 (2.7%)

Team mixed, male 

led

10 (11.0%) 20 (19.4%) 28 (21.1%) 30 (22.9%) 25 (22.7%)

Team mixed, 

female led

14 (15.4%) 11 (10.7%) 31 (23.3%) 18 (13.7%) 24 (21.8%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

author

– 3 (2.9%) – – –

Area Development 

and Policy (total)

64 (100.0%) 63 (100.0%) 111 (100.0%) 128 (100.0%) 119 (100.0%)

Solo male 18 (28.1%) 22 (34.9%) 36 (32.4%) 30 (23.4%) 27 (22.7%)

Solo female 2 (3.1%) 9 (14.3%) 9 (8.1%) 19 (14.8%) 12 (10.1%)

Team all male 21 (32.8%) 6 (9.5%) 30 (27.0%) 28 (21.9%) 30 (25.2%)

Team all female 4 (6.2%) 2 (3.2%) 1 (0.9%) 5 (3.9%) 5 (4.2%)

Team mixed, male 

led

12 (18.8%) 15 (23.8%) 17 (15.3%) 32 (25.0%) 24 (20.2%)

Team mixed, 

female led

7 (10.9%) 8 (12.7%) 18 (16.2%) 13 (10.2%) 21 (17.6%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

author

– 1 (1.6%) – 1 (0.8%) –

Note: Each journal sums to 100% annually. The number of manuscripts by authorship type was divided by the total annual submissions for each respective 
journal. 
aThe number of authors was multiple (more than two); however, the lead author’s gender was not predicted, even with a two-step gender estimation 
approach.
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decrease). Prior to the pandemic, all-male teams and solo 
male authors were experiencing year-over-year growth. 
However, during the pandemic these groups saw declines 
in both absolute terms and growth rates. They then 
showed evidence of recovery in 2022. In addition, in 
2021, all-male teams accounted for 15.5% of sub
missions, whereas male-led mixed gender teams consti
tuted 23.9% of submissions. However, in the early 
post-pandemic period of 2022, this trend reversed, with 
all-male teams becoming the dominant co-authorship 
group.

4.2.4. Regional Studies, Regional Science (RSRS)
Within RSRS, the authorship distribution was fairly 
diverse in 2018, with solo male authors, solo female 
authors and all-male teams each contributing approxi
mately 20% of the submissions. Since then, solo female 
author submissions have dropped in 2022 by more than 
half from their 2018 peak. Meanwhile, all-male teams 
and solo male authors have maintained relatively stable 
trends, with solo male submissions experiencing a steep 
decline in their share of submissions in 2020, followed 
by year-on-year increases. Consistent with other RSA 
journals, all-female teams are the smallest share of sub
missions; this group had been increasing its share of sub
missions up to 2020, but has declined following the 
pandemic.

One potential explanation for the significant decrease 
in solo female authorship in 2020 could be an increase in 
APCs. RSRS, being an open-access journal, had an 
APC of £615 in 2020; however, the cost has since 
risen to £1460. A recent study found that female 
researchers submitted significantly fewer grant proposals 
compared with their male counterparts during the pan
demic, resulting in gender disparities in securing extra
mural funding (Roubinov et al., 2022), which is often 
used to fund APCs. In addition, this may have hindered 
new data collection and research progress. The increas
ing APC prices and reduced external grants during 
COVID-19 might have imposed a greater burden on 
female researchers as a consequence of a delayed 
knock-on effect, disproportionately affecting their 
research productivity.

4.2.5. Area Development and Policy (ADP)
As shown in Table 3, ADP has received the fewest sub
missions across all RSA journals, totalling 485 submissions 
from 2018 to 2022. Possibly due to the small sample size, 
the slope of each authorship category in Figure 3 fluctuates 
significantly each year. Despite this variability, several 
authorship trends are apparent. In general, the majority 
of submissions are derived from solo male authors (five- 
year average of 28%), followed by all-male teams (five- 
year average of 23.3%) and male-led mixed gender teams 
(five-year average of 20.6%). All-female teams consistently 
submit the smallest number of papers, with the journal 
receiving only one submission in 2020 compared with 30 
from all-male teams in the same year. Relative to other 
RSA journals, during the pandemic, there is an increasing 

trend with solo female authors (albeit with a dip in their 
share of total submissions in 2020) and male-led mixed- 
gender teams. Indeed, submissions from solo women 
experienced approximately 111% growth between 2020 
and 2021.

4.3. Submission trends by continent
Figure 4 and Table 4 show the proportion of manuscript 
submissions from six continents.4 Across all journals, 
with the exception of ADP, the majority of submissions 
come from Europe, followed by Asia and North America, 
while the other continents occupy only a small share of 
total submissions. In the case of ADP, Asia consistently 
ranks first, accounting for an average of 53.5% of sub
missions over the five-year period. Asia’s geographical 
dominance is linked not only to the journal’s focus on 
emerging economies but is also likely due to the fact that 
ADP’s editorial board is housed in China. In Regional 
Studies, the gap between Europe and Asia has been nar
rowing since 2018, despite the pandemic, with Asia nearly 
overtaking Europe’s longstanding predominance. Among 
Asian countries, China has overwhelmingly been the 
major contributor to the increasing share of submissions 
between 2018 and 2022, accounting for 50.3% and 
69.5%, respectively. Following China, India and Turkey 
are ranked second and third, respectively, with South 
Korea coming in fourth, making up 13% of the total sub
missions in 2022.

Asia’s dominance is also observed in SEA and RSRS, 
with SEA experiencing an earlier shift, in 2020. The SEA 
shift is attributed to increased submissions from Asian 
countries, while the number of submissions from Euro
pean countries remained relatively stable between 2019 
and 2020. In 2019, submissions from Asian countries 
totalled 49, coming from China (26), Turkey (five), 
Japan (four), India (four), Iran (three), South Korea 
(two) and other countries (five). In 2020, submissions 
from Asian countries increased to 79, with China leading 
the majority (30), followed by Turkey (12), South Korea 
(six) and contributions from various other countries. 
While the gap between Asia and Europe has narrowed 
in other journals, European-led submissions in TPG con
tinue to widen their lead, highlighting a significant dis
parity between Asia-led submissions. This could be 
attributed to differences in research topics and epistemo
logical approaches adopted by authors across the global 
academic community. In general, there is a gender- 
related difference or preference in research methods 
employed by authors, with women being more likely to 
engage with non-positivist or post-positivist approaches, 
and men being more likely to adopt scientific methods 
and empirical evidence (Maliniak et al., 2013). These 
differences are also projected onto regional disparities, 
potentially contributing to the lagging-behind of Asia- 
led submissions in TPG. In Asia, positivist quantitat
ive-oriented journals, such as SEA, dominate due to the 
academic environment and (possibly) the relative ease 
of writing in English for quantitative journals. Mean
while, authors from Asia submitting to international 
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qualitative-oriented journals such as TPG may face a 
silent struggle due to the language barrier, which presents 
an additional obstacle to non-native English speakers in 
publishing in international journals. This may lead to a 
smaller share of Asia-led submissions in TPG, aligning 
with a broader pattern observed in non-English-speaking 
countries, which emphasises expanding co-authorship 
networks with English-speaking counterparts (Poon, 
2003).

When looking at Regional Studies, the bottom three 
continents (Africa, South America and Oceania) experi
enced a peak in submissions in 2020 (Table 4). However, 
their submissions nearly halved by 2022 after the onset of 
the pandemic, and there is no sign of a submission recov
ery. Between 2020 and 2021, in both TPG and RSRS, 
there was a minor decrease in submissions coming from 
Europe. However, the two journals have taken different 
paths in the early post-pandemic period, with TPG 
showing signs of recovery in European-led submissions, 
while RSRS continues to experience lingering effects 
from the pandemic, where European submissions are 
concerned.

4.4. Case study: In-depth submission trends by 
authorship types across continents in regional 
studies
Figure 5 illustrates the breakdown of submissions by 
authorship type across continents for Regional Studies. 
A significant proportion of submissions originate from 
all-male teams and male-led mixed-gender teams, 
particularly in Europe and Asia (Table 5). Across conti
nents and authorship types, women are underrepre
sented, particularly with solo-female and all-female 
teams, submitting only half as many manuscripts as 
their male counterparts. In general, in Europe and 
Asia, there is a growing trend of collaboration, especially 
among mixed gender teams, as demonstrated in Table 5
and Figure 5, which include at least one female col
league. This practice of mixed-gender research is predo
minantly led by Europe and Asia. The increase in mix- 
gender teams is a hopeful sign, perhaps an indicator of 
the increased presence of female researchers in regional 
studies and of their contributions to the field.

Regardless of gender and authorship types, sub
missions from Americas, Africa and Oceania consistently 

Figure 4. Total annual manuscript submissions by RSA journal and continent of lead author, 2018–22.
Note: The y-axis represents the percentage of annual journal submissions for each RSA journal.
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accounted for a small share, indicating ongoing underre
presentation with no significant impact from COVID- 
19. On the other hand, there is a pandemic-related 

effect in solo authorship in Asia. It appears that men 
experienced a delayed impact in 2022, whereas women 
experienced a more immediate impact in 2021. In the 

Table 4. Total annual manuscript submissions across RSA journals by continent, 2018–22.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of journal 

total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

N (% of journal 
total annual 
submissions)

Regional Studies 

(total)

747 (100.0%) 890 (100.0%) 1,070 (100.0%) 1,092 (100.0%) 1,176 (100.0%)

Africa 15 (2.0%) 19 (2.1%) 35 (3.3%) 27 (2.5%) 18 (1.5%)

North America 55 (7.4%) 90 (10.1%) 81 (7.6%) 83 (7.6%) 52 (4.4%)

South America 18 (2.4%) 43 (4.8%) 54 (5.0%) 41 (3.8%) 29 (2.5%)

Asia 189 (25.3%) 256 (28.8%) 346 (32.3%) 403 (36.9%) 521 (44.3%)

Europe 428 (57.3%) 451 (50.7%) 504 (47.1%) 497 (45.5%) 527 (44.8%)

Oceania 42 (5.6%) 31 (3.5%) 50 (4.7%) 41 (3.8%) 29 (2.5%)

Spatial Economic 

Analysis (total)

144 (100.0%) 146 (100.0%) 185 (100.0%) 124 (100.0%) 191 (100.0%)

Africa 8 (5.6%) 4 (2.7%) 10 (5.4%) 9 (7.3%) 2 (1.0%)

North America 15 (10.4%) 13 (8.9%) 13 (7.0%) 10 (8.1%) 17 (8.9%)

South America 4 (2.8%) 8 (5.5%) 8 (4.3%) 10 (8.1%) 10 (5.2%)

Asia 39 (27.1%) 49 (33.6%) 79 (42.7%) 49 (39.5%) 87 (45.5%)

Europe 76 (52.8%) 71 (48.6%) 74 (40.0%) 44 (35.5%) 70 (36.6%)

Oceania 2 (1.4%) 1 (0.7%) 1 (0.5%) 2 (1.6%) 5 (2.6%)

Territory, Politics, 

Governance (total)

121 (100.0%) 157 (100.0%) 276 (100.0%) 238 (100.0%) 248 (100.0%)

Africa 7 (5.8%) 11 (7.0%) 14 (5.1%) 12 (5.0%) 21 (8.5%)

North America 18 (14.9%) 27 (17.2%) 26 (9.4%) 33 (13.9%) 25 (10.1%)

South America 2 (1.7%) 3 (1.9%) 12 (4.3%) 17 (7.1%) 6 (2.4%)

Asia 27 (22.3%) 29 (18.5%) 70 (25.4%) 64 (26.9%) 66 (26.6%)

Europe 62 (51.2%) 84 (53.5%) 143 (51.8%) 105 (44.1%) 127 (51.2%)

Oceania 5 (4.1%) 3 (1.9%) 11 (4.0%) 7 (2.9%) 3 (1.2%)

Regional Studies, 

Regional Science 

(total)

91 (100.0%) 103 (100.0%) 133 (100.0%) 131 (100.0%) 110 (100.0%)

Africa 6 (6.6%) 2 (1.9%) 4 (3.0%) 4 (3.1%) 5 (4.5%)

North America 6 (6.6%) 9 (8.7%) 8 (6.0%) 12 (9.2%) 4 (3.6%)

South America 1 (1.1%) 4 (3.9%) 4 (3.0%) 5 (3.8%) 1 (0.9%)

Asia 26 (28.6%) 30 (29.1%) 43 (32.3%) 42 (32.1%) 45 (40.9%)

Europe 46 (50.5%) 50 (48.5%) 67 (50.4%) 59 (45.0%) 48 (43.6%)

Oceania 6 (6.6%) 8 (7.8%) 7 (5.3%) 9 (6.9%) 7 (6.4%)

Area Development 

and Policy (total)

64 (100.0%) 63 (100.0%) 111 (100.0%) 128 (100.0%) 119 (100.0%)

Africa 3 (4.7%) 4 (6.3%) 12 (10.8%) 14 (10.9%) 7 (5.9%)

North America 3 (4.7%) 7 (11.1%) 11 (9.9%) 8 (6.2%) 6 (5.0%)

South America 6 (9.4%) 10 (15.9%) 12 (10.8%) 6 (4.7%) 8 (6.7%)

Asia 38 (59.4%) 26 (41.3%) 54 (48.6%) 77 (60.2%) 69 (58.0%)

Europe 11 (17.2%) 14 (22.2%) 20 (18.0%) 18 (14.1%) 23 (19.3%)

Oceania 3 (4.7%) 2 (3.2%) 2 (1.8%) 5 (3.9%) 6 (5.0%)

Note: Raw numbers represent the count of manuscripts submitted to each journal, categorised by continent. Each journal sums up to 100% annually. The 
number of manuscripts by continent was divided by the total annual submissions for each respective journal.
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case of Europe, the number of submissions from women 
has remained stable, while that from men has decreased 
since 2020. At the same time, male-led mixed gender 
teams increased, possibly indicating a shift towards col
laborative research. Overall, during the study period, the 
leading story is less about pandemic effects or gender 
and more about shifting submission geographies, with, 
in many authorship categories, European submissions 
stable or declining and Asian increasing. Forecasting 
ahead, this suggests that gains in female submissions 
will largely come down to shifting academic practices 
in Asia.

4.5. Decision trends by authorship type and 
location
Manuscript submissions are only one component of the 
publication process. The other is outcome: whether a 
manuscript is accepted for publication. Our third research 
question aimed to investigate overall manuscript decision 
trends over time and to assess potential effects from 
COVID-19. For example, in order to maintain pro
ductivity, researchers might submit less-polished work, 
under pressure to get papers submitted. Pandemic effects 
would, in that case, be less reflected in submission num
bers but more apparent in decisions to reject. To assess 

Figure 5. Total annual Regional Studies manuscript submissions by continent and authorship type, 2018–22.
Note: The y-axis represents the percentage of annual journal submissions for Regional Studies.
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Table 5. Total annual Regional Studies manuscript submissions by continent and authorship type, 2018–22.

Authorship 
type Continent

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of total 
annual 
submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

Regional Studies (total) 747 (100.0%) 890 (100.0%) 1,070 (100.0%) 1,092 (100.0%) 1,176 (100.0%)

Solo male Total 135 (18.1%) 120 (13.5%) 162 (15.1%) 135 (12.4%) 128 (10.9%)

Africa 5 (0.7%) 4 (0.4%) 9 (0.8%) 6 (0.5%) 7 (0.6%)

North 

America

10 (1.3%) 19 (2.1%) 15 (1.4%) 13 (1.2%) 12 (1%)

South 

America

1 (0.1%) 2 (0.2%) 6 (0.6%) 4 (0.4%) 4 (0.3%)

Asia 44 (5.9%) 28 (3.1%) 56 (5.2%) 60 (5.5%) 49 (4.2%)

Europe 70 (9.4%) 60 (6.7%) 73 (6.8%) 50 (4.6%) 48 (4.1%)

Oceania 5 (0.7%) 7 (0.8%) 3 (0.3%) 2 (0.2%) 8 (0.7%)

Solo female Total 59 (7.9%) 47 (5.3%) 59 (5.5%) 51 (4.7%) 58 (4.9%)

Africa – 4 (0.4%) 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%)

North 

America

1 (0.1%) 6 (0.7%) 6 (0.6%) 5 (0.5%) 2 (0.2%)

South 

America

1 (0.1%) – 1 (0.1%) – –

Asia 17 (2.3%) 14 (1.6%) 25 (2.3%) 19 (1.7%) 26 (2.2%)

Europe 40 (5.4%) 23 (2.6%) 22 (2.1%) 25 (2.3%) 28 (2.4%)

Oceania – – 3 (0.3%) 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%)

Team all male Total 204 (27.3%) 268 (30.1%) 305 (28.5%) 301 (27.6%) 310 (26.4%)

Africa 5 (0.7%) 6 (0.7%) 16 (1.5%) 12 (1.1%) 4 (0.3%)

North 

America

14 (1.9%) 35 (3.9%) 29 (2.7%) 30 (2.7%) 13 (1.1%)

South 

America

6 (0.8%) 14 (1.6%) 26 (2.4%) 12 (1.1%) 7 (0.6%)

Asia 51 (6.8%) 79 (8.9%) 95 (8.9%) 100 (9.2%) 149 (12.7%)

Europe 112 (15.0%) 124 (13.9%) 122 (11.4%) 135 (12.4%) 129 (11.0%)

Oceania 16 (2.1%) 10 (1.1%) 17 (1.6%) 12 (1.1%) 8 (0.7%)

Team all female Total 43 (5.8%) 50 (5.6%) 62 (5.8%) 67 (6.1%) 82 (7.0%)

Africa – 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%) –

North 

America

3 (0.4%) 4 (0.4%) 5 (0.5%) 5 (0.5%) 5 (0.4%)

South 

America

– 1 (0.1%) 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%)

Asia 6 (0.8%) 12 (1.3%) 15 (1.4%) 17 (1.6%) 33 (2.8%)

Europe 32 (4.3%) 30 (3.4%) 37 (3.5%) 39 (3.6%) 41 (3.5%)

Oceania 2 (0.3%) 1 (0.1%) 2 (0.2%) 4 (0.4%) 2 (0.2%)

Team mixed, 

male led

Total 190 (25.4%) 236 (26.5%) 264 (24.7%) 299 (27.4%) 352 (29.9%)

Africa 4 (0.5%) 3 (0.3%) 3 (0.3%) 5 (0.5%) 2 (0.2%)

North 

America

21 (2.8%) 21 (2.4%) 15 (1.4%) 16 (1.5%) 11 (0.9%)

South 

America

8 (1.1%) 14 (1.6%) 7 (0.7%) 14 (1.3%) 8 (0.7%)

Asia 49 (6.6%) 73 (8.2%) 91 (8.5%) 117 (10.7%) 157 (13.4%)

Europe 93 (12.4%) 121 (13.6%) 133 (12.4%) 136 (12.5%) 167 (14.2%)

Oceania 15 (2.0%) 4 (0.4%) 15 (1.4%) 11 (1.0%) 7 (0.6%)
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decision trends, we calculated the proportion of sub
missions stratified by authorship type, location and 
decision outcomes (Table 6 and Figure 6; for expanded 
detail, see Appendices A and B in the supplemental data 
online). Importantly, given time thresholds to final edi
torial decisions, across journals there are many manuscripts 
that have not yet received any final decision (referred to as 
pending decision), and this number increases with more 
recent years (e.g., 2021 and 2022). In our dataset, decisions 
reflect the year the manuscript was initially submitted 
rather than the year the decision was actually made. For 
example, if a manuscript was submitted in 2018 and was 
eventually accepted in 2020, it is recorded as 2018, regard
less of the duration to the final decision. With the excep
tion of Regional Studies, all other RSA journals have 
relatively low numbers of accepted papers across each 
authorship category/continent, making it challenging to 
discern clear pandemic-related patterns in the data. There
fore, caution should be employed in interpreting these 
numbers.

4.5.1. Regional Studies
On the whole, the Regional Studies acceptance rate is 16% 
on average from 2018 to 2021. The majority of accepted 
papers come from all-male teams, male-led mixed-gen
der teams and female-led mixed-gender teams. In 
2018, the acceptance ratio between solo male and solo 
female authors was 3:1, highlighting the stark gender dis
parity in accepted papers. The male-to-female ratio in 
their overall acceptance increased to 5.3 in 2020 but 
then decreased to 2.0 in 2021. These differences in 
accepted papers are also observed in collaborative 
research between all-male teams and all-female teams. 
In 2019, the ratio of all-male to all-female teams reached 
6.3, marking an all-time high across authorship types 
(Table 6). This supports the evidence of gender inequities 

even in collaboratively authored papers (Auschra et al., 
2022; Djupe et al., 2019; Teele & Thelen, 2017). 
These numbers also indicate that the revision process 
may itself have been affected by the COVID-19 crisis: 
perhaps some authors felt less able to dedicate quality 
time to revision or some reviewers were unable to allocate 
time for in-depth re-reviews.

Appendix A in the supplemental data online provides 
additional insight into acceptance rates across authorship 
types, showing that team research was more likely to be 
accepted for publication than solo-authored submissions. 
That said, in 2018 and 2020, solo men not only submitted 
more than solo women, but are also more likely to be pub
lished. In 2019, however, although they submitted much 
less, solo women (19.1% accepted) were much more suc
cessful at reaching publication than solo men (10.2% 
accepted). Given the high number of final editorial 
decisions still outstanding for 2021 and 2022, it is difficult 
to draw solid conclusions about gender gaps and pandemic 
effects on acceptance rates, although there is limited evi
dence that, although they may submit fewer papers, 
post-pandemic acceptances may be equalising.

4.5.2. Spatial Economic Analysis (SEA)
The acceptance rate for SEA remained relatively stable 
from 2018 to 2021, averaging 16.5%. During the pan
demic period, it increased from 15.7% (2020) to 17.7% 
(2021), suggesting no significant pandemic-related impact 
on decision outcomes. There are, however, significant 
gender disparities observed in accepted papers for both 
solo-authored and same-gender team-authored papers. 
As shown in Table 6, there were no accepted papers 
from solo female authors in 2018 and 2021, despite 12 
and three submissions (Table 3), respectively. Further
more, no papers submitted by all-female teams were 
accepted in 2019 and 2021. The ‘missing’ female 

Table 5. Continued.

Authorship 
type Continent

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of total 
annual 
submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

N (% of total 
annual 

submissions)

Team mixed, 

female led

Total 115 (15.3%) 167 (18.8%) 215 (20.1%) 233 (21.3%) 242 (20.6%)

Africa 1 (0.1%) – 4 (0.4%) 2 (0.2%) 4 (0.3%)

North 

America

6 (0.8%) 5 (0.6%) 10 (0.9%) 13 (1.2%) 9 (0.8%)

South 

America

2 (0.3%) 12 (1.3%) 12 (1.1%) 10 (0.9%) 9 (0.8%)

Asia 22 (2.9%) 50 (5.6%) 63 (5.9%) 87 (8.0%) 105 (8.9%)

Europe 80 (10.7%) 91 (10.2%) 116 (10.8%) 110 (10.1%) 112 (9.5%)

Oceania 4 (0.5%) 9 (1.0%) 10 (0.9%) 11 (1.0%) 3 (0.3%)

Team mixed, 

unknown lead 

author

Total 1 (0.1%) 2 (0.2%) 3 (0.3%) 6 (0.5%) 4 (0.4%)

Note: Raw numbers represent the count of manuscripts submitted to Regional Studies, categorised by continent and authorship type. The breakdown of 
authorship and continent adds up to 100% annually.
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Table 6. Annual accepted manuscripts by authorship type by RSA journal, 2018–22.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)

Regional Studies (total) 747 890 1,070 1,092 1,176

Solo male 19 (15.1%) 13 (8.3%) 21 (11.7%) 10 (7.2%) 2 (6.2%)

Solo female 6 (4.8%) 9 (5.7%) 4 (2.2%) 5 (3.6%) 1 (3.1%)

Team all male 39 (31.0%) 56 (35.7%) 61 (34.1%) 45 (32.4%) 6 (18.8%)

Team all female 8 (6.3%) 9 (5.7%) 11 (6.1%) 11 (7.9%) 3 (9.4%)

Team mixed, male led 30 (23.8%) 46 (29.3%) 41 (22.9%) 39 (28.1%) 16 (50.0%)

Team mixed, female led 24 (19.0%) 24 (15.3%) 40 (22.3%) 29 (20.9%) 4 (12.5%)

Team mixed, unknown 

lead author

– – 1 (0.6%) – –

Total accepted 

manuscripts

126 157 179 139 32

Pending submissions – – 5 45 201

Spatial Economic 

Analysis (total)

144 146 185 124 191

Solo male 5 (20.0%) 3 (13.6%) 3 (10.3%) 1 (4.5%) –

Solo female – 1 (4.5%) 3 (10.3%) – 1 (16.7%)

Team all male 7 (28.0%) 10 (45.5%) 13 (44.8%) 10 (45.5%) 3 (50.0%)

Team all female 2 (8.0%) – 2 (6.9%) – –

Team mixed, male led 5 (20.0%) 5 (22.7%) 6 (20.7%) 4 (18.2%) 2 (33.3%)

Team mixed, female led 6 (24.0%) 3 (13.6%) 2 (6.9%) 7 (31.8%) –

Total accepted 

manuscripts

25 22 29 22 6

Pending submissions – – – 5 47

Territory, Politics, 

Governance (total)

121 157 276 238 248

Solo male 21 (43.8%) 20 (37.0%) 20 (21.3%) 15 (23.1%) 10 (40.0%)

Solo female 7 (14.6%) 7 (13.0%) 14 (14.9%) 10 (15.4%) 2 (8.0%)

Team all male 7 (14.6%) 11 (20.4%) 13 (13.8%) 10 (15.4%) 9 (36.0%)

Team all female 3 (6.2%) 3 (5.6%) 5 (5.3%) 3 (4.6%) 1 (4.0%)

Team mixed, male led 6 (12.5%) 9 (16.7%) 22 (23.4%) 14 (21.5%) –

Team mixed, female led 4 (8.3%) 4 (7.4%) 19 (20.2%) 13 (20.0%) 3 (12.0%)

Team mixed, unknown 

lead author

– – 1 (1.1%) – –

Total accepted 

manuscripts

48 54 94 65 25

Pending submissions – – – 4 50

Regional Studies, 

Regional Science (total)

91 103 133 131 110

Solo male 11 (24.4%) 9 (22.0%) 9 (20.0%) 11 (22.4%) 7 (21.2%)

Solo female 14 (31.1%) 2 (4.9%) 4 (8.9%) 5 (10.2%) 1 (3.0%)

Team all male 11 (24.4%) 10 (24.4%) 11 (24.4%) 16 (32.7%) 7 (21.2%)

Team all female 1 (2.2%) 4 (9.8%) 2 (4.4%) 3 (6.1%) 1 (3.0%)

Team mixed, male led 4 (8.9%) 11 (26.8%) 10 (22.2%) 9 (18.4%) 9 (27.3%)
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representation within this journal can be attributed to both 
low submissions and the limited population of female 
scholars in the field of quantitative spatial economics. In 
response, SEA has been making efforts to promote gender 
diversity, highlighting new research agendas suggested by 
female scholars (Abreu et al., 2021). It is worth noting that 
the COVID-19 impact may have contributed to these out
comes in 2021. On the other hand, submissions from all- 
male teams have the highest share of accepted papers 
throughout the study period, with no significant pan
demic-related effect observed.

4.5.3. Territory, Politics, Governance (TPG)
On average, TPG accepted 33.9% of submissions over four 
years, excluding 2022. The acceptance rate has declined over 
time, dropping from 39.7% in 2018 to 27.3% in 2021, 
which could be a relic of the pandemic but may also reflect 
a natural evolution in acceptance patterns. The male-to- 
female ratio between accepted papers from solo male and 
solo female authors was 3:1 before the COVID-19 period; 
however, this disparity in acceptance improved during the 
pandemic, reaching a ratio of 1.4:1. Such a drop, by over 
half compared with 2018, signals improving female 
researcher visibility in the journal, given the consistent over
all acceptance rate. In 2020 and 2021, over 43% of accepted 
papers came from mixed-gender teams, compared with 16% 
from all-male teams and 5% from all-female teams. There is 
little observable pandemic-related effect in terms of 
accepted papers and authorship types in TPG. Acceptance 

rates for solo female authors hold fairly steady from 2018 
to 2021, at 30–35%, although they do dip a fair amount 
for solo male authors in 2020 and 2021 (see Appendix A 
in the supplemental data online). For team research, accep
tance rates are broadly comparable across team types, with 
no obvious pandemic impacts.

4.5.4. Regional Studies, Regional Science (RSRS)
RSRS has the highest overall acceptance rate (37.4%, five- 
year median) among RSA journals, ranging from 49.5% in 
2018 to 30% in 2022 (Figure 6 and Table 6). In 2018, the 
number of accepted papers for solo male and solo female 
authors was almost equal. However, in subsequent years, 
a gap has opened. Solo male authors have consistently 
had similar numbers of accepted papers whereas solo 
female authors have lagged behind. A similar pattern is 
also apparent in the same-gender teams, with all-male 
teams having higher numbers of accepted papers through
out the study period. This gender gap has persisted prior 
to, during and after the pandemic, possibly due to the jour
nal’s main attractiveness to younger cohorts, with young 
female scholars disproportionately affected. For example, 
this group may be juggling childcare and work, while deal
ing with the uncertainty of early academia, such as mul
tiple part-time and short-term contracts.

4.5.5. Area Development and Policy (ADP)
In 2018, the majority of accepted papers was from solo 
male authors and all-male teams. Only one paper was 

Table 6. Continued.

Journal

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)
N (% of 

acceptances)

Team mixed, female led 4 (8.9%) 4 (9.8%) 9 (20.0%) 5 (10.2%) 8 (24.2%)

Team mixed, unknown 

lead author

– 1 (2.4%) – – –

Total accepted 

manuscripts

45 41 45 49 33

Pending submissions – – – 7 23

Area Development and 

Policy (total)

64 63 111 128 119

Solo male 8 (27.6%) 10 (47.6%) 6 (25.0%) 5 (16.7%) 3 (33.3%)

Solo female 1 (3.4%) 5 (23.8%) 2 (8.3%) 4 (13.3%) 3 (33.3%)

Team all male 10 (34.5%) – 6 (25.0%) 8 (26.7%) 1 (11.1%)

Team all female 1 (3.4%) 2 (9.5%) – 2 (6.7%) 1 (11.1%)

Team mixed, male led 6 (20.7%) 4 (19.0%) 4 (16.7%) 8 (26.7%) 1 (11.1%)

Team mixed, female led 3 (10.3%) – 6 (25.0%) 3 (10.0%) –

Total accepted 

manuscripts

29 21 24 30 9

Pending submissions – – – 3 27

Note: Raw numbers represent the count of accepted manuscripts in each journal, by authorship type. Decision data are based on submission year. The 
percentage of accepted manuscripts by authorship type is calculated by dividing the number of accepted manuscripts in each category submitted in a 
given year by the total annual submissions for the respective journal. Pending submissions indicate the number of manuscripts awaiting final decision.
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accepted from a solo female author and all-female team. 
The gender inequity observed in 2018 has improved 
over time, as evidenced by the overall acceptance in 

2021, which saw a nearly equal number of papers 
accepted from solo male and solo female authors. 
Nevertheless, due to the limited acceptance numbers, 

Figure 6. Total annual manuscript submissions by decision type and continent by RSA journal, 2018–22.
Note: The y-axis represents the percentage of annual journal submissions for each RSA journal.
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it is difficult to draw any conclusion related to the 
pandemic.

4.6. Decision trends by continent
As Figure 5 shows, a substantial number of submissions to 
RSA journals come from Europe and Asia. However, 
there is a discernible disparity in terms of accepted papers 
(Figure 6; and see Appendix B in the supplemental data 
online). Specifically, although the trend is downward, 
more accepted papers tend to come from Europe, as evi
denced by the noticeable gap in Figure 6. These geo
graphical disparities are particularly prominent in TPG 
and RSRS. Appendix B online provides a comprehensive 
breakdown of decision trends by continent across RSA 
journals and reinforces that acceptance rates tend to be 
much higher for North American and European sub
missions. In the case of TPG, for example, papers from 
Asia had an acceptance rate of 14% (nine papers accepted 
out of 64 submissions), in contrast to a 37% acceptance 
rate from Europe (39 papers accepted out of 105 sub
missions) in 2021. In the same year, the acceptance rate 
disparity between Asia and Europe in RSRS is even 
more pronounced, with Asia having a 12% acceptance 
rate compared with Europe’s 58%.

Bringing together geography and gender, Figure 7
shows the spatial distribution of the ratio of female to 
male author submissions from 2018 to 2022, broken 
down by country. Ratios > 1.0 indicate that there were 

more submissions from female authors than male authors 
in that country (Hanscam & Witcher, 2023). Upon disag
gregating these ratios at the country level, differential gen
der disparities were found, parallel to previous findings 
(Chary et al., 2021; Merriman et al., 2021; Morgan 
et al., 2019). The majority of African and Middle Eastern 
countries have lower female-to-male submission ratios 
(Merriman et al., 2021). This trend is consistent within 
Asian countries such as South Korea and Japan as well. 
European nations such as Norway and Greece also 
demonstrate relatively low ratios (Chary et al., 2021; Han
scam & Witcher, 2023; Morgan et al., 2019). However, 
there are notable outliers where more females are submit
ting than males, particularly in Ukraine, Azerbaijan, 
Lithuania, Russia, Iceland and Kazakhstan (along with 
Bolivia in South America). This geographical corridor is 
not random; rather it is a legacy of the Soviet Union, 
where government policies placed an emphasis on gender 
equality, providing substantial support to women to inte
grate them into the labour force. These efforts led to 
increased access to employment and education. As a con
sequence, female scholars became predominant in the aca
demic profession as teachers in higher education (Kataeva 
et al., 2023; Kuzhabekova & Almukhambetova, 2017). It 
appears that this legacy has persisted into the present. 
According to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics 
(2021), these post-Soviet countries have a relatively higher 
proportion of female teachers in tertiary education, 

Figure 7. Female-to-male ratios of total authors by country, 2018–22.
Note: The ratio was calculated by the total number of male and female authors in each manuscript across all authorship types 
and journals at the country level (lead author country). For example, in the UK, there are 784 submissions. Within these manu
scripts, there are 634 female authors and 1379 male authors. This gives a female-to-male ratio of 0.46 for the UK. Ratios > 1.0 
indicate more submissions from female authors than male authors in that country).
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ranging from 57% to 65%, compared with 46% in the UK 
(Ukraine: 61.72%, Azerbaijan: 57.59%, Lithuania: 
56.94%, Russia: 62.47% and Kazakhstan: 65.26%).

5. DISCUSSION

Parsing the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on acade
mia and academic researchers is difficult and publication is 
RSA journals is no exception. In general, our results 
suggest that, although impacted in the various ways 
described above, the RSA journals have been largely robust 
to pandemic affects, showing ample indications of recovery 
in 2022. For example, our findings show that overall sub
mission trends did not change significantly when looking 
at year-over-year growth rates across RSA journals, result
ing in only a 3.5% decrease in the growth rate between 
2020 and 2021 and a 7.6% rebound between 2021 and 
2022. Within RSA journals, Regional Studies has exhibited 
consecutive increases in its submission rates since 2018, 
despite slightly lower growth during and after the pan
demic in 2021 and 2022.

On the other hand, SEA and TPG experienced sub
stantial declines in their submission growth rates during 
the same period, decreasing by 33.0% and 13.8%, respect
ively. Between 2021 and the early stages of post-pandemic 
2022, SEA recovered from the possible disruptions, experi
encing a 54.9% increase in submissions. In contrast, TPG 
saw only a 4.2% increase, which is relatively small, indicat
ing a gradual recovery from the lingering effects of the 
pandemic. Between 2020 and 2021, RSRS retained nearly 
the same number of submissions, while ADP received 
more, leading to a 15% increase. However, between 
2021 and 2022, the possible aftereffects of COVID-19 
became evident in these journals, with both experiencing 
declines in their growth rates: RSRS by 16% and ADP 
by 7%. This may suggest a lagged effect of the pandemic 
on those who publish in these journals. Considering that 
overall research productivity and manuscript submissions 
substantially vary across disciplines, RSA journals were 
identified as less affected by the pandemic and more resi
lient compared with STEM fields that involve laboratory 
and field experiments.

Although manuscript submissions may not present a 
challenge to RSA, our identification of persistent gender 
inequities in publication across RSA journals presents 
food for thought for all RSA journals and, indeed, the 
wider regional studies community. There are more manu
script submissions from solo men, all-male teams and 
male-led teams than from their female counterparts across 
all journals for most years. Although the pandemic does 
not appear to have exacerbated this gap, in most cases, it 
also did not significantly improve it. This gap possibly 
reflects the sheer prevalence of male academics and the 
structural underrepresentation of women in regional 
studies-related disciplines. In this case, we should hope
fully see improvements over time, as disciplinary gender 
balance improves.

Some positive evidence may already be discernible, as a 
general upward trend in submissions from male-led and 

female-led mixed-gender teams is evident in Regional 
Studies, TPG and RSRS, during this time period. Except 
for TPG, most manuscript submissions came from colla
borative teams, which further supports a shift towards col
laborative research. That said, authorship constellations 
remain skewed toward ‘men’s clubs’ (i.e., all-male teams 
and male-led mixed gender teams), which submit at a dis
proportionately higher rate than all-female teams. Men are 
more likely to collaborate with other men than with 
women (Holman & Morandin, 2019; Shah et al., 2023), 
as shown by the persistently lower submissions from all- 
female teams. ‘Women’s clubs’ are still less dominant 
than ‘men’s clubs’ or ‘men’s islands’ (Auschra et al., 
2022; Young, 1995).

The predominance of male-oriented research networks 
is a structural barrier that reinforces persistent gender 
inequities in the broader research landscape, as evidenced 
by the higher number of submissions from all-male teams 
in Regional Studies and SEA. While these gendered 
dynamics in research networks and collaboration may 
not seem significant on the surface, they can impact 
lower submissions and success rates in securing research 
grants (Auschra et al., 2022; Young, 1995), imposing a 
compounded burden, such as the APC fee in open-access 
journals, as aligned with our finding for RSRS (Limaye, 
2022; Roubinov et al., 2022). Our research corroborates 
these gendered submission dynamics in collaborative 
work, aligning with observations in various disciplines 
(Djupe et al., 2019; Hanscam & Witcher, 2023; King & 
Frederickson, 2021; Teele & Thelen, 2017) and calling 
for more attention to grapple with the structural underre
presentation of females in research productivity and 
publishing.

Whether the pandemic has exacerbated the preponder
ance of men in submissions is uncertain. This does not 
seem to be the case for Regional Studies. Although SEA 
and TPG demonstrated a notable decrease between 2020 
and 2021, it is difficult to draw a definite conclusion 
about the pandemic effects due to the small number of 
submissions. For example, in TPG, every authorship cat
egory experienced a reduced number of submissions 
during this period. However, the decreases observed in 
several categories are negligible and cannot be distin
guished from natural stagnation attributable to cyclical 
change, for example. The limited number of accepted 
papers, especially in ADP, also makes it challenging to 
draw significant conclusions on pandemic effects. Never
theless, it appears that female teams (both all-female and 
female-led) did not collapse across journals. This suggests 
that being part of a collaborative team could serve as a buf
fer for females during times of external shocks and disrup
tions in home-work balance, such as the pandemic.

As far as the geography of RSA journal submissions is 
concerned, across all journals with the exception of ADP, 
our analysis shows a gradual erosion of European domi
nance and an ascendancy of Asian submissions. This also 
signals a positive shift moving towards the internationali
sation of RSA journals, attracting more submissions from 
Asian countries, although some countries remain 
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underrepresented. The pandemic may have interrupted 
this trend, but it did not disrupt it. The remarkable geo
graphical disparities we find for RSA journals are consist
ent with previous studies (Chen & Seto, 2022). This 
discrepancy highlights a potential lack of funding for 
regional research, particularly in the Global North 
countries of North America and Oceania. In terms of con
tinental pandemic effects, there is some evidence that 2021 
dampened submissions from Asia and Asia for SEA, TPG 
and RSRS, followed by a strong but uneven rebound in 
2022. Interestingly, 2020 appears to have been the year 
for COVID-19 impact for North American submissions.

Regional Studies, which garners the majority share of 
submissions, does not show strong geographical pandemic 
shifts. This may be because those submitting to the RSA 
flagship journal may have been more insulated from 
impacts (e.g., more advanced in careers or in funded 
research programmes). It may also be, however, that the 
impacts are evidenced in the slopes of the increases – 
that is, submissions would have increased even more had 
it not been for the pandemic.

With respect to the third research question, we find 
that most accepted papers are from all-male teams and 
mixed-gender teams, particularly those led by men. This 
trend is a natural consequence of structural gender imbal
ances, as evidenced by higher submissions from male- 
authors, and it is especially pronounced in Regional Studies 
and SEA. Meanwhile, TPG’s acceptances have been trend
ing towards mixed-gender teams, with equal male and 
female leadership. In these three journals, there were not 
substantial differences in the number of accepted papers 
in 2020, compared with the pre-pandemic period (2018– 
2019), suggesting editorial teams were still actively 
engaged in the peer-review process.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In closing, regional research and the RSA journals appear 
to have weathered the pandemic storm better than some 
other disciplines that have been studied. Although 
COVID-19 impacted submission and publication, these 
effects are varied in magnitude, timing and journal, sug
gestive of disciplinary resilience. At the same time, we 
find strong evidence of gender imbalances in submission 
and publication, apparent before, during and after the pan
demic. We also show stark geographical differences in who 
submits and who is eventually published. That is the bad 
news. The good news is that, although progress may in 
some cases be slow, we also find signs of evolution and 
improvement. This research further contributes to 
ongoing discussions within the RSA and the broader 
research community, elucidating persistent inequalities in 
academic publishing, highlighting areas where additional 
improvements can be made, and providing benchmark 
data and analysis to help focus attention and target change.

Where do these copious amounts of RSA journal data 
leave us? First, the shock of the pandemic and our desire to 
measure its effects on research highlight one key point: to 
understand and act on gender or geographical imbalances 

we need to be able to measure them. Our dataset is not 
ideal; it is, however, the best we could achieve in order 
to provide baseline information about submissions and 
decisions across RSA journals. The lack of self-identified 
gender is particularly unfortunate. Only with better stat
istics will we be able to measure and monitor our disci
pline. Second, we work with numbers, and numbers 
cannot tell us why authors made the decisions they did. 
There is lots of room for additional research in this area. 
Third, it is undeniable that, in many areas of regional 
studies, publication (both submissions and eventual accep
tances) is dominated by men. What we do not know is 
where the imbalances are originating: is it doctoral train
ing? Is it a leaky pipeline that sees female regional 
researchers depart academia? Is it glass-ceiling or age 
structure and, with time, the imbalance will be rectified? 
Or is it bias on the part of editors in what (male) topics 
they privilege or researcher leaders in whom they prefer 
to include in their teams? These are questions we cannot 
answer, but our research certainly suggests that these are 
answers we should want to have.
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NOTES

1. From hereafter, the journal acronyms will be used.
2. When a new manuscript is submitted, ScholarOne 
attempts to add authors to existing entries in the author 
database. It can happen, however, that submitting authors 
add a new duplicate entry for a co-author who is already in 
the system. In those cases, we would be counting that same 
author more than once. We do not attempt to merge these 
names, as we have no way of establishing whether, for 
example, there really are two ‘Mary Jones’ conducting 
regional research and submitting to these journals. That 
is, in all likelihood the actual number of unique authors 
submitting to RSA journals is somewhat lower than 
27,323. This does not affect the subsequent analysis.
3. Gender-guessing algorithms infer gender of individ
uals based on their first names, classifying them as either 
male, female or unknown. Therefore, we are agnostic to 
all aspects related to sex versus gender identity.
4. The continent classifications were retrieved from the R 
package ggmap, in which Turkey is classified as belonging 
to the Asian continent.
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