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INTRODUCTION 
Shirin introduced the need for the scientific research and publishing field to seriously address the 
shortcomings of sex and gender considerations both with respect to reporting of research as well as 
human resources. She emphasized the critical role of journal editors as gatekeepers of scientific 
standards. She provided an example of how editorial policies can have a powerful impact in the 
scientific community: despite federal regulations, it was not until ICMJE required clinical trial 
registration as a pre-requisite for publication in its member journals, that researchers had a strong 
incentive to provide such data. She then provided a brief background and raison-d’être for the EASE 
Gender Policy Committee, before handing over the floor to Tom. 
 
Tom provided further reflections on why sex and gender issues are important in scientific publishing, 
primarily from a human health perspective. He stated that both sex and gender are important 
determinants of health and disease, and that knowledge gaps have been created by a tendency for 
research to be conducted predominantly with male participants. A number of expert committees 
have recognized the significant setback the gender gaps in scientific research and recruitment 
present for the advancement, for example, of women’s health, and therefore recommend the 
adoption of guidelines by journal editors that call for disaggregation of clinical trial results by sex and 
an appropriate analysis thereof.  
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With respect to the gender gap in recruitment and careers in science, men have historically 
dominated the power structure in science which is still evident today. For example, in JSTOR, only 
22 percent of all authors were female, and women are less likely to be listed as first authors. As for 
reporting of sex-specific similarities and/or differences in research, very little attention of the 
problem of gender biases in the scientific workforce has been paid to in developing countries. Tom 
concluded his presentation by presenting the rationale for the development of a common standard.  
 
 
RESULTS OF GENDER SURVEY 
Carina briefly presented the background and purpose of the survey, as well as the methodology and 
demographics of survey respondents. The results in the presentation were based on statistical 
analysis that had been possible so far with respect to the two overarching questions: (1) to what 
degree journals had adopted editorial gender policies, and (2) what is the readiness to adopt such 
policies. While there were four sample groups, for the purposes of this presentation she primarily 
compared EASE/ISAJE with the ‘open’ group. While the majority of journals and publishing houses 
for both groups said ‘no’ to having editorial gender policies, what was striking was the relative 
reluctance of the EASE/ISAJE group to adopt such policies compared to the open group. While 
reasons of inapplicability were certainly relevant for instructions for authors in disciplines that do 
not deal with living organisms that can be disaggregated by sex, it was interesting to see some of the 
reasons given for not wanting to adopt editorial gender policies that could be refuted. Some of the 
reasons were based on misinterpretation of the question; a misconception of sex and gender as only 
applying to humans; sentiments that a policy will not have any value-added and is unnecessary or 
irrelevant; that a policy will create a bias in itself; and that a policy would be too complicated to 
implement.  
 
 
GENDER BALANCE IN EDITORIAL BOARDS AND STAFF 
With much foresight, Paul spoke of the ‘recipes’ needed to promote adoption of editorial gender 
policies with respect to editorial boards and staff. He provided a strategic communications 
perspective to the questions that needed to be addressed to overcome resistance and emphasized 
that the pragmatic aspects of implementing a policy are a key part of the equation, aside from 
advancing evidence-based arguments. He pointed out that stating the obvious was not necessarily 
the most useful approach for stakeholders to be convinced of the utility and value-added of gender 
policies, and that were many other factors involved such as the relative gains and ease of assimilating 
a gender policy, as well as the underlying imperative (voluntary vs. legislative). He concluded by 
underscoring that much was to be learned from the successes and consequences of similar initiatives 
and provided recommendations for the next steps the EASE Gender Policy Committee should 
embark on. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
Some very interesting points and questions were raised by participants in the ensuing discussion. A 
point was raised that addressing gender balance in editorial staff and boards came at the end of a 
long trajectory, and that addressing this would already have to begin, for example, during schooling 
and in the incentives provided for young men and women to pursue scientific careers. This included 
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addressing such issues as having the infrastructure in place to allow men and women to equally 
pursue families and careers. It is a reality today that it is not equally easy to receive the same number 
of candidates of men and women with the same credentials, and this varies across disciplines. 
Nonetheless, there was evidence that biases still operate despite hiring men and women of equal 
qualifications, evident in differences of salary where women are disadvantaged. However, it should 
also not be forgotten that men can also be disadvantaged in specific fields. 
 
A concern was raised that by introducing policies to promote gender balance, that a sex bias would 
in fact be introduced that would impede recruitment by merit alone. A counter argument was made, 
however, that this would not necessarily be so since it would be a matter of choosing candidates 
based on merit and only in the case where two candidates were of equal qualifications would one 
have to choose based on whichever sex there was less of. Instituting quotas was certainly an 
approach where there is resistance.  A potential marker for measuring sex biases in recruitment 
would be to look at the percentage of males versus females that are hired relative to the number of 
male and female applicants, respectively.  
 
With respect to disaggregation of sex in research, participants agreed that editors have substantial 
power and should exercise it. Particularly in fields where there are clearly sex considerations, there 
certainly is a strong argument to disaggregate and analyze data by sex, however, the question was 
raised whether it really should be demanded across the board or on a case by case basis.  
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There are  
Sex- & Gender-
Based differences! 







To provide independent guidance for the conduct and publishing of biomedical 
research and the ethical tenets underpinning these activities. Uniform 
Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted to Biomedical Journals (URM) 
 
 
 
An evidence-based, minimum set of recommendations for reporting RCTs, in 
an effort to facilitate complete and transparent reporting of CT results, and 
aiding critical appraisal and interpretation. 
 
 
 
To ensure transparent and complete reporting of systematic reviews and 
meta-analyses 
 



ICMJE policy on CT registration 
13 Sept 2005 

Source: Zarin et al NJEM 2005  

Clinical Trial Registration  
required by FDA in 1997 

EXAMPLE:  
Clinical trials registration 

2005 



EASE Gender Policy Committee 
Established by EASE Council in June 2012 
 
Chairs: Shirin Heidari & Thomas Babor 
Members: Rachel Carol, Paul Cummins, Mirjam Curno, Paola De Castro, Srecko Gajovic, 
Joy Johnson, Ravi Murugesan, Ana Marusic, Paul Osborne, Petter Oscarson,  Ines Steffens, 
Kerstin Stenius, Chris Sterken,  Sera Tort 

secretary@ease.org.uk 

mailto:secretary@ease.org.uk


EASE Gender Policy Committee 

• Mission:  
– Advocate for better reporting of gender and sex 

differences and/or similarities in scientific research  
– Promote gender mainstreaming (and better science) 

through inclusion of sex/gender considerations in policies 
and standards for scientific publishing 

– Promote gender mainstreaming and gender balance in 
editorial boards and editorial offices. 

• Activities: 
– International Gender Survey (next presentation) 
– Development of Common Standards  

 



Open discussion 

• Allow an opportunity to voice arguments for 
and against mainstreaming editorial gender 
policies. 

• The arguments and discussions presented in 
this session will inform the development of a 
common standard currently under way by the 
Gender Policy Committee. 



Next steps 

• Publication and dissemination of the results of 
the EASE Gender Survey  

• Development of a Common Standard for 
Gender Policies in Scientific Publishing 
 

• Please contact us: 
Shirin.Heidari@iasociety.org 
babor@nso.uchc.edu  

mailto:Shirin.Heidari@iasociety.org
mailto:babor@nso.uchc.edu


Relevant events  

• - 
 

• - 



Thank You 

• Rachel Carol, 
• Paul Cummins,  
• Mirjam Curno,  
• Paola De Castro,  
• Srecko Gajovic,  
• Joy Johnson,  
• Ravi Murugesan,  
• Ana Marusic,  

 
 
 

• Paul Osborne,  
• Petter Oscarson,   
• Ines Steffens,  
• Kerstin Stenius,  
• Chris Sterken,   
• Sera Tort,  
• Carina Sorensen 
• Meredith Sones 

 

 

Thanks to members of the EASE Gender policy Committee for their 
dedication and support 
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Why are sex/gender issues 
important in scientific publishing? 

Thomas F. Babor 
Dept. of Community Medicine 
University of Connecticut School of Medicine 



The Gender Gaps 

 In scientific research 
 In scientific publishing 



Reasons for concern 

 Both sex and gender are important 
determinants of health and disease.  

 There are significant gaps in 
knowledge in part because of a 
general orientation of scientific 
attention to the male side of the 
sex/gender equation 



The Gender Gap in 
Research Participation 
  The gender gap in the representation of women in 

clinical research has been well documented (Coen 
and Banister, 2012).   

 A review of non-sex-specific cancers showed that 
women constitute less than 40% of the research 
participants (Jagsi et al., 2009).   

 Studies of cardiovascular disease: only 27% of 
participants were female; only 13% of the studies 
presented sex-based analyses (Kim and Menon, 
2009; IOM, 2012).   

 Bias in HIV research has also been reported 
(Gandhi et al., 2005).   



Expert Committee 
Reports 
 Other reviews have suggested that 

limitations in the design, analysis and 
reporting of health research have 
“slowed progress in women’s health” 
because existing policies regarding 
recruitment of women and reporting of 
sex-specific data have not been 
enforced “ (US Institute of Medicine, 2010).  



Recommendations 

 On the basis of this evidence, the US 
Institute of Medicine (2010) and other 
expert committees have recommended 
that Journal Editors adopt a guidelines 
for papers reporting the results of 
clinical trials and analyze data 
separately for men and women. 



Related issues 
 No data on gender bias from other 

areas of biomedical science: 
descriptive epidemiology, 
observational research, health services 
research, social, behavioral, biological 
research, etc. 

 Little attention to gender 
representation in research conducted 
in emerging economies.  



Why Sex/Gender Issues  
are Important? Gender Gap #2 

October 22, 2012 

Scholarly Publishing's Gender Gap 

Women cluster in certain fields, according to a study of millions of journal articles, 
while men get more credit 

 

John Brockman 

Jennifer Jacquet, now a clinical assistant professor in environmental sciences at NYU, made the 

suggestion that kicked off the gender project, which she then worked on. The results showed that 

"things are getting better for women in academia," she says. 



The Gender Gap 2: 
Women in Science 
  Historically, men tend to dominate the 

power structure in science 
 JSTOR, a digital archiving service, 

found that since 1667, only 22 percent 
of all authors were female 

 And women were less likely to be 
listed as first authors than men 
(Author, 2012). 

 Applies to all STEM fields  



Ideas 

Research 
design 

Research 
results 

Publication 

Knowledge  
Education 

Knowledge Production 

Research 
Funding 

Body 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Knowledge and evidence is generate through the process of research where existing knowledge gaps or problems can result in ideas, ideas that form hypothesis, that are tried through a research design and methodology. If the idea and its methodology is considered novel, original, rigorous, ethical and relevant, it can then be funded, The hypothesis then tried to generate results.And finally, results are then published, after assessment of their validity and rigour, to create part of the knowledgeThis knowledge / evidence is thereafter applied in policy, programmes and practices. Across this path from conceptualization to dissemination of results, there are mechanisms to ensure high standard of research design, conduct and reporting. So we need to ensure gender balance across this path, and allow full participation of women not only in science, but in all decision making bodies and research governance bodies, including funding agencies, ethical committees, peer-reviewers, editors and editorial boards. But just including women, or achieving gender balance in these communities will not be sufficient to ensure sex and gender is considered in research design, conduct or reporting. 



Beyond the High Income 
Countries 
 Little is known about the situation in 

countries outside of the developed world 
 Although the situation may be improving in 

the more affluent countries, there are still 
wide gender differences in many fields 

 And in many areas of science, such as 
representation on editorial boards and other 
decision-making bodies 

 



Translating research into 
practice 

 



Toward a Common Standard  
for Editors, Authors, Peer Reviewers 

 Rationale for a common standard across 
scientific and biomedical journals 

 Review of literature for gender gap 
 Summary of EASE GPC journal survey 
 Review of expert committee reports and 

journal policies 
 Recommendations for editors, authors 

and peer reviewers  
 
 



The gender survey 

• Background & purpose: to map existing 
editorial gender policies and opinions towards 
the adoption of such policies. 

• Methods:  
– GPC designed questions 
– launched in spring 2013 
– international in scope 
– 4 target groups: EASE, ISAJE, 100 journals and 

open 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
100 journals: we wanted to have a sample group that could be as representative as possible of the overall “population” of journals. The statistical analysis could therefore be generalizable. 100 journals were randomly selected out of 8,607 in the Thomson Reuters SCI Expanded Database. Open: survey for this target group was launched later to avoid that respondents in the other target groups participate in this survey instead.



Existing editorial gender policies 

1. Does the journal provide instructions for 
authors, in which authors are required or 
encouraged to disaggregate data by sex and 
provide gender analysis when applicable? 

2. Does the journal have a gender policy 
concerning the composition of the editorial staff 
and boards? 

3. Does the journal have a policy that strives for 
gender balance in the pool of peer reviewers? 



Opinions towards editorial 
gender policies 

1. Do you think inclusion of data disaggregated by 
sex should be included in instructions for 
authors as a matter of routine across all 
journals/publishers? 

2. Do you think all journals/publishers should have 
a gender policy concerning the composition of 
editorial staff and boards? 

3. Do you think all journals should have a policy 
that strives for gender balance in the pool of 
peer reviewers? 



Statistical analysis of results 

Statistical analysis performed using SPSS, to assess 2 
overarching questions: 

1. To what degree have journals adopted 
policies that integrate sex and gender 
considerations? 

2. What is the readiness to adopt editorial 
policies related to sex and gender? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These 2 questions address the 3 separate but interrelated policy areas:Disaggregation of sex and gender in instructions to authorsThe composition of editorial staff and boardsGender balance in the pool of peer reviewersNote: for the 1st question of mapping existing policies, in some cases there were multiple respondents for 1 journal. To eliminate potential bias, a single respondent was randomly selected in SPSS.



Overview of respondents by 
target group 

Number of respondents and response rates by target group 

Target group Number invited  Number responded Response rate (%) 

EASE 429 167 40 

ISAJE 32 27 84 

100 journals 334 58 17 

Open N/A 464 N/A 

TOTAL N/A 716 N/A 

Unique respondents:  714 
Unique journals:   388 
Unique publishing houses:  114 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
While the total number of respondents was 716, there were 2 respondents that provided responses twice, meaning that the number of unique respondents is in fact 714.  Out of these, 475 respondents identified themselves as being affiliated with a journal, representing 114 unique publishing houses and 388 journals.There were more than 100 participants invited to take the survey in the 100 journals because we targeted multiple target persons for any given journal in the attempt that at least one of them provide information about that particular journal. For the purposes of this presentation, I will for the most part only compare the responses of EASE members with the ‘open’ group. For some of the statistical analysis, the EASE and ISAJE responses were conglomerated into one sampling group (since ISAJE had a very small sample size).



Respondents by Gender 
Inequality Index (GII) 
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Presentation Notes
UNDP Gender Inequality Index: Score of 0 given if a country has complete gender equality with respect to 3 dimensions – reproductive health, empowerment and the labour market. The closer to the score of 1, the more poorly the country fares on those dimensions.



Discipline of journals 
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Presentation Notes
Note: the percentages within one sample group equal more than 100% since respondents were able to indicate that their journals they are affiliated with span more than one discipline. Physical: physics and chemistry of nature, includes e.g. astronomy, earth science, atmospheric science.Life: scientific study of living organisms (microorganisms, plants, animals, humans) e.g. biology, medical sciences, physiology, environmental science.Social: study of society and individuals within society (anthropocentric)  e.g. economics, political science, linguistics, law, etc.Formal: concerned with formal systems e.g. logic, mathematics, statistics, theoretical computer science, information theory.Applied: developing practical applications based on existing scientific knowledge e.g. engineering, materials science, optics.



Gender by discipline 
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Presentation Notes
This graph includes ALL sample groups (n=391).Relatively more males in the formal and applied sciences and more women in the physical sciences as well as in the ‘other’ category. 
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Distribution of job titles for ALL sample groups (n=521)



Gender by job title 
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Presentation Notes
This graph also includes all sample groups.What I find most interesting about this graph is that we have relatively more men that are editors-in-chief while females are the majority in every other category. It perhaps speaks to the need to address gender inequality in leadership.



Gender of respondents 
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Overview of existing policies in 
EASE/ISAJE group 
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Presentation Notes
Note: for questions of whether policies exist, only one respondent per journal was included.Easy to see that majority of journals and publishing houses do not have editorial gender policies. One could certainly argue that while including a gender policy in the ‘Instructions for Authors’ area is not applicable to all disciplines, it is interesting to see that this is the policy area where most said “Yes”, whereas a gender policy for the composition of editorial staff/boards and the pool of peer reviewers would be applicable to all journals and publishing houses regardless of discipline.



Overview of readiness to adopt 
policies in EASE/ISAJE group 
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Presentation Notes
Obviously, a greater proportion of respondents feel that policies are not necessary in all three policy areas. In the next sections I will tweeze out how respondents answered with respect to each policy area and compare the EASE/ISAJE responses with the open group. In fact, what you see here, is the opposite of the OPEN group, where a higher proportion of respondents were proponents for having editorial policies adopted across the board in all three policy areas. 



Instructions for Authors 



Does the journal provide instructions for authors, in which authors 
are required or encouraged to disaggregate data by sex and 

provide gender analysis when applicable? 
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Gender & existence of ‘Instructions for Authors’ 
gender policy (open group) 
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Country income classification & existence of 
‘Instructions for Authors’ gender policy (open 

group) 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The most that can be said for the country association is that those from high income countries were slightly more prone to saying yes whereas LMIC were more prone to saying no.



Do you think inclusion of data disaggregated by sex 
should be included in instructions for authors as a 
matter of routine across all journals/publishers? 
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Presentation Notes
Here it is evident that the EASE/ISAJE group are considerably more reluctant to adopt a sex/gender policy in the ‘Instructions for Authors’ in comparison to the OPEN group. Now this could be due to the number of things. For example, the EASE/ISAJE group are simply a more “resistant” bunch, but what is more likely is that those that participated in the survey from the OPEN group are more likely to work in a scientific discipline where sex and gender figure more prominently in their work. Therefore, they would be more in favour of having such a policy adopted across the board.



Gender distribution of editors-in-chief and 
readiness to adopt policy in ‘Instructions for 

Authors’ (EASE/ISAJE group) 
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Gender balance of editors-in-chief in journal/publishing house 
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Presentation Notes
Here it is clear that the majority of respondents indicated that the journal or publishing house they work for have an equal balance of males and females as editors-in-chief, but it was a minority of respondents where there were more female editors-in-chief.What is perhaps most interesting is that if there were more females as editors-in-chief, the respondents were less prone to saying “Yes” to the question of adopting a policy in the “Instructions for Authors” that calls for the disaggregation of sex.



Reasons why sex disaggregation in 
‘Instructions for Authors’ is NOT 

APPLICABLE 

• “Collection based research generally does not 
deal with human subjects” 

• “Not applicable to plants” 

• “We don't need it, because in Russian 
language in 99 % of the cases everyone can 
understand the gender of the author by the 
surname” 



Reasons why sex disaggregation should NOT 
be included in ‘Instructions for Authors’ 

• “It's not applicable to all journals, only ones that publish 
research about people” 

• “the instruction to authors should be restricted to the most 
important things for authors - this is in my view a question 
where there is not a yes or no-answer” 

• “This policy will - paradoxically and unwillingly - create 
unequity for all other classes of 'different' humans” 

• “discipline - simply not applicable in some subject areas” 

• “i cannot see any reason whatsoever for doing it” 

• “Not applicable to animals” 



Reasons why sex disaggregation in 
‘Instruction for Authors’ SHOULD be 

adopted 

• “Could show sex-related difference in subject 
response” 

• “Biology differs by sex, so it is important to make that 
fundamental distinction in research results. (A more 
difficult problem is whether results should be reported 
by race or ethnicity. But that's another survey.)” 

• “Study results are always applied to populations (men 
and women) despite the fact that most clinical studies 
are conducted in men” 

• “There is growing awareness of the health differences 
between the sexes” 
 
 



Composition of Editorial Staff and 
Boards 



Does the journal have a gender policy 
concerning the composition of the editorial 

staff and boards? 
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Do you think all journals/publishers should have 
a gender policy concerning the composition 

of editorial staff and boards? 
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Gender and readiness to adopt policy for 
composition of editorial staff/boards (OPEN 

group) 
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Reasons why a policy for the composition of 
editorial staff and boards is NOT APPLICABLE 

• “We have 4 editors, three are female” 

• “We welcome all genders” 

• “We have no formal policy. As Chief Editor I 
choose board members and I seek women for 
these positions” 

• “Not necessary; most of the work is done by 
women and on a voluntary basis” 



Reasons why there should NOT be a policy 
for the composition of editorial staff and 

boards 

• “This was not considered as we have one female 
member and female are equal to men in the 
workplace” 

• “We hire the best people regardless of gender, age, 
etc” 

• “We have a small staff and use the staff as available. 
We do not have the luxury to apply quotas” 

• “That is too complicated for our publisher to have any 
conscious policy” 
 



Reasons why there SHOULD be a policy for 
the composition of editorial staff and boards 

• “Helps overcome an historical dearth of women in such 
positions” 

• “Brings different approaches to the decision-making 
process” 

• “So there will be equal chances and participation of all 
genders to ensure the quality enhancement of scientific 
field” 

• “Whatever the policy, just having one gives a signal that 
the journal is serious about gender issues and 
discrimination. That in itself can make people think more 
about the balance among staff and board members” 



Gender Balance in the Pool of 
Peer Reviewers 



Does the journal have a gender policy that 
strives for gender balance in the pool of 

peer reviewers? 
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Do you think all journals should have a policy 
that strives for gender balance in the pool of 

peer reviewers? 
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Job position and readiness to adopt gender 
policy for pool of peer reviewers (EASE/ISAJE 

group) 
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Presentation Notes
Out of those respondents that are editors-in-chief or hold some other editorial position, there is a larger proportion that said “No”.



Reasons why a gender policy for the pool 
of peer reviewers is NOT APPLICABLE 

• “It does not operate a normal peer review 
system. There is a panel of referees that 
choose which papers they want to review 
from a monthly list of submissions” 

• “No peer review” 



Reasons why there should NOT be a 
gender policy for the pool of peer 

reviewers 

• “Because it is so hard to get reviewers, we cannot 
put any further impediments” 

• “There is no explicit gender policy, but in practice 
we are indifferent to the sex of reviewers, and in 
some cases even completely in the blank about 
it” 

• “Referees are selected according to their 
qualification and willingness to review. Gender is 
completely irrelevant” 



Reasons why there SHOULD be a gender 
policy for the pool of peer reviewers 

• “Male and female points of view. But 'strive' is the 
operative word. This should not be a rule” 

• “Brings different approach to the decision-making process” 

• “Gender balance doesn't necessarily mean 50:50, which in 
many cases would be hard to achieve given the proportions 
of men/women in different sciences. However, having a 
policy would encourage the journal editor to consider 
gender balance explicitly in the choice of reviewers” 

• “It is called "peer-review." I think reviewers should broadly 
represent the scientific community” 

 



Recipes to promote sustainable 
gender mainstreaming and gender 

balance in editorial boards and 
editorial offices. 

 
 

Some reflections focussed by Paul Osborn, member GPC 
 

EASE GPC workshop,  
24.09.13, Blankenberge 



Terms, and recipe ingredients  

•   

• To promote = to encourage the adoption 

• Sustainable = enduring. Adoptable, and attractive 
to expand and build upon. 

• Board = board. Office = staffing. 
 

• Essentially, two categories of utensils: 
– The carrot, and other roots and tubers 

– The stick, and other arboreals, + wagging fingers 

 
BTW:  A gender policy = GP 

Gender policies in editorial boards + offices            
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2 



Credentials 

Moments:  

• 1965: the Oxfam envelope memo 

• The African farmer and her husband 

• Cabinet making, in policy implementation 

• Médiateurs 

 

paul@osborn.nl 
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Stating the obvious, helpfully? 

New conventional wisdom on gender policies: 

• “It really is a win-win situation: gender analysis 
contributes to excellence; it stimulates new 
knowledge creation and technologies; opens new 
niches and opportunities for research teams and 
results in products and services that all members 
of society need and demand.” 

 - EU Commissioner Máire Geoghegan-Quinn.  
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“Win-Win”? Fools rush in … 

• A small minority surveyed have gender polices:  
– 11% of activists (Open);  

– and a mere 6.6% of our own EASE/ISAJE. 

• A slight majority of (activists in) the Open survey 
state they “should” have a gender policy. 

• Less than 3 in 10 of our own organisations 
(EASE/ISAJE) state they “should”. 

 
REM:  Women hold up half the sky, we know, but not in 
editorial boards or offices (allegedly) 
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The art – or science – of persuasion? 

The Nature article* stated “only wholesale reform will bring equality”. 
 

• What does that reform actually mean in the editorial workspace 
and in organs of editorial governance – where change is not always 
welcome, or hard to accommodate? 
 

• Is our survey actually observing, timorously, that the higher the 
level of editorial responsibility, the higher then the degree of 
resistance  and the degree of persuasion required, and the harder 
our colleagues are to reform? 

 
* 7 March 2013 

Gender policies in editorial boards + offices            
paul@osborn.nl 

6 



Show me your penchant,  
and I’ll tell you your position? 

 

• Do we properly understand the make-up, and 
the motivators, of the potential adopters of 
gender policy?: 
– Innovators 

– Early adopters 

– Early majority 

– Late majority 

– Laggards 
- with a nod to Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation 
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Instrumentarium + Metrics of change  

• It’s the old ‘Monday morning question’: So, how 
do we do this? Where do we start? What with? 

• What measures should be aspired to, in boards 
and staffing? What can add value to a number? 
– Absolute quotas 50:50 board members/staffing? 

– Or based on quotas within each layer thereof?  

– Other tools/experiences which might emulate quotas? 

• What steps exist for adding – or shedding – the 
skills and insights to (not) adopt GP-best 
practices? Re-training? Re-placement? 
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Our winning ways 

 

• Exhortation (must do)  -  strong on morals 

• Example (wanna have) -  strong on aspiration 

• Exact (as in FR: exiger) -  leave it to the legislation 

 

All, of course, with strong evidence-based 
arguments – where few exist. 

What has worked, is working? We need more 
narratives. Could the survey’s Yes! responses work? 
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More reassurance is needed 

What might help decision-makers to decide?: 

• What are the relative advantages of adopting 
gender policies? What gains, synergies, 
savings in board procedures? In HR? In PR? 

• How compatible, easy to assimilate, is a GP? 

• Is it simple or complex in use?  

• Is it trial-able?  (No! …. ) 

• Are these changes observable? 
- with another nod to Rogers 
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More research is needed 

On peer efforts to establish gender policies (a.k.a. 
gender equality policies) in the publishing sector 
and in compatible sectors.  

• We need to find dozens of cases (as ‘Equip’ was in 
City.ac.uk, University of Oxford equality policy…) 

• How much is voluntary, how much legislative? 

• What are their experiences, prospects? 

• How have they dealt with the tensions (?) 
between ethics, HR and legislation? 
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Reach out, teach in 

• Our next steps in the GPC should include: 
– Understanding the triggers and handles for each 

stakeholder to taste-welcome-embed-integrate-
promote gender policies 

– Learning from similar processes in peer 
communities 

– Maintaining a hard line in the Common Standards. 
Do not dilute them in anticipation of strong 
resistance and hesitations.  

– Staying strategic. 
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May future generations thank you. 

 

 

paul@osborn.nl 
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