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Political scientists have a tradition
of reflecting on the evolution and

state of their discipline. Numerous
studies have examined rankings of
departments (Klingemann 1986;
Jackman and Siverson 1996; Lowery
and Silver 1996; Miller, Tien, and
Peebler 1996b; Morgan and Fitzger-
ald 1977), graduate programs (Katz
and Eagles 1996), journals (Baum et
al. 1976; Garand 1990; Giles and
Wright 1975; Giles, Mizell, and
Patterson 1989; Lester 1990), and
citation rates (Cnudde 1986;
Gleditsch 1993; Gleditsch 1996;
Klingemann, Groffman, and Cam-
pagna 1989; Miller, Tien, and
Peebler 1996a). The status of
women in the profession—ascer-
tained by, for example, counting the
number of Ph.D.s granted over
time—has also become a subject of
study (Burton 1979; Sarkees and
McGlen 1992; Kelly, Williams, and
Fisher 1993; Hesli and Burrell 1995;
Young 1995).

We continue the self-study tradi-
tion by examining an area that has
not received much attention among

political scientists: trends and pat-
terns of multiple-authored journal
articles in political science over time
(for an exception, see Miller, Tien,
and Peebler 1996a, Table 7). In the
social sciences more generally, pat-
terns of multiple authorship have
increasingly become the focus of
scholarly attention and concern
(Endersby 1996; Fisher et al. 1998;
De Maio and Kushner 1981; Hud-
son 1996; Wildavsky 1986). About
half of all articles published in top-
tiered professional social science
journals are written by two or more
scholars; two or three decades ago,
the proportion of multiple-authored
articles was one-quarter to one-third
of all social science articles (End-
ersby 1996; Hudson 1996; Miller,
Tien, and Peebler 1996a).

The explanations offered for this
increase in multiple authorships fall
into three loosely defined categories
(see Endersby 1996, Hudson 1996,
Miller, Tien, and Peebler 1996a).
First, the pool from which suitable
collaborators can be found has
steadily expanded over the last fifty
years. Between 1950 and 1990, the
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number of Ph.D.s awarded in the
social sciences has grown 283%.'
During the same period, there was a
288% increase in the number of
Ph.D.s awarded in political science
(National Research Council 1995,
Table A). With this increase in the
size and expertise of disciplines, we
have witnessed the development of
specialized "sections" and journals,
which may give authors more oppor-
tunities to interact with academics
possessing similar research interests,
and the creation of multidisciplinary
journals, which are outlets for the
growth in subject areas covered by
social scientists.

Second, the nature and execution
of the scholarly task has changed
over time. Large-scale data collec-
tion efforts, the availability of large
data sets from archival depositories
such as the Inter-university Consor-
tium for Political and Social Re-
search (ICPSR), and the increasing
technical and statistical sophistica-
tion of data analyses have led to
more scholarly specialization and, in
turn, division of labor on research
projects. These changes, coupled
with the availability of external fund-
ing from research agencies such as
the National Science Foundation
(NSF), have helped to create "invisi-
ble colleges" (De Maio and Kushner
1981, 191). These invisible colleges,
according to Price and Beaver
(1966, 1017), develop from a core of
researchers (with several single-
authored and multiple-authored pa-
pers) and a floating population con-
sisting of occasional collaborators.

Third, simultaneously, the devel-
opment of technology has made col-
laboration more accessible across
time and space. Overnight mail,
photocopiers, computers, fax ma-
chines, email, and teleconferencing
make long-distance collaboration
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Whether multiple au-
thorship is good or
bad for the collabora-
tors or the profession,
its prevalence merits
discussion because of
publications' impor-
tance in determining
the fate of faculty in
merit raises and in in-
fluencing promotion
and tenure decisions
at universities and
colleges.

considerably less daunting and time
consuming. In essence, the invisible
college of the 1960s and 1970s has
been replaced by the "virtual col-
lege," or, more appropriately, the
"virtual research center," of today.

Some see a
potential
downside to
multiple au-
thorship of
scholarly arti-
cles. Hudson
(1996, 157)
suggests that
collaboration
leads to intel-
lectual compro-
mises that
make projects
less innovative,
to reduced pro-
ductivity for
individual au-
thors, and to a
reduction in
scholarly repu-
tation for col-
laborators.
Other scholars
see collabora-
tion as a means for providing more
opportunities to mentor graduate
students, to rekindle the scholarly
interests of the faculty who have
become less productive, to build so-
cial relationships and scholarly net-
works within and between depart-
ments, and to produce higher quality
work as measured by the number of
citations (Eisenhauer 1997; Durden
and Perri 1995; Endersby 1996; Wil-
davsky 1986).

Whether multiple authorship is
good or bad for the collaborators or
the profession, its prevalence merits
discussion because of publications'
importance in determining the fate
of faculty in merit raises and in in-
fluencing promotion and tenure de-
cisions at universities and colleges.
Anecdotal evidence abounds about
merit increases being withheld and
tenure and/or promotion being de-
layed or denied because multiple-
authored publications have been
discounted. Although few would de-
bate the need for faculty to establish
an "independent" scholarly agenda,
the risk exists that multiple-authored
works are seen as having little value.

If collaborative scholarship has be-
come the norm over time—espe-
cially for certain types of research
projects—it may be misguided to
interpret a vita containing many
multiple-authored publications

as showing a
lack of scholarly
independence.

In this article we
explore trends and
patterns in multiple
authorship in political
science over the past
four decades. Re-
search on multiple
authorship in other
disciplines has uncov-
ered a steady increase
in published research
collaboration. This
upward trend has
been reported in eco-
nomics (Durden and
Perri 1995; Hudson
1996), sociology
(Grant and Ward
1991), and criminal
justice (Fisher et al.
1998). Consistent with
these trends, we ex-

pect to see increasing proportions of
multiple-authored works in politi-
cal science, especially for articles
detailing empirical work involving
statistically sophisticated tech-
niques.

Methods
To compare publication trends

and patterns for single- and
multiple-authored articles over time,
we collected data from articles pub-
lished in three political science jour-
nals. We selected the American Po-
litical Science Review (APSR),
American Journal of Political Science
(AJPS), and Journal of Politics
(JOP).

These three journals were selected
for several reasons. First, they are
among the oldest journals in the
discipline. APSR was first published
in November 1906, JOP began pub-
lishing in 1939, and AJPS appeared
in May 1957, as the Midwest Journal
of Political Science. Second, these
journals are consistently ranked
among the most important and pres-
tigious journals in the field (Giles,

Mizell, and Patterson 1989; Garand
1990; Lester 1990). Because of their
reputation, scholars have frequently
used them when examining scholarly
productivity and author prestige
(Young 1995; Endersby 1996; Miller,
Tien, and Peebler 1996a). Further-
more, APSR is the official publica-
tion of the American Political Sci-
ence Association. The two largest
regional associations, the Midwest
Political Science Association and the
Southern Political Science Associa-
tion, publish AJPS and JOP, respec-
tively (Giles, Mizell, and Patterson
1989, 615).

Our sample included the first is-
sue of the 1950 volume through the
last issue of the 1996 volume.2 We
chose 1950 as the initial year for
several reasons. First, it marks a
time of substantial change and "a
period of great intellectual ferment
in the discipline" (De Maio and
Kushner 1981, 183). Second, the
1950s mark the introduction of rudi-
mentary quantification in the social
sciences and the ascendency of the
behavorialist movement in political
science (Susser 1992, 5). Finally, an
end point at or near mid-century is
a popular one for researchers (see,
for example, De Maio and Kushner
1981; Hudson 1996; Miller, Tien,
and Peebler 1996a). Selecting a sim-
ilar endpoint allows us to compare
our findings to the findings of oth-
ers.

We included in the analysis only
unsolicited, refereed articles—full-
length research articles, research
notes, and review essays of the liter-
ature on some specific substantive
field. We excluded from consider-
ation standard book reviews, presi-
dential addresses, editorial com-
ments, replies, rejoinders,
controversies, communications, er-
rata, and commentary. We also did
not include articles in special issues
that published the works of only in-
vited scholars.

We examined each article and
collected and coded several pieces
of information.3 First, we counted
the number of authors for each arti-
cle. Second, we collected demo-
graphic information about the sex of
the author(s).4 We coded the sex of
the author(s) as: male/all males,
female/all females, and a mixture of
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Figure 1
Percent of Multiple-Authored Articles by Year of Publication

Year of Publication

Note: a = .99.

male(s) and female(s). Third, we
collected content information about
each article. Specifically, we re-
corded the type of article, type of
data collection employed,5 and type
of statistical analysis reported. We
determined the type of article by
assessing the content of the articles
and we coded each article as theo-
retical or empirical using quantita-
tive data, qualitative data, or a mix-
ture of both. Theoretical articles
include theoretical arguments, statis-
tical or methodological discussions,
mathematical theory explications,
and computer simulations with no
statistics. Empirical articles include
case studies, primary and secondary
data analyses, mathematical theory
explications with statistical applica-
tions, and computer simulations with
statistical applications. We deter-
mined the type of statistic by identi-
fying the highest level of statistics
reported and coded it as none, de-
scriptive (e.g., measures of central
tendency, percentages), bivariate
(e.g., measures of association), or
multivariate (e.g., regression-based
models, LISREL, time-series).

As the coding progressed, we
were confronted with a few unfore-
seen issues due to changes in the
respective journal's format (e.g., the
detail of biographical information

provided) or issues beyond our con-
trol. First, institutional affiliation and
author status (as noted earlier) were
often unavailable for coding pur-
poses. Second, problems occurred in
verifying the sex of the author when
journals used only initials for the
first name. This was especially trou-
bling in the early years of publica-

tion, because we were less familiar
with the identities of authors work-
ing in the 1950s and 1960s. We also
experienced a related problem in
verifying the sex of the author with
some non-English first names, an-
drogynous names, or ambiguous
names. If none of us could confirm
the sex of the author, or we could
not determine it from other sources,
we coded the sex of that author as a
missing value. We should note that
authors of other citation studies
have experienced similar problems
with the categorization of initials
and names (see Gleditsch 1996). In
all, 5,150 articles were included in
our analysis.

We analyzed our data using two
techniques. First, each figure pre-
sented here depicts the relationship
between year of publication and the
respective variable so that the
reader can easily see the annual
data aggregated across the three
journals and the trends and patterns
over the entire time series. We used
a local regression scatterplot
smoother, loess, to produce the
smoothed curves in the figures (see
Beck and Jackman 1998; Cleveland
1979, 1984; Jacoby 1997)/1 We se-
lected the value of the smoothing
parameter, a, for each curve by ana-
lyzing the loess residuals plotted

Figure 2
Percent of Multiple-Authored Articles by Number of Authors
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Figure 3A
Percent of Articles by Sex of the Author(s) and Year of Publication: At
Least One Male Author
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against its respective independent
variable, and then adding a loess
smoothing to the graph of the re-
spective residuals to examine if
there was dependence of the residu-
als on the respective independent
variable.7 Our objectives were two-
fold: (1) to produce a loess curve on
the data graph that was as smooth
as possible but captured all of the
relevant structure existing within the
data; and (2) to produce a loess
curve on the residual graph that was
nearly a horizontal line, since the
residuals should be variation in the
dependent variable not explainable
by the respective independent vari-
able (see Cleveland, 1994, 173-75;
Jacoby 1997, 74-77). In a footnote
for each figure, we report the a
value used in the data analysis be-
tween the respective variable and
publication date. We employed
an a value of .80 in all the residual
analyses.8

Second, to fully appreciate the
magnitude of the change over
time, we calculated the percent of
articles by authorship coding and
the percentage point changes in
our data. We discuss percentages
and their changes by decade and
by journal.9

Results

Findings Over Time:
Collaborative Trends
and Patterns

Overall, close to 30% of all the
articles published in the three jour-
nals from 1950 to 1996 were multi-
ple authored. Figure 1 presents the
percent of multiple-authored arti-
cles across all the years. Although

there is year-to-year variation,
there has been a steadily increas-
ing trend toward more multiple-
authored articles over the last four
decades.

As Table 1 shows, the percentage
of multiple-authored articles, in ag-
gregate, has increased seven-fold
since the 1950s and almost one-half
of the articles are now multiple-
authored.

A more detailed examination of
the trend in each journal reveals
that, with the exception of APSR,
multiple-authored articles have be-
come predominant (see Table 1).

As can be seen in Figure 2 (see,
also, Table 1), our analysis revealed
other noteworthy trends and pat-
terns in political science journals.
First, as a percentage of the multi-
ple-authored articles over time, arti-
cles produced by two authors have
steadily decreased by close to 12
percentage points. Second, articles
produced by three authors have
nearly doubled, from 10.9% in the
1950s to 20.9% in the 1990s. Third,
those articles with four or more au-
thors have increased slightly over
time, from 4.3% in the 1950s to
6.1% during the 1990s (note, how-
ever, that there was a very slight
decrease in the 1980s).

Although each journal showed a
similar trend toward increased mul-
tiple authorship of articles, some

Figure 3B
Percent of Articles by Sex of the Author(s) and Year of Publication: At
Least One Male Author
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Table 1
Collaboration in Selected Political Science Journals by
Decade

Journal

Political Science
Journals*
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1996

PSR
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1996

AJPS
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1996

JOP
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1996

Percent
Multiple

Authorship

6.8
15.7
25.5
41.3
49.2

8.5
18.7
26.3
43.6
45.3

3.8
15.4
28.1
44.4
51.1

4.6
12.1
22.1
36.2
51.3

Multiple-Authored

Percent
Two

Authors

84.8
81.3
80.7
76.4
73.0

81.8
78.4
80.8
73.7
72.9

50.0
85.3
80.6
75.4
66.7

100
83.3
80.6
80.5
78.4

Percent
Three

Authors

10.9
14.6
14.7
20.0
20.9

15.2
14.9
14.4
21.2
20.4

0.0
14.7
13.9
20.8
25.0

0.0
13.9
16.1
17.8
18.0

Article

Percent
Four or
More

Authors

4.3
4.2
4.6
3.5
6.1

3.0
6.8
4.8
5.1
6.9

50.0
0.0
5.6
3.8
8.3

0.0
2.8
3.2
1.7
3.5

(N)

677
915

1,279
1,344

935

387
396
475
451
318

53
221
384
412
282

237
298
420
481
335

* Data are aggregated from APSR, AJPS, and JOP.

differences in patterns of collabora-
tion are apparent in Table 1. During
the 1990s, for example, JOP and
APSR exhibited the largest percent-
age of articles written by two au-
thors—78.4% and 72.9%, respec-
tively. AJPS and APSR had the
largest percentage of articles writ-
ten by three authors—25.0% and
20.4%, respectively. Both of these
journals also had the largest per-
centage of articles written by four
or more authors—8.3% and 6.9%,
respectively.

Findings Across Disciplines
Over Time: Political Science,
Sociology, and Economics

To answer the question of how
the collaborative patterns in political
science compare to those in sociol-

ogy and economics, we compared
our results with those from two pub-
lished studies of collaboration in
sociology (Fisher et al. 1998, Table
1) and economics (Hudson 1996,
Table 1). From the 1950s until
1996, multiple-authored articles in
sociology journals10 increased 29
percentage points (from 25.2% in
the 1950s to 53.9% in the 1990s).
Collaborations in economic jour-
nals11 showed an identical percent-
age point change (from 10.9% be-
tween 1950 and 1965 to 40.0%
between 1974 and 1993). Com-
pared to these two other social sci-
ence disciplines, political science
had a more rapid growth in multi-
ple authorship over the same time
period—a 42.4 percentage point
increase (from 6.8% to 49.2%).

Single Authorships, Same-Sex
Collaborations, and Cross-Sex
Collaborations: Trends
and Patterns

In Figure 3, we present trends of
authorship by sex over time. Here,
we sought to examine gender homo-
geneity in authorship to determine
whether females differed from males
with respect to their involvement in
single-authored articles, same-sex
collaborations, and cross-sex collabo-
rations. Figures 3A and 3B display
the percentages of all articles for
which a male was an author or co-
author; Figures 3C and 3D show
these percentages for female au-
thors.

As can be seen in Figure 3A,
there was a downward trend for arti-
cles authored singly by males and a
steep upward trend in articles au-
thored by just male collaborators. In
Figure 3B, a steady upward trend in
cross-sex collaborations is apparent.
For example, in the 1950s, 92.7% of
political science articles were au-
thored by one man; in the 1990s,
only 47.3% of the articles were au-
thored by a man working alone. This
is a 45.4 percentage point decrease.
Articles authored by all-male collab-
orators increased 32.3 percentage
points between the 1950s and the
1990s (from 6.9% to 39.2%), while
articles resulting from cross-sex col-
laborations increased 13.2 percent-
age points (from 0.3% to 13.5%).

As evident in Figures 3C and 3D,
articles with at least one female au-
thor showed trends and patterns
similar and dissimilar to male-
authored articles. Articles authored
by females working alone strikingly
declined over time by 48.1 percent-
age points (from 88.9% to 40.8%).
Same-sex authored (i.e., all females)
articles increased over time as did
all-male collaborative articles. Arti-
cles resulting from cross-sex collabo-
rations steadily increased among
female-authored articles from 11.1%
in the 1950s to 51.2% in the 1990s.

During the 1980s and 1990s,
cross-sex collaborations were the
most common type of authorship for
females. Over 51% of the articles
with at least one female author re-
sulted from cross-sex collaborations.
Over the same period, 13.5% of the

PSOnline www.apsanet.org 851

https://doi.org/10.2307/420730 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.2307/420730


Figure 3C
Percent of Articles by Sex of the Author(s) and Year of Publication: At
Least One Female Author
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articles with at least one male au-
thor represented cross-sex collabo-
rations. Over the past twenty years,
females have been 3.8 times more
likely to publish articles coau-
thored with males than were men
to publish articles coauthored with
women.

The trends and patterns of col-
laborative authorship varied across
the three journals. However, dur-
ing the 1990s, some noteworthy
patterns emerged (not shown in
figure). First, solo male-authored
and solo female-authored articles
decreased in all the journals. Sec-
ond, JOP has the highest percent-
age of cross-sex collaborations for
both male-authored articles and
female-authored articles (15.3%
and 53.6%, respectively), although
AJPS is not far behind (14.0% and
54.0%, respectively). Third, in each
journal, cross-sex collaborations
are currently the predominant
form of authorship for females—
over 50% in AJPS and JOP, and
45.5% in APSR. The second most
common form of authorship among
females is single authorship. For
males, the two most common
forms of authorship are currently
single authorship and same-sex col-
laborative authorship.

Content Characteristics: Trends
and Patterns

In Figure 4, we show the relation-
ship between multiple authorship
and the content of an article. We
examined two issues: 1) How does
the percentage of multiple-authored
articles vary with article content?
and 2) Can the overall growth of
multiple-authored articles be ex-
plained by the increase of a particu-

lar type of article? We address the
latter question by examining
whether the percentage point
change in multiple-authored articles
of a particular type of article dif-
fered substantially from the overall
percentage point growth in multiple-
authored articles. Figure 4A pre-
sents the results for articles coded
by content as being theoretical or
empirical. Figures 4B and 4C
present the results for empirical arti-
cles coded by the level of statistics
used by the authors.12

Figure 4A shows that, for any
given year, empirical articles were
more likely to be multiple authored
than theoretical articles. We can
also see that the percentage point
change in multiple authorship has
risen sharply and steadily over time
for empirical articles. Specifically,
from the 1950s to the 1990s, empiri-
cal articles that had multiple authors
increased by roughly 39 percentage
points (from 19.2% to 58.2%). In
contrast, multiple authorship of the-
oretical articles increased by roughly
18 percentage points (from 4.8% to
22.7%) during the same time period.
Considered together, these results
suggest that the overall growth in
multiple authorships was being
driven, at least partially, by the
growth of empirical articles.

Finally, we examined the trends

Figure 30
Percent of Articles by sex of the Author(s) and Year of Publication: At
Least One Female Author
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Figure 4A
Percent of Multiple-Authored Articles by Characteristics of Content
and Year of Publication: Type of Article
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and patterns of multiple authorship
of articles employing some type of
statistical analysis. As shown in Fig-
ures 4B and 4C, overall, as the de-
gree of statistical sophistication rose
(i.e., as the use of descriptive statis-
tics gave way to bivariate statistics
and then to multivariate statistics),
the percentage of multiple-authored
articles also rose. For example, dur-
ing the 1950s, descriptive statistics
were used in nearly 19% of the mul-
tiple-authored articles. During the
1990s, this percentage rose to
50.8%. Similarly, during the same
time period, the percentage of mul-
tiple-authored articles that included
bivariate statistics increased from
40.0% to 58.5%. Multiple-authored
articles whose authors used multi-
variate statistics also increased from
zero to 59.5% of the articles.

Looking at Figure 4C, it is clear
that in the mid-1970s the percentage
of multiple-authored articles in
which the authors used multivariate
statistics surpassed the percentage of
multiple-authored articles in which
the authors used bivariate statis-
tics.13 A few plausible contextual
explanations as to why this crisscross
pattern occurred are in order. First,
as we discussed earlier, the rise of
the behavioralist movement coin-
cided with the increased availability
of computers (mostly mainframes)

and statistical software packages,
leading social scientists to develop
and employ more complicated and
labor-intensive statistical techniques.
Second, during the 1970s, large-scale
data sets became available for use
on mainframes, where multivariate
statistical analyses could be more
easily performed than before.

For each journal, the use of statis-
tics in multiple-authored articles in-
creased over time, especially the use

of multivariate statistics (not shown
in figure). For example, during the
1950s, none of the multiple-au-
thored articles published in APSR
included multivariate statistics. In
the 1990s, 65.9% of multiple-au-
thored articles included multivariate
statistics. In sum, the use of statis-
tics—descriptive, bivariate, or multi-
variate—in multiple-authored arti-
cles has increased over time, overall
and within each journal. We should
also note that these results held
when type of article and statistical
methods were controlled for in a
multivariate logit analysis.14

Discussion

The nature of authorship in social
science has decidedly changed over
the past thirty years. The majority of
social science articles are now au-
thored by two or more scholars, and
political science mirrors this trend.
Approximately half of all the articles
published in political science are
multiple authored—a jump of 42
percentage points since the fifties.
The percentage point increase of
multiple authorship in political sci-
ence far exceeds the percentage
point increase in either sociology or
economics. Furthermore, the level of
collaborative writing is highest in
AJPS and JOP, which each have just

Figure 4B
Percent of Multiple-Authored Articles by Characteristics of Content
and Year of Publication: Type of Statistical Analysis
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Figure 4C
Percent of Multiple-Authored Articles by Characteristics of Content
and Year of Publication: Type of Statistical Analysis
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over half of their articles written by
scholars working in collaboration.

Taken together, these findings
suggest that multiple authorship is
becoming the norm within political
science. The traditional picture of
the scholar laboring independently
on his or her research no longer
seems valid. As noted previously, the
reality of pervasive collaborative re-
search raises salient policy issues
within academia. Most notably, in
merit, tenure, and promotion deci-
sions, it may be misleading, if not
unfair, to evaluate faculty by tradi-
tional criteria that presumed an arti-
cle would be individually authored.
The risk of devaluing collaborative
works may be especially pronounced
when upper-level university or col-
lege officials come from an earlier
generation and/or from a discipline
(e.g., history) in which coauthorship
was, or is, uncommon.

At the same time, as multiple au-
thorship becomes increasingly preva-
lent, evaluating faculty may well
pose special challenges. Disentan-
gling the relative contribution of
authors may not be as simple as see-
ing how many first-authored publica-
tions a scholar has produced. The
ordering of authors' names on a
publication is not always a reflection
of who contributed what to the arti-
cle. The ordering of names can be

determined by disciplinary norms
(e.g., economics journals tend to list
authors' names
alphabetically),
the status of
authors, some
random proce-
dure such as a
coin flip, and
personal rela-
tions (Hudson
1996; Fine and
Kurdek 1993;
Zuckerman
1968). Evalua-
tions may be
further compli-
cated by the
realization that
opportunities to
coauthor research and, thus, to be
"productive" may be structured by
factors ranging from the type of
scholarship a person conducts to
race, age, and gender (McDowell
and Smith 1992).

In this regard, it is noteworthy
that among women in the social sci-
ences, but particularly among
women in political science, the dom-
inant form of authorship has be-
come cross-sex collaborations. Just
over half of the articles published by
women in the leading journals re-
sulted from cross-sex collaborations.
In contrast, men appear more likely

Our findings suggest
that in the "tradition-
al" political science
journals, women
mostly collaborate
with men, whereas in
Women and Politics
women primarily pub-
lish single-authored
articles.

to author articles on their own or to
coauthor articles with other men.
The pervasiveness of female scholars
collaborating with males again raises
the issue of how multiple-authored
articles should be evaluated. If these
works are devalued, or if women's
contributions are implicitly attrib-
uted to male coauthors, then the
high level of multiple authorship
among females may help to produce
social (e.g., professional recognition,
promotion) and economic (e.g., sal-
ary, merit pay) inequality within aca-
demia.

Of course, collaborative work also
may be seen as a positive develop-
ment in political science. There is
some evidence in economics that
coauthorship increases productivity
(Durden and Perri 1995) and the
number of citations an article gar-
ners (Eisenhauer 1997). Further-
more, the high percentage of articles
collaboratively authored by males
and females suggests that gender
barriers to mentorship and accep-

tance into research
networks in the disci-
pline may well be
growing weaker.

We should note
one qualification on
this finding regarding
women's participa-
tion in cross-sex col-
laboration. After
looking at our re-
sults, we wondered
whether the patterns
of female authorship
would differ in fo-
rums devoted to gen-
der issues. Accord-
ingly, we recorded

the sex and number of the authors
who published in Women and Poli-
tics (WP) from its inception in 1980
to 1996.15 This analysis revealed that
males published only 15% (N=37)
of the articles, either alone or with
other males, and that women pub-
lished the remaining 85% of the ar-
ticles, be it alone, with other
women, with a male, or with other
males. Of articles with at least one
female author, 66% (N=144) were
single-authored, 17% (N=37) were
collaborations that included at least
one male, and 17% (N=36) were
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coauthored or multiple authored
with women.

Our findings suggest that in the
"traditional" political science jour-
nals, women mostly collaborate with
men (see Figure 3C), whereas in WP
women primarily publish single-
authored articles. Our analysis does
not allow us to determine whether
this authorship pattern reflects wom-
en's tendency to direct their gender-
related research to WP in the antici-
pation of a favorable response
and/or the tendency of the more
traditional political science journals
not to publish gender-related re-
search when such work competes
with submissions that address
broader or more "mainstream" top-
ics. We leave this line of inquiry for
future studies. In any case, WP
clearly provides female authors with
opportunities to publish single-

authored works. These works not
only contribute to our growing body
of knowledge, but also are likely to
enhance the visibility and advance
the careers of female scholars, grad-
uate students, and nonacademics.

Several other findings also war-
rant comment. First, consistent with
our expectations, the data suggest
that multiple authorship is less com-
mon for theory articles and more
common for empirical analyses. Sec-
ond, supportive of past research (De
Maio and Kushner 1981) and our
hypothesis, the data suggest that
multiple-authored articles tended to
increase as the statistical methods
used in the analysis became more
sophisticated. Since political scien-
tists rely increasingly on more ad-
vanced quantitative methods, it is
plausible to anticipate that the trend

toward collaborative work will con-
tinue.

In closing, multiple authorship has
become the norm for research arti-
cles in political science. Future re-
search is warranted to show how
collaborative research develops (i.e.,
employing network analysis), differ-
ences and similarities across sub-
fields (e.g., American politics, inter-
national affairs, comparative
politics), how the Internet influences
domestic and international collabo-
rations, and how collaboration af-
fects both the growth of knowledge
within the discipline and the devel-
opment of careers of political scien-
tists within academic institutions. All
these areas of research continue in
the tradition of reflecting on the
evolution and state of political
science.

Notes

* We thank David Moore at the Institute
for Data Sciences for his help with STATA.

1. "Social science" disciplines include an-
thropology, area studies, criminology, demo-
graphics/population studies, economics,
econometrics, geography, human/individual
and family development, public policy analy-
sis, sociology, statistics, urban affairs/studies,
social sciences (general), and social sciences
(other). "Political science" includes interna-
tional relations/affairs, political science/gov-
ernment, and public administration. This in-
formation is available through 1995. We did
not compare the current decade to the 1950s
because we only have five years of data in the
1990s. Comparing five years of data to 10
years of data would be misleading. We did
not compare year to year (e.g., 1950 to 1995)
because there could be extreme year-to-year
variation that masks the long-term trends.

2. The last issue of the 1996 volume of/OP
was not coded because it was not available on
February 1, 1997, when we collected our data.

3. We used the cumulative index for vol-
umes 2-10 of MJPS (AJPS) because these vol-
umes were not available through interlibrary
loan from any college or university in Ohio.
The cumulative index did not reference vol-
ume 1 (1957).

4. We did code the status (e.g., professor,
students) of the author(s) when it was given.
However, we could not use this variable in
any subsequent analysis because APSR did
not provide the status of the author(s) until
1986, JOP inconsistently provided the status
of the author(s), and AJPS never has re-
ported this information.

5. The data collection variable was defined
according to the data collection process used
by the author(s) and was coded as primary
(N=69), secondary (N = 2,726), a combination

of primary and secondary (N = 90), computer
simulation (N=l l ) , none (e.g., theory argu-
ments, methodological or statistical discus-
sions [N= 1,595]), or a mathematical proof
(N=464). We were interested in looking at
patterns of multiple authorship by primary
types of data collection because we hypothe-
sized that articles that employed primary data
collection techniques would be more likely to
be the work of multiple authors than other
types of articles. After we looked at the fre-
quency distribution of this variable, we real-
ized that only 3.1% (N=159) of the articles
used primary or primary and secondary data.
We decided that we could not reliably plot
patterns of multiple authorship over time us-
ing primary types of data collection.

6. We thank the anonymous reviewer who
suggested this technique to us; it proved very
useful in presenting our results. For those
readers who are not familiar with this tech-
nique, section 3 of Beck and Jackman (1998)
provides an excellent overview of scatterplot
smoothing.

7. According to Jacoby, "there should be
no discernable pattern within the residuals"
(1997, 74). In a loess fit, a, is the proportion
of observations that are used in each local
regression (i.e., the bandwidth or span). Al-
pha is specified as a number between 0 and 1.

8. We used STATA, version 5.0 (1997) for
data and residual analyses (i.e., to determine
the a values), and SPSSPC, version 6.1.3
(1993) to produce the figures. Note that
SPSSPC will not allow the user to vary a for
different variables within one overlay figure.
Because of this, we present multiple figures
for the different categories of the respective
variable.

9. The data are available upon request
from Bonnie Fisher at Bonnie.Fisher@uc.edu.

10. The three journals included in Fisher et
al. (1998) analysis were American Sociological
Review, American Journal of Sociology, and
Social Forces.

11. Hudson included eight journals in his
1996 analysis: American Economic Review,
Economic Journal, Econometrics, Review of
Economics and Statistics, Review of Economic
Statistics, Review of Economics Studies, Jour-
nal of Political Economy, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, and Economica.

12. Only those articles in which statistics
were used were included in the analyses re-
ported in Figures 4B and 4C (N = 1,248).

13. Statistically this happened because dur-
ing the 1950s there were only 18 multiple-
authored articles that used any type of statis-
tics and during the 1960s the number
increased to 100 (5 of which used multivariate
statistics). For any given year during these
two decades, the number of articles that used
any type of statistical analysis is quite small,
hence our graphed percentages are case sen-
sitive (e.g., one multiple-authored article that
included statistics may represent 100% of the
articles for that year). As is evident in Figure
4C, there is large variation in the year-to-year
percentages during these two decades, espe-
cially in articles using bivariate analysis. Note
that during these two decades, the percentage
of multiple-authored articles that used multi-
variate statistics was higher than those using
bivariate statistics (31.3% compared with
41.7%, and 34.6% compared to 37.5%. re-
spectively). Since the purpose of the loess
curve is to summarize the middle of the dis-
tribution of percentage of articles for each
year, the curve prior to 1970 is sensitive to
the extreme variation in our data. Thus, our
smoothing curve was estimated using the data
after 1969.
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14. We also investigated these trends and
patterns using multivariate logit models that
predict the probability of an article being
multiple authored. These models confirmed
the previously discussed bivariate results, but
do offer two additional insights. First, while

there is a positive trend in multiple author-
ship for articles in general, the growth is larg-
est for articles with at least one female au-
thor. Second, the content of an article is an
important predictor of multiple authorship.
The logit results suggest that as the sophisti-

cation of the statistical analysis increases in
quantitative articles so does the likelihood of
multiple authorship

15. The methods detailed above to code
articles in the other journals was used to code
the articles published in WP.
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