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Women in Applied Behavior Analysis
Frances K. McSweeney, Patricia Donahoe, and

Samantha Swindell
Washington State University

The status of women in applied behavior analysis was examined by comparing the participation of
women in the Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis (JABA) to their participation in three similar
journals. For all journals, the percentage of articles with at least one female author, the percentage
of authors who are female, and the percentage of articles with a female first author increased from
1978 to 1997. Participation by women in JABA was equal to or greater than participation by women
in the comparison journals. However, women appeared as authors on papers in special sections of
Behavior Modification substantially more often when the editor was female than when the editor
was male. In addition, female membership on the editorial boards of JABA, Behavior Modification,
and Behaviour Research and Therapy failed to increase from 1978 to 1997. We conclude that a
"glass ceiling" reduces the participation of women at the highest levels of applied behavior analysis
and related fields.
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Several past studies have examined
the status of women in behavior anal-
ysis (e.g., Iwata & Lent, 1984; Laties,
1987; Myers, 1993; Neef, 1993; Poling
et al., 1983). Some authors have ar-
gued that men and women are not
treated equally (gender inequity). For
example, Myers (1993) argued that
gender inequity occurred when he
found that the percentage of female
first authors in the Journal of the Ex-
perimental Analysis of Behavior
(JEAB, 15%) was smaller than the per-
centage of female full members of the
Association for Behavior Analysis
(ABA, 31%), the percentage of doctor-
ates in psychology (55%) or experi-
mental psychology (48%) that were
awarded to women, and the percentage
of women in the general population
(51%).
As argued by several authors (e.g.,

Neef, 1993), however, these differenc-
es in participation do not prove that
gender inequity occurs. Many alterna-
tive hypotheses can potentially explain
the data. For example, publishing
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might require some special preparation
or skills that are not shared by all
women. In that case, the percentage of
female authors in JEAB might fall
short of the percentage of females in
the general population. Women might
also have less interest in the subject
matter of the experimental analysis of
behavior than they have in other areas
such as social psychology, develop-
mental psychology, or behavior modi-
fication. In that case, the percentage of
female authors in JEAB would fall
short of the percentage of female doc-
torate holders in psychology and the
percentage of female members of
ABA.
McSweeney and Swindell (1998)

ruled out these explanations by com-
paring participation by women as au-
thors in JEAB to their participation as
authors in three comparable journals.
These journals were chosen to be sim-
ilar to JEAB in subject matter and se-
lectivity (rejection rates of submitted
articles). Choosing similarly selective
journals should rule out differences in
motivation to publish, background
preparation, intelligence, and so forth
as explanations for differences in par-
ticipation rates across the journals.
Choosing journals within a single sub-
ject matter should rule out differences
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in interests as explanations for differ-
ent participation rates.
McSweeney and Swindell (1998)

also examined changes in participation
by women over the last 20 years. As
will be seen below (Results and Dis-
cussion), many explanations can ac-
count for differences in participation
by women at one time. Fewer expla-
nations are compatible with temporal
trends in the data.
McSweeney and Swindell (1998)

did not argue that gender inequity must
cause the differences in participation
rates by women across the journals that
they examined. Many other differences
among the journals could contribute.
However, they did argue that their data
provide information about the status of
women in the experimental analysis of
behavior and, therefore, could contrib-
ute to an understanding of this topic.
We performed a similar analysis for the
area of applied behavior analysis. For
this analysis to be directly comparable
to McSweeney and Swindell's analysis,
those parts of the method that are iden-
tical to that used by McSweeney and
Swindell are described with the same
words.

METHOD

We examined each issue of the Jour-
nal of Applied Behavior Analysis
(JABA), Behavior Therapy (BT), Be-
havior Modification (BM), and Behav-
iour Research and Therapy (BR&T)
from 1978 to 1997 to determine the
number of authors, the number of ar-
ticles, the number of female authors,
the number of female first authors, and
the number of articles that included a
female author. We chose those years to
be comparable to the years analyzed by
McSweeney and Swindell (1998). The
years cover a substantial amount of
time, and they include years over which
attitudes towards women seemed to
change.
We counted an article whenever a ti-

tle and authors were listed in the table
of contents of the journal. Articles
were often divided into different cate-

gories (e.g., research articles, case re-
ports, case studies, book reviews, etc.).
Our analysis included all articles with-
out regard to type. The classifications
used by the journals differed, and the
classifications used by a single journal
changed over time. Therefore, present-
ing data according to type of article
would have little validity.
We assumed that women's partici-

pation as authors in JABA reflects their
participation in applied behavior anal-
ysis because JABA is the flagship jour-
nal of the field. We chose the three
comparison journals on the recommen-
dation of colleagues who specialize in
applied behavior analysis. As in Mc-
Sweeney and Swindell (1998), the
journals were comparable in selectivity
at least during the first 5-year intervals
for which the data were analyzed. Ac-
ceptance rates were approximately
25%, 10%, and 15% for JABA, BT, and
BR&T, respectively (Buffardi & Nich-
ols, 1981). Acceptance rates for BM
were not given in that article.

All of these journals are devoted to
a similar subject matter and appeal to
similar audiences. As a result, many
authors publish in more than one of
them. All of the journals were also ex-
amined by Richards, Cox, and Norton
(1998) in their attempt to identify the
leading researchers and institutions in
behavior analysis and therapy. The
similarities among the journals are ap-
parent in the following quotations from
the mission statements that appeared in
the first issue of each journal in 1997.

The Journal ofApplied Behavior Analysis is pri-
marily for the original publication of reports of
experimental research involving applications of
the experimental analysis of behavior to prob-
lems of social importance.

Behavior Therapy is an international journal de-
voted to the application of behavioral and cog-
nitive sciences to clinical problems. It primarily
publishes original research of an experimental/
clinical nature which contributes to theories,
practices, and evaluations of behavior therapy
broadly defined [see Editorial, Behavior Thera-
py, 1990, 21, pp. 1-2].

Behavior Modification seeks submissions in the
following areas: (1) assessment and modification
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techniques for problems in psychiatric, clinical,
education, and rehabilitation settings; (2) papers
describing measurement and modification of be-
havior in normal populations; (3) single-case ex-
perimental research and group comparison de-
signs; (4) reviews and theoretical discussions;
(5) treatment manuals; and (6) program descrip-
tions.

The journal [Behaviour Research and Therapy]
publishes scientific papers pertaining to abnor-
mal behaviour and experiences, and their mod-
ification, and to medical psychology. The as-
sessment of abnormal behaviour and experienc-
es, and how they change and under what con-
ditions, has always been within the scope of
Behaviour Research and Therapy, and we have
now incorporated Behavioral Assessment.

We made the same assumptions as
McSweeney and Swindell (1998) when
collecting the data. In cases where the
gender of the author was not known,
authors were considered to be female
if they had a stereotypically female
first name (e.g., Mary) or if they used
the stereotypically female spelling of
an ambiguous name (e.g., Marian is
usually female, Marion is male;
Frances is usually female, Francis is
male). Authors who used initials were
counted as women only when we knew
that to be the case. As a result, we may
have counted too many authors who
used initials as males. To compensate,
we considered authors with unisex first
names (e.g., Chris, Robin) to be female
unless we knew otherwise.
Membership on the editorial board

was determined by consulting the first
issue of each year. As in McSweeney
and Swindell (1998), the numbers do
not include information about the edi-
tor in chief or associate editors. Includ-
ing this information would bias against
finding changes over time because
these editors may change infrequently.
Since the incorporation of Behavioral
Assessment in 1993, BR&T has had
two editorial boards. The present data
include both boards.
As a result of our assumptions, our

calculations are undoubtedly inaccu-
rate. However, McSweeney and Swin-
dell (1998) argued that these inaccu-
racies are usually small. They showed
that this method of data analysis yield-

ed results similar to those of Myers
(1993) even though he used a different
method of analysis (excluding all un-
known cases). They also argued that
the level of accuracy probably did not
change systematically over time or
across journals. To reduce the prob-
lems in the present analysis, we also
recruited a specialist in applied behav-
ior analysis (Patricia Donahoe), who
was familiar with the gender of many
of the authors, to help us with the anal-
ysis.

In spite of our efforts, the data for
BR&T may be less accurate than those
for the other journals. More authors in
BR&T than in the other journals used
initials instead of first names, and the
number changed systematically over
time. A mean of 34, 26, 24, and 19
authors per year used their initials in
BR&T for 1978-1982, 1983-1987,
1988-1992, and 1993-1997, respec-
tively. This translates to 22%, 13%,
12%, and 6% of all authors in the jour-
nal for the same four 5-year intervals.
Consulting colleagues and the current
membership lists of professional orga-
nizations failed to identify most of
those using initials, particularly during
the earlier years. Initials, rather than
first names, were also given for almost
all editorial board members. In this
case, we were able to obtain the first
names of many editors by consulting
colleagues and by checking the mem-
bership lists of professional societies.
We omitted the ones we could not find
(approximately 15%) from the total
count. Although the data from BR&T
might have been excluded from the
present analysis on this basis, they
have been retained because they were
basically similar to the results for the
other journals.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Changes in Participation
Rates over Time

Figures 1, 2, and 3 contain the mean
percentage of articles with at least one
female author, the mean percentage of
authors who are female, and the mean
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Figure 2. Mean percentage of all authors who
were female over 5-year intervals from 1978 to
1997 for the Journal ofApplied Behavior Anal-
ysis (JABA), Behavior Therapy (BT), Behavior
Modification (BM), Behaviour Research and
Therapy (BR&T), and the Journal of the Exper-
imental Analysis of Behavior (JEAB).

number of participating men decreased
even if the absolute number of partic-
ipating women did not increase. This
did not occur. The absolute number of
participating women usually increased
over the period of investigation. From
the first to the last 5-year interval, the
average number of female authors per
year rose from 41 to 88, from 17 to 29,
and from 34 to 100 for JABA, BM, and
BR&T, respectively. The average num-
ber of female authors per year fell only
for BT (from 53 to 46). From the first
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Figure 3. Mean percentage of articles with a
female first author over 5-year intervals from
1978 to 1997 for the Journal ofApplied Behav-
ior Analysis (JABA), Behavior Therapy (BT),
Behavior Modification (BM), Behaviour Re-
search and Therapy (BR&T), and the Journal of
the Experimental Analysis of Behavior (JEAB).
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Figure 1. Mean percentage of articles with at
least one female authior over 5-year intervals
from 1978 to 1997 for the Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis (JABA), Behavior 7herapy
(BT), Behavior Modification (BM), Behaviour
Research and Therapy (BR&7), and the Journal
of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior
(JEAB).

percentage of articles with a female
first author, respectively, over the four
5-year intervals from 1978 to 1997.
Each function presents the mean of the
results for one of the four journals. Re-
sults for JEAB, taken from McSweeney
and Swindell (1998), are also present-
ed.

Similar to the results found by
McSweeney and Swindell (1998), par-
ticipation by women increased over the
last 20 years for all journals and for all
measures of participation. The increase
was substantial in size. WVhen the per-
centage participation by women in the
last 5-year interval was divided by the
percentage participation by women in
the first 5-year interval for each jou sal
and each measure of participation, the
results varied from 1.917 to 1.92. There-
fore, it could be said that participation
by women increased by at least 17%
and by at most 92% over the last 20
years. The increase in participation by
women was similar in size for JEAB
and JABA. Using the same method to
measure the size of the increase, par-
ticipation by women increased by ap-
proximately 50% for both journals
over the years that we examined.
As argued by McSweeney and

Swindell (1998), percentage participa-
tion by women might increase if the
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to the last 5-year interval, the average
number of female first authors per year
also rose from 14 to 24, from 16 to 18,
from 7 to 8, and from 14 to 28 for
JABA, BT, BM, and BR&T, respective-
ly.
An increase in the number of articles

published per year may be partially re-
sponsible for the increase in the abso-
lute number of female authors over
time. The number of articles published
per year rose from 58 to 69 and from
65 to 109 from the first to the last 5-
year interval for JABA and BR&T, re-
spectively. More articles offer more
opportunities for women to participate
as authors. However, this cannot be the
entire explanation. As shown in the fig-
ures, percentage participation by wom-
en increased over the years. Authorship
and first authorship by women also
rose in BM, even though the total num-
ber of articles published per year de-
creased from 38 to 26 from the first to
the last 5-year interval. First authorship
by women rose in BT, even though the
average number of articles published
per year fell from 83 to 47 over the
same years.

Participation in JABA Relative to
Similar Journals

Figures 1, 2, and 3 show that partic-
ipation by women as authors in JABA
usually equaled or exceeded participa-
tion in the comparison journals. Partic-
ipation by women in BR&T was often
lower than in the other journals. How-
ever, as indicated, participation by
women in this journal may be under-
estimated because authors frequently
used their initials. The successful par-
ticipation by women in JABA stands in
contrast to their participation in JEAB,
which often lagged behind the com-
parison journals (McSweeney & Swin-
dell, 1998).

Figures 1, 2, and 3 show that partic-
ipation by women in JEAB is substan-
tially lower than participation by wom-
en in the applied journals. Many fac-
tors other than gender inequity may
contribute to this difference. For ex-
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Figure 4. Mean percentage of female editorial
board members over 5-year intervals from 1978
to 1997 for the Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis (JABA), Behavior Therapy (BT), Be-
havior Modification (BM), Behaviour Research
and Therapy (BR&T), and the Journal ofthe Ex-
perimental Analysis of Behavior (JEAB).

ample, women may be more interested
in applications of psychology than in
basic behavioral principles. Women
might also be more interested in ex-
amining the behavior of human than
nonhuman participants. Although edi-
torial policy does not require this,
JEAB publishes more studies that em-
ploy nonhuman subjects.

Participation at More Selective Levels
Figure 4 presents the percentage of

female members of the editorial boards
of the four comparison journals and
JEAB during the four 5-year intervals
from 1978 to 1997. As for authorship,
participation by women on the editorial
board of JABA usually exceeded the
participation of women on other
boards. Unlike authorship, participa-
tion by women on the editorial boards
did not increase over the 20-year pe-
riod under consideration for any jour-
nal except BT. Even for that journal,
participation by women decreased
from 1988-1992 to 1993-1997. Partic-
ipation by women on the editorial
boards of JABA and BM remained rel-
atively constant and participation on
the editorial board of BR&T decreased
substantially over the last 20 years.
The reported decrease for BR&T was
not a by-product of the incorporation
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TABLE 1

Mean percentage of all authors who are female (A), the mean percentage of
first authors who are female (F), and the mean percentage of editorial board
members who are female (E) for the four journals over the four 5-year

intervals from 1978 to 1997.

1978-1982 1983-1987 1988-1992 1993-1997
A F E A F E A F E A F E

JABA 27 24 30 36 31 29 37 30 27 42 35 28
BT 23 20 19 34 25 29 39 32 35 40 38 29
BM 24 20 20 30 28 23 37 29 23 39 31 20
BR&T 22 22 23 26 21 23 28 26 8 32 25 8

of Behavioral Assessment into that
journal. The decrease began before the
incorporation (i.e., before 1993), and
the participation on the editorial board
would remain only 5% if the editorial
board of Behavioral Assessment was
ignored. The participation by women
on the editorial board of JEAB also
failed to increase over the 20 years un-
der consideration.

Table 1 organizes this infornation to
highlight the participation of women at
increasingly selective levels in each of
the journals. As in McSweeney and
Swindell (1998), we assumed that it is
easier to appear as an author than it is
to appear as a first author, and that it
is easier to appear as a first author than
to be selected for the editorial board.
Table 1 presents the percentage of
women who occupied each position for
each of the journals in each of the 5-
year intervals from 1978 to 1997.

Table 1 shows that participation by
women decreased with increases in the
selectivity of the position in recent
years (i.e., 1993-1997) for all four
journals. In contrast, participation by
women did not vary systematically
with the selectivity of the position in
the earlier years that we examined (i.e.,
1978-1982). These results are consis-
tent with the idea that a "glass ceiling"
has developed that limits the partici-
pation of women in applied behavior
analysis. That is, the increasing partic-
ipation by women is largely confined
to the lower levels of the profession.
The size of the glass ceiling is substan-

tial. For 1993-1997, the difference be-
tween the percentage of female authors
and editors was calculated for each of
the four journals. The mean of this dif-
ference across the four journals was
approximately 17%.

Similar evidence for a glass ceiling
was reported by Poling et al. (1983).
They reported that the first authors of
14% of the invited addresses, 30% of
the symposia, and 38% of the posters
presented at the 1982 meeting of ABA
were women. McSweeney and Swin-
dell (1998) also reported that women
were only 9.3% of the authors of arti-
cles in JEAB that appeared to be invit-
ed.

Finding the development of a glass
ceiling for so many journals suggests
that it is real. Although McSweeney
and Swindell (1998) reported similar
results for JEAB and possibly for Ani-
mal Learning & Behavior, the glass
ceiling interpretation of their results
could be doubted because there are al-
ternative explanations. For example,
the absolute number of female authors
in JEAB is small. Therefore, the ab-
sence of an increase in female mem-
bership on the editorial board might be
due to the limited availability of female
candidates for those positions. Finding
similar results for other journals that
have many female contributors ques-
tions this alternative interpretation for
the pattern of results.

Finding the development of a glass
ceiling over time provides relatively
compelling evidence for gender ineq-
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uity. If the only data available were
those for the last 5 years, many hy-
potheses could explain the results. In
contrast, few hypotheses predict the
temporal trends in the data. For ex-
ample, women might appear less often
on the editorial board than as authors
if they lacked the skill, intelligence, or
motivation required to become edito-
rial board members. However, it does
not seem likely that a greater percent-
age of women are insufficiently skilled,
intelligent, or motivated today than 20
years ago.
Women might be underrepresented

on editorial boards because they de-
cline invitations to join the board more
frequently than men (Neef, 1993).
However, it seems unlikely that women
are currently declining invitations to
join the board at a proportionally high-
er rate than they did 20 years ago.
Women might fail to work hard

enough to become an editorial board
member because they are distracted by
other responsibilities (e.g., families).
For example, among working couples
without children, women spend almost
twice as much time on household du-
ties as men do (Russo & Denmark,
1984). However, women are probably
more, rather than less, likely to devote
time to their work now than in earlier
years. For example, the largest increase
in women in the work force occurred
among married women with small chil-
dren. In 1970, only 30% of married
women whose youngest child was
younger than 6 years old were em-
ployed. Ii 1984, 54% were employed
(Matthews & Rodin, 1989). This sug-
gests that women are more willing to
devote time to work now than they
used to be.

Candidates for editorial positions are
mainly experienced authors. Therefore,
fewer women might be selected for the
board than appear as first authors if fe-
male first authors tended to publish few
articles but male first authors tended to
publish many. In fact, Neef (1993)
showed that, prior to 1993, the edito-
rial board of JABA was drawn mainly
from among its experienced authors re-

gardless of gender. To apply this ar-
gument to the temporal trends in the
data, however, it would be necessary to
assume that the number of papers pub-
lished by individual women fell rela-
tive to publications by men at least
enough to offset the rise in the number
of available women over the 20 years
under investigation. This seems unlike-
ly.

Editorial boards might be made up
largely of high achievers who belong
on the board. If the boards are small,
the influx of women in recent years
could not be accommodated without
unfairly dismissing some of these de-
serving candidates. Contrary to this ar-
gument, the editorial boards are quite
large. They also increased in size for
BT (from a mean of 24 in 1978-1982
to a mean of 33 in 1993-1997) and
BR&T (from a mean of 13 in 1978-
1982 to a mean of 48 in 1993-1997),
but not for JABA (a mean of 49 in both
1978-1982 and 1993-1997) or BM
(from a mean of 53 in 1978-1982 to a
mean of 55 in 1993-1997). Therefore,
the boards seem large enough to ac-
commodate women without treating
men unfairly.
An academic tenure-track position

might be required to allow time to do
the work necessary to become an edi-
torial board member. The percentage of
psychologists employed in 4-year aca-
demic institutions has declined in re-
cent years (Pion et al., 1996) and the
availability of applied jobs has in-
creased (Syverson, 1982). The increase
in the number of female authors might
also have occurred because female
graduate students are publishing more
frequently now with their mentors than
they used to. If proportionally more of
these women took applied rather than
academic jobs then they would not es-
tablish the research record necessary
for appointment to the editorial board.

Again, however, to explain the data,
it would be necessary to assume that
women are competing proportionately
less well for the available academic
jobs than they did 20 years ago. In fact,
the opposite is true. The number of
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male assistant professors has remained
relatively constant since 1973, but the
number of female assistant professors
has nearly doubled (Pion et al., 1996).
Women were appointed to 49% of all
new faculty appointments in graduate
psychology departments in 1991 (Pion
et al.).

Although women may win initial ac-
ademic appointments, they may not
hold them long enough to become as-
sociate or full professors, the levels
from which the editorial board is pri-
marily drawn (Over, 1981). Again,
however, the data contradict this argu-
ment. In 1971, 17.7%, 23.0%, and
43.7% of women holding academic ap-
pointments in psychology were full,
associate, and assistant professors, re-
spectively. In 1991, the same statistics
were 25.1%, 27.4%, and 30.3% (Pion
et al., 1996). The absolute number of
female full professors more than qua-
drupled over this period (Pion et al.).

Finally, the increasing participation
by women as authors might not have
yet reached the editorial level. If this
were so, however, the increase in par-
ticipation by women seen for author-
ship in Figures 1 to 3 should appear
for the editorial board in Figure 4, but
after a delay. Participation by women
would not increase only if reaching the
editorial board required 15 to 20 years.
As argued by McSweeney and Swin-
dell (1998), this seems unreasonable.
"Although one case may not be rep-
resentative, the first author served her
first year on the Editorial Board 8 years
after she published her first article in
JEAB" (p. 199).
We conclude that it is difficult to ex-

plain the temporal trends apparent in
Table 1 without assuming that gender
inequity reduces the participation of
women at the highest level of the pro-
fession. Finding the same results for so
many journals suggests that the ineq-
uity is widespread.

Another, less convincing, line of ev-
idence also suggests that gender ineq-
uity occurs. Occasionally, BM pub-
lished a group of articles that were ed-
ited by an invited editor. Table 2 pre-

TABLE 2

Mean percentage of all authors who
are female (Authors), mean percent-
age of first authors who are female
(First), and mean percentage of ar-
ticles that had at least one female au-
thor (Articles) in the special issues of
Behavior Modification. Results are
presented according to whether the
invited editor was male or female.

Male editor Female editor

Authors 34 57
First 27 46
Articles 47 77

sents the mean percentage of all
authors who are female, of first authors
who are female, and of articles that had
at least one female author in these spe-
cial issues. Results are presented ac-
cording to whether the invited editor
was male or female. Results are pre-
sented only for BM because JABA and
BR&T did not have these special sec-
tions. BT had special sections, but all
of the editors were male. Regardless of
the measure, women were substantially
more likely to participate as authors
when articles were edited by a female
editor.

Gender inequity is not the only pos-
sible explanation for these data, how-
ever. For example, the selection of a
female editor might indicate that the
subject matter of those articles was
particularly interesting to women.
Therefore, the greater participation by
women on articles edited by women
may reflect this greater interest in the
subject matter. In addition, women
were selected as special editors only
approximately 15% of the time. There-
fore, small numbers may reduce the re-
liability of the data. Nevertheless, the
differences reported in Table 2 are sus-
picious. At least part of the differences
may be attributable to unequal treat-
ment of female authors by male and
female editors, which might arise from
female editors favoring female authors
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as well as from male editors favoring
male authors.

Further research should examine
whether women are excluded from se-
lective positions in other areas of psy-
chology and in academia as a whole.
Some data suggest that they are. For
example, the percentage of editors of
American Psychological Association
(APA) journals who are women falls
far short of the percentage of editorial
board members who are women (15%
vs. 31% in 1996; Keita, Houston, Wis-
nieski, & Cameron, 1999). The per-
centage of female members of APA
has increased in recent years, but the
percentage of female fellows has re-
mained relatively constant. Between
1932 and 1945, 30% of APA members
and 21% of fellows were women (Ho-
gan & Sexton, 1991); in 1997, 48% of
APA members and 23% of fellows
were women (Keita et al., 1999). The
percentage of members of the National
Academy of Sciences who are women
is smaller than the percentage of sci-
entists who are women. In addition,
women are admitted to the National
Academy an average of 9 years later
than men, even though these women
received their doctoral degrees at the
same average age as their male coun-
terparts (Zuckerman & Cole, 1975).
Discrimination against women is also
often reported to be more severe in the
later stages of their careers (e.g., Be-
nokraitis, 1998; Rose & Danner, 1998;
Russo, Olmedo, Stapp, & Fulcher,
1981).
Wenneras and Wold (1997) also sug-

gested that women do not achieve
grant funding relative to their contri-
butions. They examined the competi-
tion for a prestigious fellowship in
which women were 46% of the appli-
cants but received only 25% of the
awards. To determine whether the
women were less deserving than the
men, the investigators developed a
measure of research impact which took
into account not only number of pub-
lications but also first authorship and
prestige of the journal in which the
publication appeared. Women were

given lower scores for the fellowship
regardless of their impact scores than
men. The most productive group of
women who had impact scores greater
than 99 were assigned significantly
lower scores for the fellowship than
men with impact scores of 20 to 39.

Summary and Suggestions

The present study contains some
good news about the participation of
women in applied behavior analysis.
First, participation rates by women as
authors increased consistently and sub-
stantially over the years of 1978 to
1997. This was true for all measures of
participation and for all journals. These
results were similar to those reported
by McSweeney and Swindell (1998)
for the experimental analysis of behav-
ior. Participation by women as authors
in JEAB and its comparison journals
also increased over the same period.

Second, participation by women as
authors in and as members of the edi-
torial board of JABA, the flagship jour-
nal of the field, was at least equal to
and often exceeded participation by
women in its comparison journals.
This result can be contrasted with data
reported by McSweeney and Swindell
(1998). They found that participation
by women in JEAB often fell behind
participation by women in its compar-
ison journals.
On the negative side, two aspects of

the data are consistent with the conclu-
sion that gender inequity exists in ap-
plied behavior analysis and its associ-
ated fields. First, at least for BM, wom-
en are more likely to appear as authors
on articles that were edited by a wom-
an than by a man. Second, and more
convincing, the participation of women
systematically decreases as the selec-
tivity of the position increases for all
four journals in recent years. As with
JEAB (McSweeney & Swindell, 1998),
women were more likely to appear as
authors than as first authors and as first
authors than as members of the edito-
rial board (a glass ceiling). The glass
ceiling is substantial in size and has in-
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creased systematically over the last 20
years. Finding a glass ceiling for so
many journals provides convincing ev-
idence for its presence. As argued,
finding an orderly change in the size of
this effect over time provides relatively
compelling evidence that these trends
are due to gender inequity rather than
to other factors.
When we argue that gender inequity

occurs we argue that women and men
may not be treated equally. Conscious
and intentional discrimination against
women probably contributes, but many
of the contributing factors may be
more subtle (e.g., Bargh & Chartrand,
1999; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1999). For
example, women might be selected
less often than men for membership on
the editorial board because they are ex-
cluded from informal networks and
protege relations that influence the se-
lection of editorial boards (e.g., Clark
& Corcoran, 1986; Dreher & Cox,
1996). Many additional potentially
contributing factors have been dis-
cussed elsewhere (e.g., Morrison &
Von Glinow, 1990; Riger & Galligan,
1980).
McSweeney and Swindell (1998)

made several suggestions for improv-
ing the participation of women in be-
havior analysis (for other suggestions,
see Poling et al., 1983). We review
their suggestions without repeating
their argument and provide some ad-
ditional suggestions. McSweeney and
Swindell argued that female under-
graduates should carefully select the
institutions to which they apply for
graduate training so that they are men-
tored by faculty members who treat
women equitably. Editors should try to
ensure that manuscripts by men and
women receive similar treatment (e.g.,
blind reviews, selecting some female
reviewers for manuscripts by female
authors). Surprisingly, none of the
journals that we examined encouraged
blind reviews, at least in 1997. Editors
should rarely issue invitations to pub-
lish in the journal and should use an
objective list of contributors to the field
to make the selections for these invi-

tations and for any other important po-
sitions at the journal. The process that
leads to the appointment of the edito-
rial board should also be formalized.
Currently, the appointment of the
board is the result of a complex pro-
cess that varies from journal to journal
and editor to editor. This allows the in-
tervention of many factors that put
women at a disadvantage (e.g., seeking
recommendations from friends). Their
track record of publishing with women
should be considered as one among
many factors in the decision when peo-
ple are considered for editorships or
memberships on editorial boards. Fi-
nally, formal statistics on the partici-
pation of women and minorities in the
experimental and applied analysis of
behavior should be kept.
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