arXiv:2012.09784v1 [physics.soc-ph] 4 Dec 2020

Women in academia: a warning on selection bias in gender studies from the astronomical perspective

M. L. L. Dantas^1, E. Cameron^2, Rafael S. de Souza^3, A. R. da Silva^4, A. L. Chies-Santos^5, C. Heneka^6, P. R. T. Coelho^1, A. Ederoclite^1, I. S. Beloto^1, V. Branco^1, Morgan S. Camargo^1, V. M. Carvalho de Oliveira^1, C. de Sá-Freitas^7, G. Gonçalves^1, T. A. Pacheco^1, Isabel Rebollido^8

1 Instituto de Astronomia, Geofísica e Ciências Atmosféricas, Universidade de São Paulo, R. do Matão 1226, 05508-090, São Paulo, Brazil 2 Curtin University, Kent Street, Bentley, Perth, 6102 WA, Australia 3 Key Laboratory for Research in Galaxies and Cosmology, Shanghai Astronomical Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, 80 Nandan Rd., Shanghai 200030, China 4 Nicolaus Copernicus Astronomical Center, Polish Academy of Sciences, ul. Bartycka 18, 00-716, Warsaw, Poland 5 Departamento de Astronomia, Instituto de Física, Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Av. Bento Gonçalves, 9500, 91501970, Porto Alegre, R.S., Brazil 6 Hamburg Observatory, University of Hamburg, Gojenbergsweg 112, 21029 Hamburg, Germany 7 European Southern Observatory, Karl-Schwarzschild-Straße 2, 85748 Garching bei München, Germany 8 Space Telescope Science Institute, 3700 San Martin Drive, Baltimore, MD 21218, USA

November 27, 2020

Abstract

The recent paper by AlShebli et al. (2020) investigates the impact of mentorship in young scientists. Among their conclusions, they state that female protégés benefit more from male than female mentorship. We herein expose a critical flaw in their methodological design that is a common issue in Astronomy, namely “selection biases”. An effect that if not treated properly may lead to unwarranted causality claims. In their analysis, selection biases seem to be present in the response rate of their survey (8.35%), the choice of database, success criterion, and the overlook of the numerous drawbacks female researchers face in academia. We discuss these issues and their implications – one of them being the potential increase in obstacles for women in academia. Finally, we reinforce the dangers of not considering selection bias effects in studies aimed at retrieving causal relations.

The many gender^1 biases suffered by women in society are well established (e.g. Nguema, 2019). Several studies have put in evidence the systematic challenges faced by women in societies around the world. Some of these manifest, but are not limited to, in remuneration for paid work: the gender pay gap (Madalozzo, 2010; Boll & Lagemann, 2019) and the impact of double shift work (Väänänen et al., 2005; Gupta & Ash, 2008); as well as in the burden of unpaid work^2 (Coffey et al., 2020). Not to mention that non-white women or those who are from other minorities suffer from stronger versions of these biases, widening the gap between men and women (e.g. Armstrong & Jovanovic, 2015; Phillip, 2018); a problem that has been highlighted in particular with regard to barriers to entry in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) careers (McGee, 2016). Furthermore, it seems that female scientists are more likely to have partners that are also male academics, whereas male scientists are mostly partnered with people that do not work outside of their home; consequently, even in a home with two academics, women in general have a higher load of household tasks (Viglione, 2020). Also, a funding gap seems to persist in science; women receive on average less grant funds, a phenomenon seen across all career levels (Waisbren et al., 2008; Gordon et al., 2009; Council, 2010; Oliveira et al., 2019). The ‘Matthew effect’ (Merton, 1968), meaning greater recognition is given to established scientists, magnifies such gaps. As lecturers, females suffer strong biases with students overwhelmingly favouring males (Lillian MacNell & Hunt, 2007); females are expected to be more mothering than males and students tend to evaluate a female professor based on how well she is prepared in the

1For a broader view of gender identity see e.g. Rubin et al. (2020).

2The unpaid work done by women is estimated to cost at least 10.8 trillion dollars yearly worldwide, according to the Oxford Committee for Famine Relief, OXFAM, 2020 technical report (Coffey et al., 2020).

classroom while male lecturers are expected to be charismatic and knowledgeable, which requires far less effort and time (e.g. Seierstad & Healy, 2012). Therefore, for these reasons and others, women publish less in high-impact journals and, consequently, are less cited (see e.g. Larivière et al., 2013; Dworkin et al., 2020). Field socialisation processes often lead to the unjustified belief that these human differences do not interfere with academic success (e.g. Mattheis et al., 2020).

It is in this context that the recent article by AlShebli, Makovi, and Rahwan (2020) has been published in Nature Communications. The authors propose to understand the impact of mentorship on young scientists via the statistical analysis of a large dataset of 3 million mentor-protégé pairs. As a measure of success, they make use of the number of publications and citations of mentors, a metric that knowingly inherits gender asymmetric bias favouring male researchers (e.g. Larivière et al., 2013). Among their conclusions, they affirm that young female researchers benefit more from male mentors than female ones, concluding “that current diversity policies promoting female-female mentorships, as well-intended as they may be, could hinder the careers of women who remain in academia in unexpected ways.” Unfortunately, their analysis suffers from a fundamental methodologically flaw that astronomers, such as ourselves, will recognise as “selection bias” (e.g. Norberg et al., 2002; Cameron & Driver, 2007; Lauer et al., 2007; de Souza et al., 2016; Dantas et al., 2021). When working with a large catalogue of astronomical sources derived from a wide-field survey (e.g., stars, galaxies, black holes) one quickly discovers that many of the strongest apparent associations between the observable properties of these sources are the result of systematic biases in composition of the sample relative to the population as a whole; biases that without correction will obfuscate the astrophysical processes one aims at studying.

The AlShebli et al. (2020) analysis is exposed to selection biases in at least two critical steps. First, we note the very low response rate (8.35%) to their survey on the nature of scientific collaborations, which serves as ‘validation’ for their procedure to identify meaningful mentor-protégé pairs. With such a small response rate, the assumption of missingness entirely at random is unwarranted. In general, a smaller sample with higher response rate (> 80%) is recommended over a larger sample with low response rate (Evans, 1991). Journals should be cautious of accepting manuscripts presenting results based on very low response rates; and indeed some journals will have an explicit policy on the minimum acceptable response rate. For instance, a 2008 editorial in the American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education identifies a threshold of > 60% response rate for consideration (Fincham, 2008).

The second step in the AlShebli et al. (2020) study at which there is likely an exposure to selection bias appears in the opportunistic sample of mentor-protégé pairs constructed from the Microsoft Academic Graph database. The sample includes only those individuals who remained as active researchers (at each given year since first publication). The post-doctoral years for researchers in many fields are characterised by short-term employment contracts, low salaries, and a high burden of travel and/or international relocation; as researchers from the field of organisational science have put it: “postdocs seem to be trapped between their own ambitions and a lack of academic career opportunities” (van der Weijden et al., 2016). It is thus no surprise that the challenges faced by women drive gender-biased differences in outcomes through this period (McConnell et al., 2018; Ysseldyk et al., 2019). Although couched in the language of causal inference, the AlShebli et al. (2020) analysis fails to propose a graphical model (or equivalent) from which the decision on which variables to control for in the coarsened exact matching could be justified and from which the impact of likely selection effects could be understood (Bareinboim & Pearl, 2012).

The timing of this publication with respect to the global SARS-CoV-2 pandemic is especially poignant considering, inter alia, the gender-biased impact of social isolation and remote working on research experiences. Myers et al. (2020) showed that women suffered a stronger impact in the time dedicated to research when compared to male researchers during this period, particularly due to the impact of raising young children on their daily productivity. Staniscuaski et al. (2020) reinforce this analysis and discuss the imbalances of motherhood and fatherhood during the confinement period. The authors argued for changes in several policies (e.g. grant deadlines) as a way of mitigating the differential impact that the confinement had/has for men and women.

Many studies have shown the positive effects of a higher number of women across various environments, including in academia (e.g. Blau et al., 2010; Gaule & Piacentini, 2018). Stockemer and Byrne 2012 show that the higher is women’s participation in the workforce, the higher their representation is in politics; and Alexander and Jalalzai 2020 detail the positive impact on female citizens when being represented by female leaders. With this background we believe it is important that the concluding statements of AlShebli et al.

with regard to the impact of gender on mentor-protégé relationships be retracted. Simply placing acknowledgements that a study may have some methodological limitations is not sufficient to protect against the misinformation effect of an analysis conducted with an intractably flawed design. The academic community has been making enormous efforts to mitigate the countless drawbacks women face – e.g. female quotas in different academic positions, specific grants for women, which directly impact the establishment of additional female-female mentor-protégé relationships – and their damping based on spurious evidence can cause serious effects in female representation in all areas.

Selection biases are ubiquitous across data-driven studies, an effect that becomes even more significant in an era in which large datasets are readily available. Astronomers have vast experience dealing with such effects for decades-long, as such, we provide a warning for better methodological designs, especially the ones aiming to derive causality claims.

References

Alexander, A. C., & Jalalzai, F. (2020). Symbolic empowerment and female heads of states and government: a global, multilevel analysis. Polit. Groups, Identities, 8 (1), 24–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2018.1441034 AlShebli, B., Makovi, K., & Rahwan, T. (2020). The association between early career informal mentorship in academic collaborations and junior author performance. Nat. Commun., 11 (1), 5855. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19723-8 Armstrong, M. A., & Jovanovic, J. (2015). Starting at the crossroads: Intersectional approaches to institutionally supporting underrepresented minority women stem faculty. J. Women Minor. Sci. Eng., 21 (2), 141–157. https://doi.org/10.1615/JWomenMinorScienEng.2015011275 Bareinboim, E., & Pearl, J. (2012). Controlling selection bias in causal inference. Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 100–108.

Blau, F. D., Currie, J. M., Croson, R. T. A., & Ginther, D. K. (2010). Can Mentoring Help Female Assistant Professors? Interim Results from a Randomized Trial. Am. Econ. Rev., 100 (2), 348–352. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.100.2.348 Boll, C., & Lagemann, A. (2019). The Gender Pay Gap in EU Countries — New Evidence Based on EU-SES 2014 Data. Intereconomics, 54 (2), 101–105. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-019-0802-7 Cameron, E., & Driver, S. P. (2007). The galaxy luminosity–size relation and selection biases in the hubble ultra deep field. Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 377 (2), 523–534. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11507.x Coffey, C., Espinoza Revollo, P., Harvey, R., Lawson, M., Parvez Butt, A., Piaget, K., Sarosi, D., & Thekkudan, J. (2020). Time to Care: Unpaid and underpaid care work and the global inequality crisis (tech. rep. No. 258). https://doi.org/10.21201/2020.5419 Council, N. R. (2010). Gender differences at critical transitions in the careers of science, engineering, and mathematics faculty. The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/12062 Dantas, M. L. L., Coelho, P. R. T., & Sánchez-Blázquez, P. (2021). UV upturn versus UV weak galaxies: differences and similarities of their stellar populations unveiled by a de-biased sample. Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 500 (2), 1870–1883. https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3447 de Souza, R. S., Dantas, M. L. L., Krone-Martins, A., Cameron, E., Coelho, P., Hattab, M. W., de Val-Borro, M., Hilbe, J. M., Elliott, J., Hagen, A., & COIN Collaboration. (2016). Is the cluster environment quenching the Seyfert activity in elliptical and spiral galaxies? Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 461 (2), 2115–2125. https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1459 Dworkin, J., Zurn, P., & Bassett, D. S. (2020). (In)citing Action to Realize an Equitable Future. Neuron, 106 (6), 890–894. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2020.05.011 Evans, S. (1991). Good surveys guide. BMJ: British Medical Journal, 302 (6772), 302. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.302.6772.302 Fincham, J. E. (2008). Response rates and responsiveness for surveys, standards, and the journal. American journal of pharmaceutical education, 72 (2).

Gaule, P., & Piacentini, M. (2018). An advisor like me? Advisor gender and post-graduate careers in science.

Res. Policy, 47 (4), 805–813. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.02.011 Gordon, M. B., Osganian, S. K., Emans, S. J., & Lovejoy, F. H. (2009). Gender differences in research grant applications for pediatric residents. Pediatrics, 124 (2), e355–e361. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2008-3626 Gupta, S., & Ash, M. (2008). Whose money, whose time? A nonparametric approach to modeling time spent on housework in the United States. Fem. Econ., 14 (1), 93–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/13545700701716664

Larivière, V., Ni, C., Gingras, Y., Cronin, B., & Sugimoto, C. R. (2013). Bibliometrics: Global gender disparities in science. Nature, 504 (7479), 211–213. https://doi.org/10.1038/504211a Lauer, T. R., Tremaine, S., Richstone, D., & Faber, S. M. (2007). Selection Bias in Observing the Cosmological Evolution of the M_•-σ and M_•-L Relationships. The Astrophysical Journal, 670 (1), 249–260. https://doi.org/10.1086/522083 Lillian MacNell, A. D., & Hunt, A. N. (2007). What’s in a name: Exposing gender bias in student ratings of teaching. Innovative Higher Education, 40 (4), 299. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-014-9313-4 Madalozzo, R. (2010). Occupational segregation and the gender wage gap in Brazil: An empirical analysis.

Econ. Apl., 14 (2), 147–168. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1413-80502010000200002 Mattheis, A., Arellano, D. C.-R. D., & Yoder, J. B. (2020). A model of queer stem identity in the workplace [PMID: 31082315]. Journal of Homosexuality, 67 (13), 1839–1863. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2019.1610632 McConnell, S. C., Westerman, E. L., Pierre, J. F., Heckler, E. J., & Schwartz, N. B. (2018). United states national postdoc survey results and the interaction of gender, career choice and mentor impact. Elife, 7, e40189. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.40189 McGee, E. O. (2016). Devalued black and latino racial identities: A by-product of stem college culture? American Educational Research Journal, 53 (6), 1626–1662. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216676572 Merton, R. K. (1968). The matthew effect in science. Science, 159 (3810), 56–63. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.159.3810.56 Myers, K. R., Tham, W. Y., Yin, Y., Cohodes, N., Thursby, J. G., Thursby, M. C., Schiffer, P., Walsh, J. T., Lakhani, K. R., & Wang, D. (2020). Unequal effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on scientists. Nat. Hum. Behav. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0921-y Nguema, S. B. (2019). Data analysis on inequalities between men and women : stereotypes , gender norms and shared responsibility in childcare (Doctoral dissertation) [PhD thesis]. https://eprints.ucm.es/59511/ Norberg, P., Cole, S., Baugh, C. M., Frenk, C. S., Baldry, I., Bland-Hawthorn, J., Bridges, T., Cannon, R., Colless, M., Collins, C., et al. (2002). The 2df galaxy redshift survey: The b j-band galaxy luminosity function and survey selection function. Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 336 (3), 907–931. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05831.x Oliveira, D. F. M., Ma, Y., Woodruff, T. K., & Uzzi, B. (2019). Comparison of National Institutes of Health Grant Amounts to First-Time Male and Female Principal Investigators. JAMA, 321 (9), 898–900. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.21944 Phillip, I. (2018). Where are the Black female faculty? Employment equity policy failures and the overrepresentation of whiteness [MSc thesis]. http://library2.smu.ca/handle/01/28212 Rubin, J. D., Atwood, S., & Olson, K. R. (2020). Studying gender diversity. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 24 (3), 163–165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.12.011 Seierstad, C., & Healy, G. (2012). Women’s equality in the scandinavian academy: A distant dream? Work, Employment and Society, 26 (2), 296–313. https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017011432918 Staniscuaski, F., Reichert, F., Werneck, F. P., de Oliveira, L., Mello-Carpes, P. B., Soletti, R. C., Almeida, C. I., Zandona, E., Ricachenevsky, F. K., Neumann, A., Schwartz, I. V. D., Tamajusuku, A. S. K., Seixas, A., & Kmetzsch, L. (2020). Impact of COVID-19 on academic mothers (J. Sills, Ed.). Science (80-. )., 368 (6492), 724.1–724. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abc2740 Stockemer, D., & Byrne, M. (2012). Women’s Representation around the World: The Importance of Women’s Participation in the Workforce. Parliam. Aff., 65 (4), 802–821. https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsr063 Väänänen, A., Kevin, M. V., Ala-Mursula, L., Pentti, J., Kivimäki, M., & Vahtera, J. (2005). The Double Burden of and Negative Spillover Between Paid and Domestic Work: Associations with Health Among Men and Women. Women Health, 40 (3), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1300/J013v40n03 01 van der Weijden, I., Teelken, C., de Boer, M., & Drost, M. (2016). Career satisfaction of postdoctoral researchers in relation to their expectations for the future. Higher Education, 72 (1), 25–40. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-015-9936-0 Viglione, G. (2020). Are women publishing less during the pandemic? Here’s what the data say. Nature, 581 (7809), 365–366. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-01294-9 Waisbren, S. E., Bowles, H., Hasan, T., Zou, K. H., Emans, S. J., Goldberg, C., Gould, S., Levine, D., Lieberman, E., Loeken, M., & et al. (2008). Gender differences in research grant applications and funding outcomes for medical school faculty. Journal of Women’s Health, 17 (2), 207–214. https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2007.0412

Ysseldyk, R., Greenaway, K. H., Hassinger, E., Zutrauen, S., Lintz, J., Bhatia, M., Frye, M., Starkenburg, E., & Tai, V. (2019). A leak in the academic pipeline: Identity and health among postdoctoral women. Frontiers in psychology, 10, 1297. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01297