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Scientific collaborations shape novel ideas and new discoveries and help scientists to
advance their scientific career through publishing high impact publications and grant

proposals. Recent studies however show that gender inequality is still present in many
scientific practices ranging from hiring to peer review processes and grant applications.

While empirical findings highlight that collaborations impact success and gender inequal-

ity is present in science, we know little about gender-specific differences in collaboration
patterns, how they change over time and how they impact scientific success. In this

paper we close this gap by studying gender-differences in dropout rates, productivity
and collaboration patterns of more than one million computer scientists over the course
of 47 years. We investigate which collaboration patterns are related with scientific suc-

cess and if these patterns are similar for male and female scientists. Our results highlight

that while subtle gender disparities in dropout rates, productivity and collaboration pat-
terns exist, successful male and female scientists reveal the same collaboration patterns:

compared with scientists in the same career age, they tend to collaborate with more col-
leagues than other scientists, establish longer lasting and repetitive collaborations, bring

people together that have not been collaborating before and collaborate with successful

scientists.
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Collaboration is the core task of any scientific discourse. In the course of a

collaboration, new ideas shape and eventually result in new discoveries and scientific

publications [26]. As a result, collaborations impact researchers’ scientific career and

academic success [31, 30, 38, 39]. For example, previous research has shown that the

centrality of a scientist in a collaboration network is associated with his/her success

[38, 39] and co-authorship strength is related to high productivity and citations [30,

31].

At the same time gender inequality is still rife in science, for example, in hiring

[27], grant applications [21, 45], peer reviews [28, 11], earnings [10, 51], tenure

[41], satisfaction [10], patenting [7], productivity [50, 8], labor division in scientific

collaborations [23], internationality of collaborations [16] and scientific success [16].

For example, a report from 2006 showed that only one quarter of full professors

are female and they earn 80% of their male colleagues on average [51]. More recent

research showed that women are more likely to take executive roles in collaborations

[23], their collaborations are more domestically oriented and papers with women as

lead author (i.e. solo author, first author or last author) receive fewer citations [16].

While empirical findings highlight that collaborations impact success and that

gender inequalities are present in science in various forms, little is known about

gender-specific differences in collaboration patterns and how these differences may

impact career success. A mentionable exception is a very recent study that investi-

gated if female and male researchers in science, technology, engineering and math-

ematical (STEM) disciplines differ in their collaboration patterns [53]. While this

work offers interesting insights into the average number of co-authors and strength

of collaboration among male and female researchers across various disciplines, it

does not analyze the temporal evolution of collaboration patterns across career

ages and how different network features relate to scientific success.

In this work, we aim to close this gap by presenting an empirical study on

the temporal collaboration network of researchers that contribute to the field of

computer science and explore which patterns are related with scientific success

(measured by number of citations and h-index). We analyze gender-differences in

dropout rates, productivity and collaboration patterns and explore if successful male

and female scientists show the same collaboration behavior. This study is conducted

over time since the collaboration network as well as the success and productivity

of scientists naturally change with career age. We use a panel regression method

to explain the relation between the success of scientists at different career ages and

various features that characterize their collaboration behavior in the past.

Our results show that (1) the dropout rate of women is consistently higher than

the dropout rate of men, especially at the beginning of an academic career (40% of

men and 47% of women stop publishing after the year in which they published their

first publication); (2) the average productivity of men is higher and the productiv-

ity gap is increasing over time. However this difference can be explained by the

higher number of senior male scientists. We do not find any significant differences

in the average productivity of men and women within the same career age; (3) the
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overall gender homophily has been increasing over the past few years. In particular

homophily among women is higher than it is among men when controlling for net-

work topology and size. We only find small differences between the degree, k-core

and clustering coefficient of men and women over time; (4) we find that the number

of collaborators, the collaboration duration and strength, the success of collabo-

rators and the ability to bring other scientists together are positively correlated

with success. We do not find any gender-specific differences in how collaboration

behaviour impacts scientific success.

1. Data

To construct a time-evolving collaboration network we use DBLP [20], a compre-

hensive collection of computer science publications from major and minor journals

and conferences. While DBLP offers name-disambiguation [35, 20, 36], it does not

provide information about citations. Therefore, we use publication titles to combine

the DBLP dataset with the Aminer dataset [43] that contains all citation relations

among papers in DBLP.

To infer the gender of authors we use a method that combines the result of

a name-based (Genderize.ioa) and an image-based (Face++ b) gender detection

services. Previous research has shown that the accuracy of this method for most

countries is above 90% (see Mixed1 in Table 1) [13]. Since we have a very low accu-

racy for Chinese and Korean names, we label their gender as unknown in order to

reduce noise in our analysis. To detect Chinese names we compile a list of 202,045

unique names using “China Biographical Database Project (CBDB)”c. For compil-

ing a list of Korean names with use Wikipedia as our data source. To do this, we

extract the page titles of all the backlinks to the Wikipedia page “Korean names”d.

The page titles include the names of prominent Korean figures (e.g,. singers) with a

Wikipedia page that describe the origin of the name of that person (e.g., Wikipedia

page of a Korean singer and actore). Using this method we compile a list of 6,451

unique Korean names.

Our data consists of 3,085,544 publications and 7,849,398 citations that have

been created in the time span of 47 years, between 1970 and 2016. Among all

publication, 717,471 papers (23%) receive at least one citation from other papers

inside the DBLP corpus.

First, we build a collaboration network where each node represents an author

and each edge a co-authorship relation. Each edge is labeled by one or multiple

date(s) that correspond to the publication date(s) of papers. We later use this

information to study the network evolution over time. The complete collaboration

ahttps://genderize.io/
bhttps://www.faceplusplus.com/
chttp://projects.iq.harvard.edu/cbdb/home
dhttps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Korean_name
ehttps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ahn_Jae-wook

https://genderize.io/
https://www.faceplusplus.com/
http://projects.iq.harvard.edu/cbdb/home
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Korean_name
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ahn_Jae-wook
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Table 1: The proportion of correct guesses for various gender detection methods for

scientists across different countries. For most countries the mixed approaches that

combine image- and name-based gender detection perform best.

# instances SSA IPUMS Sexmachine Genderize Face++ Mixed1 Mixed2

United States 419 0.82 0.76 0.84 0.83 0.91 0.91 0.90

China 113 0.20 0.11 0.67 0.28 0.65 0.50 0.56

United Kingdom 96 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.81 0.98 0.94

Germany 82 0.87 0.88 0.96 0.94 0.87 0.96 0.93

Italy 75 0.93 0.92 0.94 0.98 0.79 0.99 1

Canada 60 0.87 0.77 0.86 0.91 0.90 0.96 0.93

France 58 0.93 0.92 0.80 0.96 0.81 0.97 1

Japan 56 0.79 0.70 1 0.90 0.62 0.91 0.94

Brazil 44 0.29 0.29 0.15 0.44 0.81 0.90 0.93

Spain 39 0.96 0.92 0.92 1 0.92 1 1

Australia 31 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.86 0.86 0.94 0.93

India 29 0.67 0.17 0.71 0.78 0.83 0.83 0.93

South Korea 27 0.04 0.00 0.58 0.11 0.74 0.37 0.66

Switzerland 25 0.78 0.70 0.56 0.83 0.88 0.90 0.92

Turkey 21 0.43 0.14 0.79 0.81 0.86 1 1

network consists of 1,634,682 nodes and 7,304,250 edges. 699,370 (≈ %43) nodes

were identified as men, 227,473 were identified as women (≈ %14), and for 707,839

authors (≈ %43) we could not infer their gender (e.g., Chinese or Korean names,

only initials).

We infer the career ages of scientists by comparing the first and last publication

record inside the DBLP corpus. For example, a scientist who has only published

papers in 1995, in 2000 and in 2005, has a career length of 11 years. In 1995 her

career age is 1, in 2000 it is 6 and in 2005 it is 11.

Figure 1 (left) shows that the scientific community is growing rapidly in recent

years and is becoming more gender balanced. The inset shows while in 1970 there

were 16 times more men than women publishing in computer science venues, in 2015

we only find 3 times more men than women. Figure 1 (right) shows the proportion

of men and women that are part of the Largest Connected Component (LCC). For

example, in 2000 around 20% of men and 10% of women belonged to the LCC.

The proportion increased to around 85% and 80% in 2015 for men and women,

respectively. The plot suggests that the proportion of men in the LCC has always

been higher than those of women. However, the gap is closing in recent years. The

inset shows the gender ratio in LCC. The male-female ratio in LCC is always 1%

higher than men-to-women ratio in the complete network (figure 1 (left) inset). This

indicates that despite the growth of the female population in CS, their collaborations

tend to be limited to scientists who are not part of the well-connected part of

computer science community. There are no women in the LCC in 1970 and 1971.
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Fig. 1: Left: Presence of men and women in the community. The main figure

shows the total number of men and women in yearly snapshots of the network. The

inset shows the relative size of men compared to women. Women are always un-

derrepresented in the community. However the gap is decreasing over time. Right:

Growth of Largest Connected Component (LCC). The main figure shows

the proportion of men and women that belong to the LCC in yearly snapshots of

the network. For example in the year 2000, around 20% of men and 10% of women

were part of the LCC. There is always a higher proportion of men that belong to the

LCC. The inset shows that the men-to-women ratio in the LCC is also decreasing

over time. There are no women in the LCC in 1970 and 1971.

2. Results

To investigate the evolution of gender disparities in the computer science community

between 1970 to 2015, we compare male and female scientists on four dimensions:

1) dropouts (number of male and female scientists that stop publishing), 2) produc-

tivity (number of publications), 3) collaboration patterns and 4) success (number of

citations and h-index).

2.1. Dropout

Leaky pipelines are frequently claimed to cause gender disparities in science. The

scientific career pipeline is called leaky if people of certain groups drop out at higher

rates than expected. To compare the dropout rates of male and female scientists we

first infer their career ages based on their publications. We assume that a scientist

who has not published any paper within a time window of 10 years or more, has

left academia since staying in academia involves publishing. Unfortunately, scientists

who died will also be counted as dropouts, but we do not expect that the proportion

of men and women who die in the same career age is significantly different. Since our
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early career mid career senior

Fig. 2: Dropout rate: Proportion of men and women that stop publishing in

different career ages. Most scientists (40% of men and 47% of women) dropout one

year after their first publications. The first point on the x- and y-axis refers to the

percentage of women/men that were active at the beginning of career age 2 but

dropped out afterwards. After the drastic dropout at the beginning, the dropout

rate shows three phases. The first phase corresponds to early career researchers

(age ≤ 10) for which we observe a dropout rate between 2% and 9% every year. In

career age 11 and 12, the rate of dropout increases to 17% for women and 15% for

men. In the second phase related to the mid career researchers (10 < age ≤ 25),

the dropout rate fluctuates between 13% and 17%. The third phase corresponds

to senior researchers with career age 25 and higher; the rate of dropout fluctuates

between 15% to 20%. Women consistently have higher dropout rates (2% higher

than men) across all career ages.

dropout definition requires to observe at least 10 years after each publication, we

limit our dataset to scientists who published at least one publication before 2006.

That means people who started their scientific career after 2006 are not included

in our analysis.

Figure 2 shows the percentage of men and women who dropped out at different

stages of their academic career. Between career age one and two (not shown in this

Figure), 40% of men and 47% of women stop publishing and consequently drop out.

After this sharp drop in the beginning, the dropout rate is rather stable (around

5% for men and around 9% for women). The dropout rate drastically increases after

career age 10 which corresponds to the phase in which some scientists get tenure

and others leave. We also find that the dropout rate of women is around 2% higher

than those of men in all career stages.
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Fig. 3: Left: Productivity gap (calender year) Average productivity of men

and women over calendar years. Although it increases for both gender, men tend

to be slightly more productive than women. In this analysis we neglect the year

2016 as it might be effected by censoring bias and missing publications. Middle:

Productivity gap (career path): Average productivity of men and women in

different career ages. Three phases can be detected: 1) career age 1-24: increase

of productivity over time, 2) career age 24-31: stable productivity, 3) career age

31-47: decreases of productivity over time. The average productivity of men and

women at the same career stage is very similar. Right: Seniority gap Proportion

of male and female senior scientists with at least 16 years experience that were

active in this year. One can see that, e.g., in 1990 around 7% male and 3% female

senior scientists were actively publishing papers at computer science conferences

and journals. The observed similarities in the productivity of men and women over

the course of their career path (middle) suggest that the increasing difference in

the average productivity of men and women over calendar years (left) can in part

be explained by a higher number of senior male scientists in the academic system

(right).

2.2. Productivity

The productivity puzzle refers to the unknown causes of the lower publication rate

of women compared to men in various fields [5]. Many studies have provided expla-

nations of possible underlying causes of this productivity gap in science [50, 3, 49,

8, 5, 33, 42]. For example Duch et al. found that women publish significantly fewer

papers in fields where research is expensive [8]. Therefore differences in the research

funding could be one factor behind the productivity puzzle. Other studies pointed

to discrimination in the peer-review process [49, 14], the employment position (i.e.

being a professor or a post-doc) [3], family responsibilities [33, 42], and international

collaboration [34] as factors that may explain the lower productivity of women.

Our results show that the average productivity, regardless of gender, has been

increasing over time (cf. Figure 3, left). However, men on average tend to have

higher publication rates than women in all calendar years and the gap is widening

after 2005. Interestingly, if we compare the average productivity of men and women
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in the same career age, we see only small differences (cf. Figure 3, middle). In fact

phases of productivity are very similar for men and women: within the first 24

years scientists tend to increase their productivity each year, the next 7 years (up

to career age 31) the average productivity is rather stable and scientists produce

on average around 3.5 publications per year. Finally a drop in productivity in the

last 15 years of career (career age 32 to 47) can be observed. This is in line with

previous studies that found a similar pattern of productivity over the chronological

age of scientists, which is positively correlated with their career age (see e.g. [32, 1,

46, 18]). However, the productivity trajectory of scientists varies for high, medium

and low impact researchers [40] and for researchers in different disciplines [2, 15].

Recent research also highlights that while the aggregated pattern of productivity is

surprisingly similar for researchers that are placed in institutions of different prestige

rank, high diversity can be observed in the production trajectories of individual

scientists [48].

A potential explanation for the increasing difference in the average productivity

of men and women over calendar years are differences in seniority. Figure 3 (right)

supports this hypothesis by showing that the ratio of senior male to senior female

scientists (i.e. scientists with career age 15+) starts to increase around 2005, the

year in which the average productivity gap starts to increase. The lower rate of

senior female scientists explains the lower average productivity of women and is

in part also a consequence of the consistently higher dropout rate of women in all

career stages that may prevent them from reaching higher career ages.

2.3. Collaboration pattern

Previous studies on scientific collaboration suggest that men and women tend to

show different collaboration behaviours across their scientific career, such as differ-

ences in number of new and repeating collaborations [15, 53], authorship position

[50] and degree of homophilic collaborations [24, 9] and tendency to have interdis-

ciplinary collaborations [17, 37]. However, these studies have either focused on a

specific country or ignored the time dimension (e.g, ignoring collaboration evolu-

tion). Here we seek to investigate how the patterns of collaborations of male and

female computer scientists are evolving over time.

Figure 4 shows the growth of the degree, k-core (nodes of degree k or higher) (top

right) and clustering coefficient (lower left) in 6 decades for men and women. By

looking at the tail of degree and k-core distributions we observe that collaboration

at macro level, regardless of gender, has been increasing over decades. We also

observe that men have slightly broader degree and k-core distribution compared to

women in earlier years. As the network grows and the number of women increases,

women stretch their degree and k-core similar to men, in particular after the year

2000. Overall, by looking at the average position of men and women in the evolving

collaboration network, we observe small differences in recent years. With repect

to clustering, women tend to have slightly higher probability for higher clustering
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Fig. 4: Evolution of degree and k-core distribution over 6 decades: Main

figures show the degree distribution of male and female scientists. The top-right and

bottom-left insets show the k-core and clustering coefficient distributions, respec-

tively. Each plot refers to one specific year and depicts the status of the network at

the end of this year including all collaborations that happened between the begin-

ning of 1970 and the end of the depicted year. As the network grows, the degree and

k-core grow and women become more connected to the central community in the

network. The collaboration gap has been narrowing over time as more women join

the network. In the beginning (1970 and 1980) women tend to collaborate with less

people (lower degree) and with people that were less well connected (lower k-core).

Further women tend to collaborate slightly more with colleagues that also collab-

orate with each other (higher clustering coefficient). Consequently women are less

likely to bridge the structural holes between others.

which indicates that they are involved in denser collaboration. This means, women

are less likely to collaborate with people that are unconnected among themselves

and are consequently less likely to bridge the structural holes between different sub-

communities. This is an intriguing result since previous work has shown that nodes

that bridge structural holes tend to be more influential [44, 4] and also our work

shows that low clustering is related with scientific success.

For the quantitative comparison of the distributions for men and women, we

use Kolmogorov-Smirnov D-test that measures the maximum difference between

two Complementary Cumulative Distribution Functions (CCDF):

D = max|Fwomen(k)− Fmen(k)| (1)

where Fwomen(k) and Fmen(k) denote the CCDF of the distribution for women

and men respectively. The value for the D-statistic ranges between 0 to 1. The larger
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D, the larger the differences between the two distributions. Table 2 represents the D-

statistics and corresponding p-values for degree, k-core and clustering distributions

over the decades. In general, we observe small but significant differences between

the distributions. In most cases differences increase over time.

Table 2: Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) D-test: Each value shows the D-statistic

comparing degree, k-core and clustering coefficient distributions of men and women

for each decade. The difference between the distributions seems to be significant

but small for all decades except the earlier ones. Note: ∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01;
∗∗∗p < 0.001

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2015

degree 0.000 0.007*** 0.023*** 0.062*** 0.074*** 0.054***

k-core 0.000 0.007*** 0.023*** 0.062*** 0.073*** 0.037***

clustering coefficient 0.000 0.000 0.004** 0.017*** 0.037*** 0.037***

Homophily, the tendency to associate or connect to similar others, is one of

the fundamental factors that shape social ties [25]. Homophilic behavior combined

with group size differences can limit minorities to stretch their overall degree [12].

Consequently, it can impact the opportunities afforded to minorities to access novel

ideas and information. Since we are interested in observing how homophily is chang-

ing over time, we analyze the collaboration behavior of scientists within each year

separately rather than looking at the accumulated collaboration network for each

year.

To capture the global changes of homophily, we use Newman assortativity mea-

sure (r) that captures the extent to which collaboration ties exist across genders

(r < 0) and among the same gender (r > 0) compared to what we would expect

from the node’s degree [29]. Figure 5 (left) shows assortativity mixing using a mov-

ing average window of 6 years. The figure suggests assortativity was relatively stable

in the past but started to increase in 2000.

The increasing trend in gender assortativity requires a detail analysis to un-

cover whether the increase is mainly produced by the behavior of one group or

both groups. To assess the homophily for each gender separately, we look at the

proportion of links between women (Hf ) and men (Hm):

Hm =
Em,m

Em,m + Ef,m

Hf =
Ef,f

Ef,f + Ef,m

(2)

Em,m refers to male-to-male edges, Ef,f to female-female edges, and Ef,m to male-

female edges. For example, Hf = 1 means that we observe 100% homophilic behav-

ior among female scientists – i.e. that all women have chosen only other women as

collaboration partners. To assess the significance of the observed homophily, we need
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Fig. 5: Gender assortativity and homophily. Left panel shows the Newman gen-

der assortativity (r) computed on a yearly snapshot of the collaboration network –

i.e. a network including only collaborations that happened within this calender year.

The gender assortativity has fluctuations over the years but with overall increas-

ing trend. Right panel shows the z-score of homophily computed using equation 2.

The z-score is calculated for each yearly snapshot of our empirical network and 100

instances of the corresponding null model (i.e. a network in which we reshuffle the

links but keep the degree intact). Therefore, z-score(H) indicates the deviation (in

terms of standard deviation) from the homophily we would expect in the random-

ized network. We compute the z-score separately for both groups, men and women.

In both cases we average the results using an average window of 5 years to smooth

the curve. The figure suggests both genders, specially in recent years, have engaged

in more homophilic collaborations than expected. However, the gap between the

homophilic behavior of men and women is increasing over time. Interestingly, the

tendency of women to collaborate with other women is more pronounced than the

tendency of men to collaborate with other men.

to compare it with a null model in which we keep the network size and the degree

of the nodes intact and reshuffle the edges. Using this model we generate for each

yearly snapshot of our empirical observed collaboration network 100 synthetic net-

works and measure the mean and the standard deviation of the homophily for men

and women separately. This allows us to create an expectation for the homophily

value that we expect to observe for men and women when they are gender-blind

during the collaboration partner selection.

Figure 5 (right) shows the averaged z-score of the observed homophily which

indicates how many standard deviations the empirical homophily deviates from the

expectation if the interactions would not be impacted by gender. Interestingly, we

again see that the homophilic behavior of men and women is increasing over time.

However, the homophilic behavior of women exceeds the expectation more than

those of men.
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Table 3: Regression sample size: Beside the number of authors we also list the

number of observations since we have multiple observations per author (one for each

year in which they were active). We limit our analysis to authors with at least 10

years career length and 5 publications, since we are interested in the collaborations

of active scientists who have chosen to stay in academia.

Men Women Total

Number of authors 72,076 13,746 85,822

Number of observations 734,474 131,194 865,668

2.4. Success

Finally we aim to understand the relationship between collaboration patterns, gen-

der and scientific success. Specifically, we seek to answer which collaboration patterns

are related with the scientific success and are these patterns similar for male and

female scientists.

We create two different models that describe the relationship between the col-

laboration behavior of scientists and their success (measured via number of citations

and h-index). The first model (ego model) only relies on ego-centric properties of

a node such as degree centrality and clustering coefficient. Furthermore, we use

collaboration strength (number of collaborations between each pair of authors) and

collaboration duration (the duration between first and last collaborations) as addi-

tional features. The second model (1-hop model) extends the ego model by including

information about the properties of a node’s neighbours; e.g. the median degree or

career age of neighbours. Since the distribution of neighbours’ properties can be

skewed we use the median rather than the mean.

The academic system naturally changes over time (e.g., with respect to size,

number of relevant venues, publication and citation practices). Therefore comparing

scientists that started their career in different decades may confound our results. To

control this effect we add the starting decade of an author’s career to our model-

To unfold the role of gender on collaboration behaviour and success, we include

gender as an interaction term in our models.

To quantify the scientific success, our dependent variable, we use two common

measures: number of citations and h-index. While number of citations can be driven

by single high impact papers, the h-index combines the assessment of both quantity

(number of papers) and quality (impact or citations). That means, a scientist needs

to produce a high number of high quality papers in order to obtain a high h-index.

Since our dependent and independent variables naturally grow with career age,

we compute the corresponding z-score values for each feature within each career age

separately and use this value instead of raw values. For example, for each scientist

i we measure how much his or her citations at career age t, ci,t, deviate (in terms

of standard deviation) from the average number of citations scientists receive at
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career age t:

Zi,t =
ci,t − 〈c(.)t (t)〉
σ[c

(.)
t (t)]

(3)

We fit these models to the population of scientists with at least 10 years career

length and 5 publications. This way we focus only on people who have decided

to pursue an academic career. For each scientist we record his collaboration fea-

tures through his career from the corresponding network. Therefore, our panel data

consists of multiple observations (at least 5) for each author, one for each career

age. Furthermore, we ignore the first 4 career ages to give authors enough time

accumulate citations. Table 3 shows the size of our panel.

To account for within-subject correlation and unbalanced observations for sub-

jects (e.g., missing observations), we use the General Estimation Equation (GEE)

regression model [22] with an exchangeable correlation structure and a Gaussian

link function. This correlation structure captures our assumptions that the correla-

tion between each pair of observations is the same. To be more precise, we assume

the correlation between observations for each author in different time point (career

ages) is fixed and does not change over time. To assess the goodness of the fit we

use the marginal R2 which is an extension of R2 statistics for GEE models [54].

Similar to R2, marginal R2 can be interpreted as the proportion of variance in the

response variable explained by the fitted model.

Table 4 shows the coefficients of the model using citations as a proxy for success,

while Table 5 shows the results using h-index as success proxy. Both models, the ego

model and 1-hop model, indicate that scientists with more collaboration partners

(i.e. higher degree) and stronger collaboration ties (i.e., repetitive and long lasting

collaborations) are more successful than other scientists in the same career age,

no matter if h-index or citation counts are used to measure success. This means,

successful scientists keep adding new collaborators and increase their social circle,

while investing in a few strong collaboration ties at the same time. New collaborators

can diversify the network of a scientist and therefore help to increase his or her

visibility within the community, while life-long research partnerships may lead to

very efficient collaborations that increase the productivity and success of scientists

[30].

We also find a significant negative association between clustering coefficient and

the number of citations in all models which indicates that structural diversity is

related with scientific success. A scientist with a low clustering coefficient functions

as a bridge that brings other scientists together who would potentially not collab-

orate otherwise. Also previous work has shown that structural diversity leads to a

positional advantage that makes nodes more powerful and influential [44, 4].

In addition to the effect of ego-centric features, the 1-hop models show that

collaborating with successful scientists (i.e. the median number of citation of neigh-

bours is high) and with scientists that bridge structural holes in the collaboration

network (i.e. the median clustering coefficient of neighbours is low) is positively
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Table 4: GEE model for number of citations. The model shows the correlation

between collaboration features and the number of citations. The ego model shows

that above-average degree, collaboration duration and collaboration strength are

significantly positively related with scientific success, while clustering coefficient is

significantly negatively associated with success. The 1-hop neighbourhood model

confirms these observations and also shows that someone who collaborates with

successful scientists and scientists who function as bridges is more likely to be

successful. We control for the effect of the decade in which a scientist started his or

her career. Note: ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗∗p < 0.001

ego model
ego model

+interactions
1-hop model

1-hop model

+interactions
Intercept -0.038(-3.496)*** -0.039(-3.492)*** -0.007(-0.638) -0.006(-0.583)

decade(reference=1970)[1980] 0.027(2.598)** 0.026(2.532)* 0.015(1.501) 0.014(1.449)

decade(reference=1970)[1990] 0.059(5.888)*** 0.058(5.734)*** 0.038(4.021)*** 0.037(3.877)***

decade(reference=1970)[2000] 0.004(0.345) 0.002(0.19) -0.033(-3.092)** -0.035(-3.204)**

decade(reference=1970)[2010] -0.072(-5.407)*** -0.074(-5.547)*** -0.13(-10.042)*** -0.131(-10.172)***

gender[f] 0.014(2.457)* 0.007(1.341)

clust -0.019(-16.532)*** -0.02(-14.971)*** -0.021(-11.689)*** -0.021(-9.77)***

clust*gender[f] 0.002(0.671) 0.0(0.008)

degree 0.29(28.519)*** 0.291(25.616)*** 0.279(23.529)*** 0.28(20.916)***

degree*gender[f] -0.009(-0.408) -0.012(-0.499)

median collaboration duration 0.058(32.431)*** 0.059(29.441)*** 0.04(19.703)*** 0.04(17.663)***

median collaboration duration*gender[f] -0.002(-0.363) -0.003(-0.689)

median collaboration strength 0.014(7.587)*** 0.016(7.2)*** 0.007(3.947)*** 0.008(4.301)***

median collaboration strength*gender[f] -0.01(-2.415) -0.009(-2.428)

neighbours median age -0.007(-2.195) -0.007(-2.056)

neighbours median age*gender[f] 0.002(0.371)

neighbours median clust -0.014(-7.343)*** -0.015(-6.71)***

neighbours median clust*gender[f] 0.006(1.719)

neighbours median degree -0.003(-0.265) -0.002(-0.147)

neighbours median degree*gender[f] -0.005(-0.289)

neighbours median n citations 0.171(6.653)*** 0.175(5.679)***

neighbours median n citations*gender[f] -0.022(-0.651)

R2 0.068 0.068 0.105 0.106

related with the success (h-index and citations) of a researcher. We did not find any

evidence that the degree and scientific age of the collaborators impact the success

of a scientist when the number of citations is used as success measure, but they

positively impact her h-index. This indicates that scientists who collaborate with

active senior scientists tend to be more productive and successful than the aver-

age scientist with the same career age. But, high impact publications can also be

produced by scientists that do not collaborate with active senior scientists.

Furthermore, our analysis shows that no significant gender-specific differences

exist in how collaboration patterns impact success since no interactions between

gender and collaboration patterns can be found. This indicates that successful male
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Table 5: GEE model for h-index. The model shows the correlation between col-

laboration features and h-index. The ego model shows that above-average degree,

collaboration duration and collaboration strength are significantly positively related

with scientific success. The 1-hop neighbourhood model confirms these observations.

The 1-hop model also shows that someone who collaborates with successful scien-

tists is more likely to be successful. While the seniority and degree of a scientist’s

neighbours do not impact his or her number of citations, it does positively impact

the h-index. We control for the effect of the decade in which a scientist started his

or her career. Note: ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗∗p < 0.001

ego model
ego model

+interactions
1-hop model

1-hop model

+interactions
Intercept -0.17(-11.471)*** -0.173(-11.634)*** -0.125(-8.787)*** -0.126(-8.824)***

decade(reference=1970)[1980] 0.017(1.049) 0.016(1.006) -0.003(-0.172) -0.003(-0.218)

decade(reference=1970)[1990] 0.089(5.834)*** 0.087(5.731)*** 0.056(3.881)*** 0.055(3.773)***

decade(reference=1970)[2000] 0.138(9.055)*** 0.136(8.89)*** 0.083(5.699)*** 0.081(5.534)***

decade(reference=2010)[2010] 0.153(8.07)*** 0.151(7.923)*** 0.07(3.825)*** 0.067(3.687)***

gender[f] 0.028(3.714)*** 0.021(2.865)**

clust -0.01(-6.67)*** -0.009(-5.83)*** -0.014(-8.204)*** -0.014(-7.354)***

clust*gender[f] 0.002(0.526) 0.002(0.527)

degree 0.435(83.255)*** 0.433(75.532)*** 0.411(70.708)*** 0.409(63.616)***

degree*gender[f] 0.015(1.075) 0.02(1.39)

median collaboration duration 0.085(67.974)*** 0.086(62.74)*** 0.061(40.156)*** 0.061(36.808)***

median collaboration duration*gender[f] -0.003(-0.874) -0.003(-0.894)

median collaboration strength 0.028(10.104)*** 0.028(8.632)*** 0.017(7.623)*** 0.018(6.752)***

median collaboration strength*gender[f] -0.005(-1.042) -0.004(-0.873)

neighbours median age 0.028(10.988)*** 0.029(10.142)***

neighbours median age*gender[f] -0.007(-1.177)

neighbours median clust -0.014(-8.736)*** -0.015(-8.105)***

neighbours median clust*gender[f] 0.004(0.982)

neighbours median degree 0.028(2.887)** 0.032(2.818)**

neighbours median degree*gender[f] -0.023(-1.725)

neighbours median n citations 0.124(6.451)*** 0.123(5.51)***

neighbours median n citations*gender[f] 0.005(0.21)

R2 0.225 0.225 0.312 0.313

and female scientists reveal the same collaboration behavior and no differences ex-

ist in which collaboration patterns may explain the success of men and women in

science.

3. Discussion

Gender gap in academia, especially in STEM fields, has been a great concern over

the past decades and many studies have tried to quantify the extent to which gender

inequalities are present in science.

In this study we extend previous work by looking at the collaboration behaviour
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of scientists over a period of 47 years, from 1970 to 2016. In particular, we focus on

one field, computer science, with a collaborative community [52] and a wide gender

gap [19].

To assess the gender gap, we first compare the productivity of men and women

in terms of number of publications. In line with previous studies [5, 50, 3, 49,

8, 33, 42] our findings confirm that a productivity gap exists and our work also

indicates that the gap is widening over the past few years. However, we also show

that the productivity gap between male and female computer scientists can in part

be explained by the distribution of the career ages of male and female scientist.

Across all calendar years more senior male than senior female scientists were active

in computer science and the average productivity of senior scientists is naturally

higher than those of junior scientists.

The lower number of senior female scientists can in part be explained by the

lower number of women in computer science in the past (e.g., in 1970, 16 times more

men than women published at computer science venues). But also the dropout rate

of women is consistently 2% higher than the dropout rate of men which may also

contribute to the seniority gap between men and women.

Surprisingly, we observe an increasing trend in gender homophily over the years

and in particular among women. The high homophily among women is alarming

since recent research highlights the importance of diverse interactions in receiving

visibility [12] and accessing novel ideas and information [6].

The evolution of the collaboration network suggests that in earlier years men

tended to have broader degree (more collaborators) and k-core (more well-connected

collaborators) compared to women but in recent years the gap is closing. Yet, men

tend to have a slightly broader degree and k-core distribution than women. Addi-

tionally, women show slightly higher clustering compared to men suggesting that

women are more involved in triadic relations. This indicates that women are less

likely to collaborate with colleagues that are not connected among themselves and

consequently women are less likely to bridge structural holes in the collaboration

network.

As also suggested by previous work [44, 4], we find that scientists who function

as bridges tend to be more successful. A scientist with a low clustering coefficient

brings other scientists together who would probably not collaborate otherwise. Our

success analysis reveals that successful scientists tend to collaborate with more col-

leagues than other scientists in the same career age, they establish long lasting

and repetitive collaborations (i.e. they form strong ties), they bring people together

that have not been collaborating before and they collaborate with other successful

scientists. In part our results support findings from previous research that showed

that publications co-authored with super ties (i.e. long lasting, repetitive collabora-

tions) positively impact long-term citations [30]. Interestingly, Zeng et al. found that

female scientists have a lower probability of repeating previous collaborations com-

pared to men [53]. This is an intriguing result since our work shows that repetitive

and long lasting collaborations have a positive impact on success.
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We do not find any gender differences with respect to how collaboration behavior

impacts scientific success. This suggests that successful male and female scientists

reveal similar collaboration behavior and success is not directly impacted by gender

when controlling for collaboration patterns, scientific age and start decade of a

career. Also hiring outcomes (which are another measure of success) are not directly

effected by gender after controlling for scholarly productivity and relative prestige

between hiring and placing institution [47].

Our work does not allow to answer the causal question if certain collaboration

strategies (e.g. repetitive collaborations or bringing people from different commu-

nities together) lead to success or if the observed patterns are a consequence of

success. For example, successful people may be involved in repetitive collaborations

because others want to collaborate with them again. It is very likely that these re-

lationships are not unidirectional causal, but mediated by an unobserved variable,

the skills and knowledge of a scientist.

Although our statistical models controlled for different factors such as career

age, our work is limited to characteristics that are measurable and observable in

our data. The main contribution of this work is a large scale temporal and gender-

sensitive analysis of productivity, dropouts, collaboration patterns and success of

computer scientists over the course of 47 years. We hope our results shed light into

the understanding of collaboration patterns that are related with scientific success

and gender differences in scientific collaborations, productivity and career paths. In

future it would be interesting to extend this analysis to more academic fields and

also explore disparities across ethnic groups.
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