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Abstract

Conferences are ideal platforms for studying gender gaps in science because they are
important cultural events that reflect barriers to women in academia. Here, we explored
women’s participation in ecology conferences by analyzing female representation, behavior,
and personal experience at the 1st Meeting of the Iberian Society of Ecology (SIBECOL).
The conference had 722 attendees, 576 contributions, and 27 scientific sessions. The gen-
der of attendees and presenters was balanced (48/52% women/men), yet only 29% of the
contributions had a woman as last author. Moreover, men presented most of the keynote
talks (67%) and convened most of the sessions. Our results also showed that only 32% of
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the questions were asked by women, yet the number of questions raised by women
increased when the speaker or the convener was a woman. Finally, the post-conference
survey revealed that attendees had a good experience and did not perceive the event as a
threatening context for women. Yet, differences in the responses between genders suggest
that women tended to have a worse experience than their male counterparts. Although our
results showed clear gender biases, most of the participants of the conference failed to
detect it. Overall, we highlight the challenge of increasing women’s scientific leadership, visi-
bility and interaction in scientific conferences and we suggest several recommendations for
creating inclusive meetings, thereby promoting equal opportunities for all participants.

Introduction

Gender imbalances are pervasive in science, with women particularly underrepresented at
senior academic positions [1]. While the demographic inertia from past policies may partially
explain this trend [2, 3], gender bias is still evident in some of the key achievements that
ground academic career progression, including the acquisition of prestigious grants or prizes
[4], authorship positions in research articles [5], or invitations at conferences [6]. These gender
imbalances, alarming by themselves, reduce the visibility of women researchers and might trig-
ger vicious circles of gender bias that explain the persistence of the glass ceiling (sensu [7]). For
example, low visibility leads to less awards and invitations to conferences that in turn lead to
low reputation and career progression. This “invisibility” of women might also affect their
well-being and motivation to pursue a scientific career and ultimately compromise the general
quality of academia, which benefits from the integration of different perspectives [8]. Thereby,
assessing the factors preventing the success of women in science is critical to enhance their
success and an equitable future in scientific disciplines.

Academic conferences are crucial events for researchers’ networking and exposure. These
events are major scenarios to disseminate and learn about scientific advances, but offer also a
public context where status and prestige may be displayed [9, 10]. Further, conferences bring
opportunities for developing and fostering a broad network of collaborators [11], which is
essential to boost academic success [12, 13]. However, not all researchers benefit equally from
these events. Recent studies showed compelling evidence that women have reduced opportuni-
ties to participate in academic conferences compared to men. Discrimination against women
has been reported in abstract selection [14], coauthor lists [15], and invitations to keynote talks
[6, 16, 17]. Further, women speak less time than men when presenting their work [18] and ask
fewer and shorter questions during “Questions and Answers” (Q&A) time [10, 19, 20]. One
possible explanation for these trends is the demographic inertia, which states that gender
biases in conferences mostly mirror imbalances in gender ratios among senior members
because they are the ones that participate the most in these events. Hence, according to this
theory, low participation of female researchers in conferences is a product of conditions that
discouraged women to pursue an academic career in the past [21]. However, other less studied
factors and non-recognized aspects such as those related with gender ideology [21] or implicit
bias [10, 22] can also influence women’s participation at conferences. The low participation
and visibility of women at conferences has been previously associated with the so-called
“chilly” academic environment [10, 23]. This phenomenon is built on implicit and explicit
forms of sexism and incivility that signal to women that they do not belong in academia [24,
25]. Besides gender bias in participation, the “chilly” environment at conferences is often
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related to attendees’ attitudes, including the use of sexist expressions and stereotypical
remarks, or the exclusion of women from intellectual discussions and social events [26]. Col-
lectively, these “chilly” experiences may affect women’s job satisfaction and lower their inten-
tions to pursue a scientific career [23, 27]. Yet, studies analyzing conferences from a gender
perspective are mostly restricted to gender representation and behavior, paying little attention
to the perception of attendees (but see [23, 26]); while the few studies analyzing attendees’ per-
ception have not analyzed the participation of women. Hence, a joint analysis of gender repre-
sentation, behavior, and perception in academic conferences is lacking.

Here, we explored the participation of women in ecology conferences by using the 1* Meet-
ing of the Iberian Society of Ecology (SIBECOL, www.sibecol.org) as a testing ground. Specifi-
cally, we aimed to assess whether women and men were equally represented, participative and
visible, and if not, to what extent these differences were due to demographic inertia or to other
non-recognized aspects. To answer these objectives, we analyzed: (i) the representation of
women in the attendance, speakers and organization panels, (ii) the audience behavior during
Q&A times, and (iii) the perception of the attendees on women’s participation and visibility,
gender barriers, and conference environment (Fig 1). Such a multidimensional approach is
critical to provide a comprehensive assessment of the situation of women in sciences, and to
develop evidence-based policymaking promoting inclusive scientific conferences for female
researchers.

Methods
Case study: The 1°* Meeting of the Iberian Society of Ecology

We used as a case study the 1* Meeting of the Iberian Society of Ecology (SIBECOL; http://
www.sibecol.org/), which was held in February 2019 in Barcelona, Spain. The conference gath-
ered 722 researchers and held 576 contributions distributed in 27 scientific sessions (five gen-
eral and 22 special sessions). All sessions were convened by teams composed from two to ten
researchers, who proposed the topic, invited keynote speakers (max. one per session), selected
the contributions, and chaired the session. For general sessions, these teams were composed
by members of the conference scientific committee, while regular attendees (i.e., non-commit-
tee members) constituted the teams for special sessions. Among the contributions, there were
171 posters, 375 regular talks (12-min talk + 3-min Q&A time), 21 keynote talks (25-min talk
+ 5-min Q&A time), and nine plenary talks (50-min talk + 10-min Q&A time). SIBECOL soci-
ety encouraged session conveners to be mindful in the selection of the talks among the contri-
butions submitted to ensure gender equality and support young scientists.

Attendance, authorships, and conveners

We examined gender distribution in attendance, presenters, authorships, and conveners by
gathering information on the gender and career stage of all participants (Fig 1). Attendees self-
reported their names, career stage, and the type of contribution they were presenting at regis-
tration, while the name of all coauthors and conveners was obtained from the book of
abstracts. Then, the gender of each person was assigned as women or men based on their
name (0.03% of the cases needed further information to determine the gender). The career
stage, available for 549 participants, was classified in four categories: pre-doctoral (researchers
not holding a PhD title, such as undergraduate, master and PhD students), post-doctoral
(researchers not holding permanent positions that defended their PhD within the last eight
years), senior non-permanent (researchers not holding permanent positions that defended
their PhD more than eight years before the conference), and senior permanent (researchers
holding permanent positions). Unfortunately, data related to other diversity axes (i.e., people
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Objective
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To examine the attendees’
perception and general satisfaction
during the conference.

Data source
Post-conference anonymous
online survey. Answered by 32%
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Fig 1. Overview of the main objectives and the study design applied for analyzing gender biases in the 1* Iberian Ecological
Society (SIBECOL) meeting. We used a multidimensional approach including conference registration data (representation),
observations during the event (behavior), and post-conference survey (perception). Icon source: www.flaticon.com.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.9001

belonging to underrepresented groups such as racial/ethnical minorities, LGBT+, disabilities
or other gender identities) were not available. Therefore, it was not possible to analyze the
participation of other genders and the intersection between gender and their belonging to
other underrepresented groups and identities. Yet, it is worth noting that all attendees that
responded to the post-conference anonymous online survey self-identified as either man or
woman, despite the option “other gender” was also available.

We examined potential gender imbalances in attendance and presenters by comparing
women and men’s representation for all data pooled together, as well as for each contribution
type and career stage separately. We also analyzed potential gender imbalances in authorships
by analyzing the proportion of women and men signing as first and last author of all contribu-
tions. Based on previous studies in the field of ecology, we interpreted that the first author was
the leader of the study, while the last author was considered to be the team leader or principal
investigator of the project [28, 29]. Here, the first author was the presenter of the work in 97%
of the cases according to the registration data. Further, we analyzed if there was associative
gender sorting between first and last authors by applying a chi-squared test to Gaussian Gener-
alized Linear Models (GLMs) [30]. For the models, we used the number of contributions as
response variable and gender combinations of first-last authors (i.e. women-women, men-
women, women-men, men-men) as fixed effect.

To investigate the gender distribution of conveners, we classified the sessions into three dif-
ferent categories: (i) sessions convened mostly by women (>60% of women conveners), (ii)
sessions convened mostly by men (>60% of men conveners), and (iii) gender balanced ses-
sions (40-60% of women/men conveners). We compared the number of sessions falling within
each category by applying a chi-squared test to a GLM model [30]. We also quantified the
number of sessions falling within each category that had a woman as keynote speaker, and
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used a linear regression model to analyze whether the proportion of women in each conveners’
team influenced the proportion of women giving talks in their respective sessions.

Audience and questioners during Q&A sessions

A team of 26 volunteers took notes on gender distribution and the questioning behavior of the
audience during the scientific sessions (Fig 1). Volunteers did not participate in the session
nor explain the study to third parts. This procedure allowed us to observe the behavior of the
attendees without conditioning it. To ensure that data from all observers was comparable, we
generated a standardized template with all questions and trained all volunteers prior the obser-
vations (S1 Appendix). For each talk, volunteers wrote down the number of attendees and
questioners by gender as well as the gender of the conveners and speaker (S1 Appendix). We
acknowledge that the gender recorded by the observers might not match with the gender iden-
tity of the person in some cases. In total, we collected data from 218 talks (56% of the total),
including seven plenaries, 12 keynote, and 199 regular talks. Poster contributions were not
analyzed. To account for differences among observers, 50% of the talks were evaluated by
more than one person (2-6 observers). For questions related to the number of attendees and
questioners, we averaged the values obtained from all observes (inter-observers’ variability
was < 5%). For gender-related questions (i.e., those whose answer was “man” or “woman”),
the most frequent answer was computed. Yet, discrepancies in gender-related questions only
occurred on five occasions (2.3% of the talks).

For each talk type, we used t-tests to analyze (i) if the gender distribution of the audience
was similar to that of the conference registration and (ii) whether the number of attendees dif-
fered between female and male speakers. We also examined whether the speaker’s gender
influenced the gender distribution of attendees by comparing two Linear Mixed-effect Models
(LMM), one including and one excluding the gender of the speaker as independent variable.
We considered that the speaker’s gender was related to the gender of the attendees if the differ-
ence in the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) between models were higher than 2 (sensu
[31]). To account for the lack of independence between sessions (i.e., participants could move
from one room to another between talks), we used session as a random effect.

For all talks pooled together, we analyzed the number of questions raised by gender and
how it varied depending on the gender of the speaker and the gender of the convener moderat-
ing the session. First, we analyzed the representation of women by plotting the proportion of
questions raised by women compared to the proportion of women in the audience following
[32]. A relationship of 1:1 indicates that women asked questions proportionately to their repre-
sentation in the audience, while deviations from that line indicate that women asked more
(odds ratio > 1) or less (odds ratio < 1) questions than expected. Moreover, a slope different
than 1 indicates that the questioning behavior of women varies with the proportion of women
in the audience. Then, we used chi-squared tests to analyze whether the number of questions
or the gender of questioners differed between talks given by women and men. To avoid statisti-
cal biases, we standardized the number of questions raised by each gender by the number of
attendees of that gender (i.e., number of questions made by women / number of women in the
audience). The same analysis was done to test whether the questioning behavior of the audi-
ence differed between talks convened by women or men.

Attendees’ perception of the conference

We examined the attendees’ perception of the conference with a post-conference anonymous
online survey (Fig 1; S2 Appendix). During the weeks following the conference, we invited all
attendees to participate. Two reminders were sent two and three weeks after the conference,
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and the survey was closed a month after the conference. The survey took about 10 minutes to
complete and was answered by 32% of attendees (n = 232). This response rate was larger than
those reported in other gender studies, for both women and men (typically from 10 to 20%;
[33]). The survey included a written informed consent and closed questions about their partic-
ipation and perception of the conference, divided in four main sections: (i) questions to all
attendees related to their participation and perception during Q&A time, (ii) questions only
for speakers regarding their perception of the Q&A time proceeding their talks, (iii) questions
to all attendees about their satisfaction and perception of the conference, oriented to detect a
potentially “chilly” environment, and (iv) socio-demographic inquiries. Questions regarding
Q&A time were based on [32] and aimed to analyze attendees’ perception, as well as their satis-
faction as speakers. Questions related to “chilly” environment were adapted from previous lit-
erature [23, 26, 34] and evaluated if respondents (i) heard any gender stereotypical remark, (ii)
experienced uncivil behaviors, (iii) were intellectually and socially satisfied, and (iv) suffered
from the impostor syndrome (i.e., felt like a fraud; [35]). Most questions in the survey were
closed-ended, i.e., we used five-point Likert scale questions to measure the level of agreement
or frequency related to different statements. We acknowledge that the survey results might be
skewed towards those attendees who were more aware of gender issues. However, it is impossi-
ble to test for the occurrence of this phenomenon, and if it occurred, it was applicable for both
women and men. Hence, we consider that it did not affect the results.

For each question, we fitted GLMs using Gaussian error distributions for Likert scale ques-
tions and Binomial error distributions for binary response variables. Each model included gen-
der and career stage as predictors. Final models did not consider the interaction between
gender and career stage because it was not significant in any initial model. Then, we used chi-
squared tests to determine whether respondents’ gender or career stage influenced their
answers.

We ran all statistical tests in R 3.6.1 [36]. For all analyses, differences were considered sig-
nificant when p-value < 0.05. In all cases, model residuals were visually inspected to verify lin-
ear model assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity. The code and data used in this
study can be accessed in https://github.com/SIBECOL-Diversity-Inclusion/SIBECOL_
gender_inequality. This study and all the analyses therein was approved by the Committee for
Protection of Human Subjects of the University of California at Berkeley that serves as an
Institutional Review Board (IRB) (protocol number #2019-03-12006).

Results
Attendance, authorships, and conveners

The conference was gender balanced in terms of attendance (48% women vs 52% men) and
presenters (50% women vs 50% men). The proportion of female presenters decreased with
seniority, accounting for the 60% of pre-doctoral presenters, but only for the 40% of senior
permanent presenters (S1 Table in S3 Appendix). Further, the proportion of female presenters
differed among contribution types: almost half of the presenters were women for poster (55%),
regular (49%) and plenary (44%) contributions, while only the 33% of keynote talks were pre-
sented by women (S1 Table in S3 Appendix).

Women and men were first authors of the same number of contributions (50% women vs
50% men), while only 29% of last authors were women. When considering both the first and
the last authorship, there were gender imbalances (x” test, p < 0.001). Specifically, 40% of the
contributions had men as first and last authors, while only 17% had women as first and last
authors. The combination with lower representation (11%) was men as first author and
women as last author (Fig 2A).
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Women represented 31% and 30% of the conference organizing and scientific committees,
respectively. Further, from all sessions, 37% were convened by a balanced proportion of
women and men (between 40 and 60% women/men), 48% were mostly convened by men, and
only 15% were convened mostly by women (Fig 2B). All the sessions with mostly female con-
veners were special sessions, whereas general sessions had either an equal or higher number of
male conveners. There was no relationship between the gender of conveners and presenters
(linear regression, R* = 0.04, p = 0.314). However, 66% of the sessions convened mostly by
women had a woman as keynote speaker, while this percentage was 33% and 22% for those ses-
sions that had equal or higher number of men conveners, respectively.

Audience and questions during talks

For the analyzed talks, there was a similar proportion of women and men in the audience (40-
60%). This proportion did not differ from the proportion of women and men registered at the
conference (for all talk types: t-test, p > 0.070). We did not find any relation between the gen-
der of the speaker and the gender of the attendees (AIC diff. < 2). However, the number of
attendees differed between female and male speakers (for all talk types: t-test, p < 0.020). In
particular, the number of attendees was 12%, 7% and 18% higher when the speaker was a man
than when it was a woman for the regular, keynote, and plenary talks, respectively.

Among the 218 analyzed talks, 47 (22%) did not get any question. The gender of the speaker
or convener had no impact on whether the talk had questions (in both cases: y” test, p > 0.3).
For the 171 presentations that received questions, the average number of questions per talk
was similar for both female and male speakers (1-2 questions; t-test, p = 0.491) (S2 Table in S3
Appendix). However, on average, women asked fewer questions than expected given their
representation in the audience (odds ratio = 0.7; Fig 3) and this phenomenon persisted regard-
less the proportion of women in the audience (slope test, p = 0.571). Moreover, the number of
questions raised by women varied depending on the gender of the speaker and convener.
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Fig 3. Proportion of questions asked by women plotted against the proportion of women attendees during the
analyzed Q&A sessions. The black line shows the theoretical proportional relationship between the two parameters.
The yellow line shows the real proportional relationship based on a linear regression of the data (mean odds ratio: 0.7).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.9003

Female speakers received a similar number of questions from women than men (t-test,

p =0.079), while male speakers received significantly more questions from men than from
women (t-test, p < 0.001) (Fig 4A). Likewise, women and men asked a similar number of ques-
tions when the convener was a woman (t-test, p = 0.096), while men asked more questions
than women when the convener was a man (t-test, p < 0.001) (Fig 4B).

From all the talks that received questions, a woman asked the first question in 37% of the
cases (63 out of 171 talks). There were no differences in the gender of the person asking the
first question when the speaker was a woman ()~ test, p = 0.070), while the first question was
asked by a man in 67% of the cases when the speaker was a man (3 test, p < 0.001). The gen-
der of the convener was not related with the gender of the person asking the first question ()
test, p = 0.109). No relationship was found between the gender of the person asking the first
and subsequent questions () test, p = 0.138).

Attendees’ perception of the conference

Within the survey respondents (n = 232), 60% were women, 38% were men, and 2% did not
answer this question (no respondent marked the “other gender” response option). Further,
31% of the respondents were pre-doctoral, 37% were post-doctoral, 11% were senior non-per-
manent, and 19% were senior permanent researchers. Most respondents had Spanish national-
ity (83%) and were living in Spain when the conference was held (75%). Respondents mostly
worked at universities (58%) or research institutions (34%). Only a few respondents reported
belonging to minority groups: LGBT+ (4.3%), race/ethnic minorities (1.3%), and people with
disabilities (0.4%).

Related to how attendees perceived the gender distribution of questioning, 32% of respon-
dents perceived that men asked more questions than women during Q&A time. This
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perception was significantly higher among women (39%) than among men (21%) (x test,

p < 0.001) (Fig 5A). In this vein, a higher proportion of men than women reported “to have
always asked questions when they wanted to” (38% vs 25%; % test, p = 0.009). This difference
between male and female attendees was the highest for senior non-permanent researchers and
the lowest for senior permanent researchers (Fig 5B).

From the respondents that contributed with a talk, 88% agreed or strongly agreed that the
convener of the session was not gender biased when choosing the questioners. Further, their
experience as speakers was positive regardless of their gender or career stage (for all questions
related to speakers’ satisfaction: 3 test, p > 0.05; see Table 1).

A) Women asked less questions 100 B) Asked questions when wanted
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Men 75
@
0. 50 :
.-" L YRR ®
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Fig 5. Proportion of participants that answered in the post-conference survey (A) “women asked less questions than men during oral
communications” and (B) “I always asked questions when I wanted to”. The proportion is shown for each gender separately (e.g., women that
responded to a specific answer/total number of women that participated in the survey). Abbreviations: master students and predoctoral researchers
(predoc), postdoctoral researchers (postdoc), senior researchers with non-permanent positions (senior non-perm), senior researchers with
permanent positions (senior perm).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.g005
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Table 1. Summary of the responses to the five-point Likert scale questions included in the post-conference survey.

Question Women Men

Questions to speakers about the Q&-A time after their talk

QI. The convener was gender biased when choosing questioners 1.51+0.79 1.43 £0.81
Q2. The questions were constructive 4.16 +0.74 424+0.71
Q3. The questions were formulated politely 4.57 £0.52 4.47 £0.54
Q4. I felt satisfied with my answers 4.04 +0.83 3.92 £0.80
Questions to all attendees about the conference

Q5. I suffered the impostor syndrome, i.e., I felt like a fraud 2.73 £1.20 2.22+1.18
Q6. Others came to me to discuss intellectual ideas 3.52 +1.04 3.78 £0.79
Q7.1 am satisfied with the level of intellectual stimulation 4.06 + 0.80 4.16 +0.78
Q8. I am satisfied with the amount of social interactions with others 3.66 + 0.95 3.90 + 0.88
Q9. I think the conference supported work-life balance 3.40 £ 0.97 3.53 £0.91
Q10. In general, I liked attending the conference 4.28 +0.69 437 +0.74
Q11. How often did you hear gender stereotypical remarks? 1.61 + 0.78 1.40 + 0.63
Q12. How often did you feel excluded from social activities? 2.03 +£0.91 1.93 + 0.94
Q13. How often did someone put you down or was mean to you? 1.31 £ 0.61 1.22 £ 0.58
Q14. How often did someone pay little attention to your statement? 2.05+0.98 1.92 £ 0.94

Questions 1-10 measured the level of agreement with a statement (where 1 was “strongly disagree” and 5 was
“strongly agree”), while questions 11-14 measured the frequency (where 1 was “never” and 5 was “very frequently”).
Values in bold indicate significant statistical differences between women and men responses.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.t001

Regarding the conference environment, most respondents were satisfied with the confer-
ence regardless of their gender (in all satisfaction related questions: y” test, p > 0.05; Table 1).
However, the degree of satisfaction differed across career stages (in most satisfaction related
questions: 3 test, p < 0.05). Specifically, and regardless of their gender, senior permanent
researchers reported to have experienced a greater intellectual stimulation during the confer-
ence and to have felt less excluded from social activities, compared to pre-doctoral and post-
doctoral researchers. Further, 60% of the respondents never heard any gender stereotypical
remark during the conference and none of the respondents reported to have heard gender ste-
reotypical remarks very frequently. Despite this general positive perception, women self-
reported to have heard more gender stereotypical remarks than men (3 test, p = 0.04;

Table 1). Particularly, 43% of women reported to have heard some stereotypical remarks,
while only 34% of the men did. Moreover, more female than male respondents self-reported to
have heard stereotypical remarks occasionally or frequently (17% vs. 6%). Finally, 28% of the
respondents agreed or strongly agreed to have suffered the impostor syndrome during the
conference, and this percentage was higher for women than for men (34% vs 19%; % test,

p = 0.008; Table 1) and decreased with career stage ()~ test, p = 0.030).

Discussion

This study aimed to analyze the role and visibility of women at a major conference of ecology
in the Iberian Peninsula from a multidimensional perspective: representation, behavior, and
personal perception (Fig 1). While we found evidence that gender imbalances persist in terms
of representation and in-conference behavior, most attendees, either women or men, did not
perceive this imbalance. These findings highlight persistent hurdles on the path to achieve gen-
der equity in scientific events, and thus stress the importance of designing and implementing
further actions for advancing towards complete inclusive scenarios.
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Women’s representation: Beyond the demographic inertia problem

Compared to other conferences (e.g. [16, 37]), the 1* SIBECOL Meeting was gender balanced
in terms of attendance, presenters, first-authors, and plenary speakers. However, and despite
of the provided recommendations on gender equality by the organizing committee, and the
fact that the conference was the kickoff of the SIBECOL society (thus preventing past inertias),
women were underrepresented in various scientific domains related to the conference.
Women only accounted for 33% of keynote speakers and 29% of last authorships. Further,
women were a minority (< 40%) in both organizing and scientific committees, as well as in
48% of conveners’ teams. These results are consistent with previous studies showing that, even
though the field of ecology is generally female-dominated at the student level, women are still
under-represented in senior and prestigious academic positions [6, 17, 38, 39].

One possible explanation for the reduced number of women as keynote speakers or con-
veners is the so-called demographic inertia, as senior researchers are generally the ones that
participate the most in these events [2, 20]. However, our results partially challenge this
hypothesis because women accounted for > 40% of senior researchers registered in the confer-
ence. Hence, we argue that differences in gender representation were likely related to other fac-
tors, including implicit bias (i.e., devaluation of women’s work; [40]) or the tendency of
women to decline invitations and leadership roles because of a higher share of domestic tasks,
and parental or elderly care [41]. Additionally, associative gender sorting can contribute to
maintaining gender gaps at conferences [16]. In this line, we found that 88% of the sessions
with a majority of male conveners had a man as keynote speaker, while the keynote speaker
was a woman in 66% of the sessions with a majority of female conveners. Previous research
has also observed non-random associations of genders in all fields of science and proposed sev-
eral reasons for it, such as that women and men have different research interests [42]; that
women more often consider gender issues and make conscious efforts to find female speakers
or mentees [16]; or that people are more likely to collaborate with someone “similar” to one-
self [43]. Regardless of the cause, our findings show that women were underrepresented in
both authorships and conveners’ teams, which harms the visibility of female researchers and
has potential repercussions for young women’s motivation and withdrawal in the field of
ecology.

Session environment and behavioral dynamics

Observations of in-conference behaviors identified several attitudes and practices that led to
gender bias. We found that, regardless of the contribution type, the attendance was ~10%
lower during talks performed by women. This difference in attendance might be explained by
the lower recognition and visibility of women in sciences [44] or by the existence of an implicit
bias against women that influences the evaluation of scientist’s work [45]. There is evidence
that unconscious devaluation of women is widespread in science [40, 46] and affects personal
choices such as hiring and decision making [4], building a network or collaborations [38] or,
in this case, attending a particular talk. Our results further indicate that judgments made by
women and men researchers are equally influenced by this implicit bias, as the gender distri-
bution of attendees did not differ between female and male speakers. These results agree with
the idea that women are still considered less competent in science than men by both female
and male researchers [45].

Another concerning result was the lower participation of women compared to men during
Q&A time. Different participation of men and women on “stage-time” can have various poten-
tial causes, including differences in gender demographics, ideology, self-esteem, and behavior
[10, 47, 48]. For instance, women are more likely to raise their hand if they do not have to
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compete to be called on; that is, if Q&A time is longer or there are only few raised hands [49].
However, current “stage-time” dynamics favor competition and are usually dominated by
those attendees that have more authority or have a close relationship with the convener, which
are generally men [22, 32, 50]. The solution to this imbalance may not be urging women to
behave more aggressively during Q&A times, but rather to rethink the structure and dynamics
of Q&A sessions to foster inclusive participation. Accordingly, women self-reported asking
questions whenever they wanted less frequently than men at most career stages. The only
exception was for senior permanent researchers, where more women than men self-reported
to have asked questions whenever they wanted, which might suggest an increased feeling of
community belonging of those women that “survived” the leaky pipeline [51].

Interestingly, the audience behavior changed depending on the gender of conveners and
speakers. We observed that men mostly asked questions to male speakers, while women, as
both speakers and conveners, promoted gender balance in questioners. Further, the first ques-
tioner was generally a man when the speaker was a man, while a similar number of women
and men asked the first question when the speaker was a woman; which agrees with observa-
tions in other academic fields [10, 32]. These findings suggest that, even when the structure of
the Q&A time does not suit your personality or ideology, asking a question is easier and less
intimidating when there is a sense of familiarity within the session [47, 52]. Ultimately, this
finding agrees with the “stereotype inoculation model” [53], suggesting that female speakers
and conveners serve as role models that increased the sense of belonging and mitigated stereo-
type threats, such as that women are less capable of succeeding in science.

Attendees perception: Taking the temperature of the conference

Results from the post-conference survey show that, in general terms, attendees had a good
experience during the 1* SIBECOL Meeting and did not perceive the event as a threatening
context for women. However, subtle distinct responses between genders also indicate that
women tended to have a worse experience than their male counterparts, at least among the
survey respondents. We noted that women self-reported hearing stereotypical remarks more
often than men, and more women than men noted gender disparities during the Q&A time.
Moreover, even if not significant, women tended to self-report less satisfaction and more
exclusion than men. Collectively, these findings indicate that women are more aware of and
sensitive to gender issues compared to men, probably because women are more likely to be the
target of sexist attitudes [23, 54]. More importantly, the abovementioned results suggest that
the conference might have been a potentially “chilly environment” for women (sensu [23]).
We argue that this “chilly environment” did not happen through overt displays of sexism or
intolerance, but rather through the accumulation of subtle behaviors (e.g., keynote speaker
selection, audience, Q&A dynamics). Accordingly, previous studies have reported that low
female representation, competitive Q&A dynamics, and the indirect exclusion of women from
social events such as after-conference activities that compromise the participation of women
with family responsibilities, give subtle cues of non-belonging to women that might contribute
to their intentions to quit science [10, 23, 50].

Finally, our results show that women self-reported to experience the impostor syndrome
more often than men at every career stage. The causes of the impostor syndrome are complex,
and many times derive from individual, social, and cultural stereotypes that go beyond confer-
ences and academia [55]. The impostor syndrome may affect one’s self-esteem and ultimately
influence their behaviors and practices [55, 56]. Therefore, we cannot rule out that impostor
syndrome thoughts may have induced the behavior of some women during the conference. In
turn, it is also possible that the gender imbalances detected in this conference contribute to
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increase women’s impostor syndrome thoughts. Low visibility and recognition of women’s
work (i.e., differences in keynote speakers, conveners, or attendance) might lead women to
partially believe that their research is not good enough to attract other researchers’ interest, or
that senior positions and recognition within academia is exclusively for men.

Moving towards women’s inclusive scientific conferences

Our research highlights gender disparities in the levels of participation in an ecology confer-
ence, thus stressing the importance of advancing towards more women-inclusive conferences,
even in First World countries with good perceptions of women as scientists [57, 58]. We
strongly encourage organizers to develop and follow guidelines for inclusive scientific meet-
ings like those previously reported in [59, 60], with special focus on:

Increasing the involvement and visibility of women in conferences—In line with previous studies
[16, 37, 61], our results point out that involving women as conveners or keynote speakers is
an effective and practical action for achieving gender balance at scientific conferences
because women’s participation increased, and even equaled men’s participation, when
speakers and conveners were women. To date, most efforts in ecology conferences, includ-
ing the 1* SIBECOL Meeting, have been focused on achieving gender parity in plenary
talks; however, including women at different levels of conference organization (from the
scientific committee to conveners) could enhance the participation of female attendees and
reinforce their feeling of belonging. With that aim, clear open guidelines and criteria,
including rules of gender quotas, open calls for participation, promotion of female scientist’
directories or an open explanation for the reasons of choosing a particular keynote speaker,
should be designed and provided to conference organizers.

Speaking out about gender imbalances—One of our most concerning results was to observe
that most survey respondents did not notice disparities in gender participation during
Q&A time. In this line, we recommend to include some activities that promote the public
discussion of gender related issues during conferences, such as plenary talks, round tables
and workshops; or just add an initial statement at the start of each session to raise awareness
on inclusive practices [59]. These activities provide the opportunity to unmask prevalent
subtle disparities, and thus, could improve diversity justice in future conferences [47]. For
instance, when the conferences of the Iberian Society of Limnology (AIL; www.limnetica.
es) started incorporating a special session on Gender & Science in 2014, the number of
women as plenary speakers increased in the following meetings [62]. Therefore, including
at least one activity for raising awareness in inclusiveness during conferences should be a
top priority for scientific societies.

Redesigning conferences to foster equity and inclusion—Our study suggests that further work is
needed to create comfortable environments to promote the full participation of women
during conferences. The first step towards this direction is to carefully choose the event’s
location, materials, and policies to ensure positive, pro-active attitudes towards diversity
and inclusion [63]. In addition, we should rethink and redesign sessions’ dynamics to
include all ideologies and capabilities. Therefore, we urge the consideration of alternative
settings of discussion in academic settings, which might include small group discussions,
use of technology/social media as support for Q&A session, or speed-dating activities to
promote discussion among participants within a more relaxed environment. Also, some
recommendations to the conveners on how to deal with timekeeping issues and reformulate
misplaced questions might help to establish a more respectful and mindful environment
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during the sessions. Those alternative settings should be carefully evaluated and designed to
meet equity participation targets.

Involving ecological societies as allies—Ecological societies should play a pivotal role for inclu-
sivity, as they represent academic culture and ethics benchmarks of their fields [64]. In
recent years, several societies have stepped forward towards this direction by initiating dis-
cussions about how to promote diversity or implementing initiatives to directly or indi-
rectly promote inclusiveness. Examples of these initiatives include adopting a Code of
Conduct, such as the ones of the European Geosciences Union (EGU https://www.egu.eu/
about/code-of-conduct/) or the Society for Freshwater Science (SFS) Meeting (https://
sfsannualmeeting.org/) support for child care, or spaces equipped to accommodate the
needs of nursing mothers [65]. In addition, the organization of training courses on gender
bias or gender inclusive language [66], creating mentor-mentees programs [63] or fostering
collaboration among early-career or women researchers [67] can contribute to avoid gen-
der imbalances.

Finally, we should highlight that women are not the only underrepresented group that has
been historically excluded in academia. Previous studies have shown that researchers belong-
ing to minority groups (e.g., non-binary, LGBT+ or color people) have reduced participation
and visibility at conferences, especially if they are women [68-70]. In the post-survey of the 1*
SIBECOL Meeting, none of the respondents self-reported to have a gender identity different to
male or female, and only a small percentage (~6%) of attendees reported to belong to other
minorities, which prevent us to include these aspects in our analysis. The low attendance of
researchers belonging to these underrepresented groups is alarming by itself, and stresses the
existence of systemic inequalities that hinder academic career pursuing. If the aim of ecology
conferences is to advance knowledge for the betterment of the world as a whole, academic
societies should seek to demolish existing structural barriers for these minority groups and
ensure environments that are safe and comfortable for everyone, regardless of their gender
identity, gender expression, sexual orientation, ethnicity, physical or mental difference, reli-
gion, or national origin.
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S1 Appendix. Template used for all the observers to evaluate the attendance and participa-
tion during sessions.
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$2 Appendix. Complete form of the post-conference on-line survey. Note that we only pres-
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Acknowledgments

We thank the support of the Iberian Society of Ecology (SIBECOL), in particular the president,
Celia Marrasé, and the conference organizing committee. We are very grateful to the team of
volunteers that helped collecting observation data during the conference (alphabetically): Mir-
eia Banqué, Laura Blanquer, Miriam Colls, Veronica Granados Perez, Margarita Menéndez,
Laura Roquer, Jordi René-Mor, Clara Ruiz-Gonzalez, and Cristina Romera-Castillo. We also

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163 December 10, 2021 14/18


https://www.egu.eu/about/code-of-conduct/
https://www.egu.eu/about/code-of-conduct/
https://sfsannualmeeting.org/
https://sfsannualmeeting.org/
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.s002
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163.s003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163

PLOS ONE

Women’s participation in ecology conferences

thank Dolly Kothawala and Anne M. Kellerman for English revisions. One anonymous
reviewer and Sandra Hille helped to improve an early version of this manuscript.

Author Contributions
Conceptualization: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Anna Sala-Bubaré, Ada Pastor.

Data curation: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Mireia Bartrons, Meritxell Batalla,
Andrea G. Bravo, Pol Capdevila, Cayetano Gutiérrez-Canovas.

Formal analysis: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Mireia Bartrons, Alba Anadon-
Rosell, Meritxell Batalla, Susana Bernal, Andrea G. Bravo, Pol Capdevila, Miguel Cailedo-
Argiielles, Nuria Catalan, Ana Genua-Olmedo, Cayetano Gutiérrez-Canovas, Maria Jodo
Feio, Federica Lucati, Gabriela Onandia, Silvia Poblador, Roser Rotchés-Ribalta, Anna
Sala-Bubaré, Maria Mar Sanchez-Montoya, Marta Sebastian, Aitziber Zufiaurre.

Investigation: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Alba Anadon-Rosell, Meritxell Batalla,
Susana Bernal, Andrea G. Bravo, Miguel Cafledo-Argiielles, Nuaria Catalan, Ana Genua-
Olmedo, Maria Jodo Feio, Federica Lucati, Gabriela Onandia, Silvia Poblador, Roser
Rotchés-Ribalta, Maria Mar Sanchez-Montoya, Marta Sebastidn, Aitziber Zufiaurre, Ada
Pastor.

Methodology: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Mireia Bartrons, Pol Capdevila, Caye-
tano Gutiérrez-Canovas, Anna Sala-Bubaré, Ada Pastor.

Project administration: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Mireia Bartrons, Ada Pastor.

Validation: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Mireia Bartrons, Meritxell Batalla, Pol
Capdevila, Cayetano Gutiérrez-Canovas.

Visualization: Anna Lupon, Pol Capdevila.
Writing - original draft: Anna Lupon, Pablo Rodriguez-Lozano, Ada Pastor.

Writing - review & editing: Mireia Bartrons, Alba Anadon-Rosell, Meritxell Batalla, Susana
Bernal, Andrea G. Bravo, Pol Capdevila, Miguel Cafiedo-Argiielles, Nuria Catalan, Ana
Genua-Olmedo, Cayetano Gutiérrez-Canovas, Maria Jodo Feio, Federica Lucati, Gabriela
Onandia, Silvia Poblador, Roser Rotchés-Ribalta, Anna Sala-Bubaré, Maria Mar Sanchez-
Montoya, Marta Sebastian, Aitziber Zufiaurre.

References
1. European Commission. She Figures 2018. Report. 2019.

2. Shaw AK, Stanton DE. Leaks in the pipeline: separating demographic inertia from ongoing gender dif-
ferences in academia. Proc Biol Sci. 2012; 279: 3736—41. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.0822
PMID: 22719028

3. HargensLL, Long JS. Demographic inertia and women’s representation among faculty in higher educa-
tion. J Higher Educ. 2002; 73: 494-517. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2002.11777161

4. Régner|, Thinus-Blanc C, Netter A, Schmader T, Huguet P. Committees with implicit biases promote
fewer women when they do not believe gender bias exists. Nat Hum Behav. 2019; 3: 1171-1179.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0686-3 PMID: 31451735

5. Holman L, Stuart-Fox D, Hauser CE. The gender gap in science: How long until women are equally rep-
resented? PLoS Biol. 2018; 16: 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956 PMID: 29672508

6. Farr CM, Bombaci SP, Gallo T, Mangan AM, Riedl HL, Stinson LT, et al. Addressing the gender gap in
distinguished speakers at professional ecology conferences. Bioscience. 2017; 67: 464—468. https://
doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix013

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163 December 10, 2021 15/18


https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.0822
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22719028
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2002.11777161
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0686-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31451735
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29672508
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix013
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix013
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163

PLOS ONE

Women’s participation in ecology conferences

10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

van den Besselaar P, Sandstrom U. Vicious circles of gender bias, lower positions, and lower perfor-
mance: Gender differences in scholarly productivity and impact. PLoS One. 2017; 12: 1-16. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183301 PMID: 28841666

Nielsen MW. Scandinavian approaches to gender equality in academia: A comparative study. Scand J
Educ Res. 2017; 61: 295-318. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2016.1147066

Ward K. Faculty Service Roles and the Scholarship of Engagement. San Francisco, CA 94103-1741;
2003.

Hinsley A, Sutherland WJ, Johnston A. Men ask more questions than women at a scientific conference.
PLoS One. 2017; 12: 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185534 PMID: 29036191

Egri CP. Academic conferences as ceremonials: Opportunities for organizational integration and social-
ization. J Manag Educ. 1992; 16: 90-115. https://doi.org/https%3A//doi.org/10.1177/
105256299201600107

Guimera R, Uzzi B, Spiro J, Nunes Amaral LA. Sociology: Team assembly mechanisms determine col-
laboration network structure and team performance. Science. 2005; 308: 697—702.

Wouchty S, Jones BF, Uzzi B. Teams in production of knowledge. Science. 2007; 316: 1036—1039.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1136099 PMID: 17431139

Yentsch CM, Sindermann CJ. The woman scientist: meeting the challenges for a successful career.
New York: Plenum Publishing Corporation; 2013.

Hanson B, Wooden P, Lerback J. Age, Gender, and International Author Networks in the Earth and
Space Sciences: Implications for Addressing Implicit Bias. Earth Sp Sci. 2020; 7. https://doi.org/10.
1029/2019ea000930

Casadevall A, Handelsman J. The presence of female conveners correlates with a higher proportion of
female speakers at scientific symposia. MBio. 2014; 5: e00846—13. https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.
00846-13 PMID: 24399856

del M Sanchez-Montoya M, Pastor A, Aristi |, del Arco Al, Antén-Pardo M, Bartrons M, et al. Women in
limnology in the Iberian Peninsula: biases, barriers and recommendations. Limentica. 2016; 35: 61-72.

Jones TM, Fanson K V., Lanfear R, Symonds MRE, Higgie M. Gender differences in conference pre-
sentations: A consequence of self-selection? Peerd. 2014; e627. https://doi.org/10.7717/peer].627
PMID: 25346879

Kéafer J, Betancourt A, Villain AS, Fernandez M, Vignal C, Marais GAB, et al. Progress and prospects in
gender visibility at SMBE annual meetings. Genome Biol Evol. 2018; 10: 901-908. https://doi.org/10.
1093/gbe/evy056 PMID: 29608726

Pritchard J, Masters K, Allen J, Contenta F, Huckvale L, Wilkins S, et al. Asking gender questions:
Results from a survey of gender and question asking among UK Astronomers at NAM2014. 2014.

West C, Zimmerman DH. Doing gender. Gend Soc. 1987; 1: 125—151.

Karpowitz CF, Mendelberg T, Shaker L. Gender inequality in deliberative participation. Am Polit Sci
Rev. 2012; 106: 533-547. https://doi.org/10.1017/S00030554 12000329

Biggs J, Hawley PH, Biernat M. The academic conference as a chilly climate for women: effects of gen-
der representation on experiences of sexism, coping responses, and career intentions. Sex Roles.
2018; 78: 394-408. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0800-9

Hall RM, Sandler BR. Out of the classroom: a chilly campus climate for women? J Adolesc Heal Care.
Washington, DC; 1984.

Cheryan S, Plaut VC, Davies PG, Steele CM. Ambient belonging: How stereotypical cues impact gen-
der participation in computer science. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2009; 97: 1045-1060. https://doi.org/10.
1037/20016239 PMID: 19968418

Settles IH, O’Connor RC. Incivility at academic conferences: Gender differences and the mediating role
of climate. Sex Roles. 2014; 71: 71-82. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0355-y

Ratliff JM. A chilly conference climate: The influence of sexist conference climate perceptions on wom-
en’s academic career intentions. University of Kansas. 2012.

Weltzin JF, Belote RT, Williams LT, Keller JK, Engel EC. Authorship in ecology: Attribution, accountabil-
ity, and responsibility. Front Ecol Environ. 2006; 4: 435—441. https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295(2006)4
[435:AIEAAA]2.0.CO;2

Duffy MA. Last and corresponding authorship practices in ecology. Ecol Evol. 2017; 8876—-8887. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3435 PMID: 29152184

Bolker BM, Brooks ME, Clark CJ, Geange SW, Poulsen JR, Stevens MHH, et al. Generalized linear
mixed models: a practical guide for ecology and evolution. Trends Ecol Evol. 2009; 24: 127—135.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008 PMID: 19185386

Zar JH. Biostatistical Analyses. Hall P, editor. Pearson; 2010.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163 December 10, 2021 16/18


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183301
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183301
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28841666
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2016.1147066
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185534
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29036191
https://doi.org/https%3A//doi.org/10.1177/105256299201600107
https://doi.org/https%3A//doi.org/10.1177/105256299201600107
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1136099
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17431139
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019ea000930
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019ea000930
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00846-13
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00846-13
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24399856
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.627
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25346879
https://doi.org/10.1093/gbe/evy056
https://doi.org/10.1093/gbe/evy056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29608726
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000329
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0800-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016239
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016239
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19968418
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0355-y
https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295%282006%294%5B435%3AAIEAAA%5D2.0.CO%3B2
https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295%282006%294%5B435%3AAIEAAA%5D2.0.CO%3B2
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3435
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3435
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29152184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19185386
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163

PLOS ONE

Women’s participation in ecology conferences

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

Carter AJ, Croft A, Lukas D, Sandstrom GM. Women’s visibility in academic seminars: Women ask
fewer questions than men. PLoS One. 2018; 13: 212146. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202743
PMID: 30260980

Cook C, Heath F, Thompson RL. A meta-analysis of response rates in Web- or internet-based surveys.
Educ Psychol Meas. 2000; 60: 821-836. https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970934

Cortina LM, Magley VJ, Williams JH, Langhout RD. Incivility in the workplace: incidence and impact. J
Occup Health Psychol. 2001; 6: 64—80. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64 PMID: 11199258

Clance PR, Imes SA. The imposter phenomenon in high achieving women: Dynamics and therapeutic
intervention. Psychother Theory, Res Pract. 1978; 15: 241-247. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0086006

R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria.: R Foundation
for Statistical Computing; 2020.

Klein RS, Voskuhl R, Segal BM, Dittel BN, Lane TE, Bethea JR, et al. Speaking out about gender imbal-
ance in invited speakers improves diversity. Nat Immunol. 2017; 18: 475-478. https://doi.org/10.1038/
ni.3707 PMID: 28418385

Salerno PE, Pdez-Vacas M, Guayasamin JM, Stynoski JL. Male principal investigators (almost) don’t
publish with women in ecology and zoology. PLoS One. 2019; 14: 1—14. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0218598 PMID: 31216351

Fox CW, Ritchey JP, Paine CET. Patterns of authorship in ecology and evolution: First, last, and corre-
sponding authorship vary with gender and geography. Ecol Evol. 2018; 8: 11492—11507. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ece3.4584 PMID: 30598751

Reuben E, Sapienza P, Zingales L. How stereotypes impair women’s careers in science. Proc Nat!
Acad Sci U S A. 2014; 111: 4403-8. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1314788111 PMID: 24616490

Schroeder J, Dugdale HL, Radersma R, Hinsch M, Buehler DM, Saul J, et al. Fewer invited talks by
women in evolutionary biology symposia. J Evol Biol. 2013; 26: 2063—2069. https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.
12198 PMID: 23786459

Fox CW, Burns CS, Meyer JA. Editor and reviewer gender influence the peer review process but not
peer review outcomes at an ecology journal. Funct Ecol. 2016; 30: 140—153. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1365-2435.12529

Jadidi M, Karimi F, Lietz H, Wagner C. Gender disparities in science? Dropout, productivity, collabora-
tions and success of male and female computer scientists. Adv Complex Syst. 2018; 21. https://doi.org/
10.1142/S0219525917500114

Maas B, Pakeman RJ, Godet L, Smith L, Devictor V, Primack R. Women and Global South strikingly
underrepresented among top-publishing ecologists. Conserv Lett. 2021; 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1111/
conl.12797

Moss-Racusin C a, Dovidio JF, Brescoll VL, Graham MJ, Handelsman J. Science faculty’s subtle gen-
der biases favor male students. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2012; 109: 16474-9. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1211286109 PMID: 22988126

Kaatz A, Gutierrez B, Carnes M. Thetreats to objectivity in peer review: the case of gender. Trends
Pharmacol Sci. 2014; 38: 371-373. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tips.2014.06.005 PMID: 25086743

Telis N, Glassberg EC, Pritchard JK, Gunter C. Public discussion affects question asking at academic
conferences. Am J Hum Genet. 2019; 105: 189—-197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.06.004 PMID:
31256875

Konrad AM, Corrigall E, Lieb P, Ritchie JE. Sex differences in job attribute preferences among manag-
ers and business students. Gr Organ Manag. 2000; 25: 108—131. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1059601100252002

Bailey EG, Greenall RF, Baek DM, Morris C, Nelson N, Quirante TM, et al. Female in-class participation
and performance increase with more female peers and/ or a female instructor in life sciences courses.
CBE—Life Sci Educ. 2020; 19: ar30. https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.19-12-0266 PMID: 32644001

King L, MacKenzie L, Tadaki M, Cannon S, McFarlane K, Reid D, et al. Diversity in geoscience: Partici-
pation, behaviour, and the division of scientific labour at a Canadian geoscience conference. Facets.
2018; 3: 415-440. https://doi.org/10.1139/facets-2017-0111

Ceci SJ, Ginther DK, Kahn S, Williams WM. Women in academic science: A changing landscape. Psy-
chol Sci Public Interes. 2014; 15: 75—-141. https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614541236 PMID:
26172066

Schmidt SJ, Davenport JRA. Who asks questions at astronomy meetings? Nat Astron. 2017; 1: 1-2.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-017-0153

Dasgupta N. Ingroup experts and peers as social vaccines who inoculate the self-concept: The stereo-
type inoculation model. Psychol Ing. 2011; 22: 231-246. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2011.
607313

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163 December 10, 2021 17/18


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202743
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30260980
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970934
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11199258
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0086006
https://doi.org/10.1038/ni.3707
https://doi.org/10.1038/ni.3707
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28418385
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218598
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218598
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31216351
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4584
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4584
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30598751
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1314788111
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24616490
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12198
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12198
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23786459
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12529
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12529
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219525917500114
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219525917500114
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12797
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12797
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1211286109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1211286109
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22988126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tips.2014.06.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25086743
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.06.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31256875
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601100252002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601100252002
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.19-12-0266
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32644001
https://doi.org/10.1139/facets-2017-0111
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614541236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26172066
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-017-0153
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2011.607313
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2011.607313
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163

PLOS ONE

Women’s participation in ecology conferences

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Benokraitis N V. Sex discrimination in the 21st century. Subtle sexism: Current practice and prospects
for change. ADVANCE Library Collection; 1997. pp. 5-33.

Feenstra S, Begeny CT, Ryan MK, Rink FA, Stoker JI, Jordan J. Contextualizing the Impostor “Syn-
drome”. Front Psychol. 2020; 11: 1-6.

McGregor LN, Gee DE, Posey KE. | feel like a fraud and it depresses me: The relation between the
imposter phenomenon and depression. Soc Behav Pers. 2008; 36: 43—48. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.
2008.36.1.43

Poushter J, Fetterolf J, Tamir C. A Changing World: Global views on diversity, gender equality, family
life and the importance of religion. Pew Research Center; 2019.

L’Oréal-UNESCO. For Women in Science Survey. 2015.

Angie Pendergrass A, Zelikova J, Arnott J, Bain H, Barnes R, Baron J, et al. Inclusive scientific meet-
ings. Where to start. 2019; 18.

Sardelis S, Oester S, Liboiron M. Ten strategies to reduce gender inequality at scientific conferences.
Front Mar Sci. 2017; 4: 1-6. https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2017.00231

Débarre F, Rode NO, Ugelvig L V. Gender equity at scientific events. Evol Lett. 2018; 2: 148—158.
https://doi.org/10.1002/evI3.49 PMID: 30283672

Catalan N, Bartrons M, Benito X, Bernal S, Cafiedo-Arglelles M, Bravo AG, et al. Limndlogas: pasion
por el estudio de las aguas continentales. In: Salle-Bogota MIC, Walteros J, editors. Mujer y agua. Uni-
versidad La Salle; In press

Tulloch AIT. Improving sex and gender identity equity and inclusion at conservation and ecology confer-
ences. Nat Ecol Evol. 2020. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-020-1255-x PMID: 32747775

Abernethy EF, Arismendi |, Boegehold AG, Colén-Gaud C, Cover MR, Larson El, et al. Diverse, equita-
ble, and inclusive scientific societies: Progress and opportunities in the society for freshwater science.
Freshw Sci. 2020; 39: 363-376. https://doi.org/10.1086/709129

Calisi RM, Working Group of Mothers in Science. How to tackle the childcare-conference conundrum.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2018; 115: 2845-2849. PMID: 29507208

Braha J. Science communication at scientific societies. Semin Cell Dev Biol. 2017; 70: 85-89. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2017.05.010 PMID: 28627383

Pastor A, Hernandez-del Amo E, Giménez-Grau P, Fillol M, Pereda O, Flores L, et al. Early-career coor-
dinated distributed experiments: empowerment through collaboration. Front Educ. 2020; 5: Article 13.
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00013

Ford H, Brick C, Azmitia M, Blaufuss K, Dekens P. Women from some minorities get too few talks.
Nature. 2019; 576: 32—-35.

Sohn E. Ways to make meetings accessible. Nature. 2019; 576: S74—-S75. https://doi.org/10.1038/
d41586-019-03852-2 PMID: 31853089

Cech EA, Waidzunas TJ. Systemic inequalities for LGBTQ professionals in STEM. Sci Adv. 2021; 7.
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe0933 PMID: 33523910

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163 December 10, 2021 18/18


https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2008.36.1.43
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2008.36.1.43
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2017.00231
https://doi.org/10.1002/evl3.49
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30283672
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-020-1255-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32747775
https://doi.org/10.1086/709129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29507208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2017.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2017.05.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28627383
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00013
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03852-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03852-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31853089
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe0933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33523910
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260163

