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WOMEN AND EQUALITY IN PUBLISHING: A STUDY
OF FIVE LEADING UK LAW JOURNALS

VICTORIA BARNES*, NORA HONKALA** AND SALLY WHEELER***

ABSTRACT. This article examines the participation of women as authors in five
leading law journals of a generalist nature in the UK. For its data points, it
takes each author of an article in the Cambridge Law Journal, the Journal of
Law and Society, Legal Studies, the Modern Law Review and the Oxford
Journal of Legal Studies. From 2016 to 2020, around 900 authors have
published over 700 articles in these five journals. The analysis of these
results reveals discrepancies in women’s participation in legal publishing.
It shows that those journals which publish fewer articles, publish fewer
women authors. The article situates its data in a description of gender
patterns within the academy generally and specifically within the UK law
school. It draws on the experiences of gender publishing disparity in other
disciplines where the debate is more established. It concludes with
suggestions for changes in the publication process and further research to
develop the picture of women’s publishing in law.

KEYWORDS: women, publishing, journals, authoring.

I. INTRODUCTION

Authoring publications in the leading journals of an academic’s chosen
discipline is the highest form of symbolic capital in the academy. It is
key to obtaining a permanent job. Publishing involves an allocation of
institutional research time and it is a determining factor in obtaining
grant funding – that all important “track record”. It is the bedrock of any
promotion case and provides an accumulative advantage across one’s
career. For those without publications, there is a vicious circle of non-
advancement.1 Women publish less than men in refereed journals across

*Associate Dean for Education, Arts, Humanities and Social Science, Queen’s University Belfast and Senior
Associate Fellow, Institute of Advanced Legal Studies. Address for Correspondence: Queen’s University
Belfast, School of Law, Main Site Tower, Belfast, BT7 1PA, UK. Email: v.barnes@qub.ac.uk.
**Lecturer in Law, University of Reading.
***Vice-Chancellor, Birkbeck, University of London and Honorary Professor of Law, Australian National
University. The authors extend their thanks to the reviewers and editors of the Cambridge Law Journal for
their generous engagement with the ideas set out here and their support in bringing this article to publication.
Any errors and infelicities are claimed by the authors.
1 P. van den Besselaar and U. Sandström, “Vicious Circles of Gender Bias, Lower Positions, and Lower
Performance: Gender Differences in Scholarly Productivity and Impact” (2017) 12 PLOS ONE,
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183301.
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many disciplines; or to express this in a way which signals that women are
not in control of the publication process or of the structures of the academy
in which the process sits, women are not published as frequently in refereed
journals as men. Women are also under-represented in citations, in senior
job roles, wait longer for promotion and are subjected to bias in student
evaluations. The focus of this article is firmly on publication disparity,
whilst acknowledging that there is some cross over with issues of
citation and the conditions for advancement within the academy.2

There are numerous studies which highlight publication disparity
particularly, but not exclusively, in science, technology, engineering and
mathematics (STEM).3 It has been identified as a concern in the fields
of political science,4 sociology,5 economics6 and management.7

Individual journals have highlighted it.8 In situations where disciplines
compete with each other (e.g. grant funding) or where they can be
compared with each other (e.g. research evaluation exercises), the
disciplines that are considered the weakest are the ones where there are
more women academics than men; two obvious examples are nursing
and education.9 Gender publication disparity in law (including in the
acknowledgement sections of law review articles)10 has yet to be
considered outside the US, where its tenure system11 and its “home
advantage”12 in largely student-run law journals make replication and
comparison with the UK impossible. Within law as a discipline, there

2 S. Goodman and T. Pepinsky, “Gender Representation and Strategies for Panel Diversity: Lessons from the
APSA Annual Meeting” (2019) 52 PS: Political Science & Politics 669, and the references contained
therein.

3 A. Hagan et al., “Women Are Underrepresented and Receive Differential Outcomes at ASM Journals:
A Six-Year Retrospective Analysis” (2020) 11 mBio, https://doi.org/10.1128/mbio.01680-20; M.T.
Long et al., “Female Authorship in Major Academic Gastroenterology Journals: A Look Over 20
Years” (2015) 81 Gastrointestinal Endoscopy 1440; and F. Beroíza-Valenzuela and N. Salas-Guzmán,
“STEM and Gender Gap: A Systematic Review in WoS, Scopus, and ERIC Databases (2012–2022)”
(2024) 9 Frontiers in Education, https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1378640.

4 D. Teele and K. Thelen, “Gender in the Journals: Publication Patterns in Political Science” (2017) 50 PS:
Political Science & Politics 433.

5 A. Akbaritabar and F. Squazzoni, “Gender Patterns of Publication in Top Sociological Journals” (2020) 46
Science, Technology and Human Values 555.

6 E. Hengel, “Publishing While Female: Are Women Held to Higher Standards? Evidence from Peer
Review” (2022) 132 The Economic Journal 2951.

7 C. Auschra, J. Bartosch and N. Lohmeyer, “Differences in Female Representation in Leading Management
and Organization Journals: Establishing a Benchmark” (2022) 51 Research Policy, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.respol.2021.104410.

8 H. Aguinis, R. Ramani and I. Villamor, “The First 20 Years of Organizational Research Methods:
Trajectory, Impact, and Predictions for the Future” (2019) 22 Organizational Research Methods 463;
and J. Bartosch et al., “Gendered Publication Patterns in Socio-Economic Review” (2023) 21 Socio-
Economic Review 1273.

9 A. James et al., “Female-Dominated Disciplines Have Lower Evaluated Research Quality and Funding
Success Rates, for Men and Women” (2024) 13 eLife, https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.97613.2.

10 J.I. Tietz and W. Nicholson Price II, “Acknowledgments as a Window into Legal Academia” (2020) 98
Washington University Law Review 307.

11 S. Pant, “Calculating the Gender Gap in Legal Scholarship: An Empirical Study” (2020) 65 Saint Louis
University Law Journal 199.

12 M. Kotkin, “Of Authorship and Audacity: An Empirical Study of Gender Disparity and Privilege in the
Top Ten Law Reviews” (2010) 31 Women’s Rights Law Reporter 385.
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has been engagement with how citation measures are constructed,13 how
citation patterns work14 and the gender dimensions at play there which
suggests that women are cited less than men.15 The research in this
article is the first attempt to measure the gender disparity in publishing
in law in the UK. It considers which of the leading UK law journals
publish the work of women authors; how many of their authors are
women; and the range of women’s participation in these journals. We
find interesting discrepancies in women’s participation in legal
publishing. It is these discrepancies that we explore in more detail in
the text that follows.
In Section II, we set women’s publishing activities in the context of

employment patterns in the modern law school. Women are more
numerous than men, but they also tend to be junior to them.
Section III explains which journals we drew our data from and the
rationale for choosing those journals from the large suite of law
journals. The criteria for journal choice are absent in most studies of
gender publication disparity. However, explaining the reasons behind
journal choice aids the replicability of this study across disciplines and
adds to the robustness of findings from an infra-discipline perspective.
Each of the journals we have chosen has played a central role in the
development of law as an academic discipline. This further supports
their selection as an appropriate focus for the inquiry which we are
pursuing. We describe in Section IV how the dataset was assembled. It
is here that we identify the limitations of our study. Our dataset is
comprehensive – but it cannot tell us everything. It is in this section
that we engage with the peer-review process and the role of journal
editors. In Section V, we present our findings before moving in Section
VI to consider what changes could be made to the publication process
and by whom. These changes may alter the gender patterns we identify
in women’s publishing.

II. A PICTURE OF THE LAW SCHOOL IN THE UK

The data on publications and authorship used in this article were collected
from the years 2016–20. To set out the gender dynamics of the academy
generally, and more specifically within law schools, we use Higher
Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data for 2018–19. This is because

13 O. Perez et al., “The Network of Law Reviews: Citation Cartels, Scientific Communities, and Journal
Rankings” (2019) 82 Modern Law Review 240.

14 R. Klesch, G. Hill and D. Price, “The Academy and the Courts: Citation Practices” (2023) 42 University
of Queensland Law Journal 103.

15 Citation is something that women legal scholars have recently begun to call attention to; see R. Dixon and
M. Versteeg, “Unsexing Citation: Closing the Gender Gap in Global Public Law” (2023) 21 International
Journal of Constitutional Law 407. However, this is not a universally accepted position; see C. Cotropia
and L. Petherbridge, “Gender Disparity in Law Review Citation Rates” (2018) 59 William and Mary Law
Review 771.
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2018–19 is the mid-point year for our sample.16 HESA data tell us that there
were 21,520 staff working at professorial grade in the UK’s universities
during this period. Of this number, 5,750 or 27 per cent were women.17

At the law discipline level,18 there were 545 full-time law professors in
the UK. Of those, 195 (36 per cent) were women. There are two other
employment levels which HESA reports: “senior managers” and “other
contracts”. There were 55 full-time women “senior managers” in law.19

This number represents 41 per cent of the total at senior manager level.
For “other contracts”, there were 2,240 full-time women, representing 58
per cent of the total. In the part-time field of the “other contracts” data,
there were 1,540 women, representing 63 per cent of the total. These
figures follow a similar pattern to those produced by Duff and Webley,
who worked on 2015–16 HESA data.20 Women were then, and are still,
disproportionately represented in both the non-professorial category of
“other contract level” and in the part-time staff cohort. The UK, whilst
being able to report improvements,21 has the same glass ceiling for
female staff seeking to advance to the higher echelons of the law school
as other jurisdictions, notably the US22 and Australia.23

Duff and Webley concluded that the ongoing differentials between the
career trajectories and work status of women and men were at “least partly
associated with the way in which we in the academy assess and value
excellence, merit, and contribution”.24 The unequal amount of “emotional
labour” and “care work” in relation to both interactions between staff and
interactions between staff and students, as well as so-called “glue-work”,
which keeps departments together, is not typically recognised in promotion
exercises and is work that is typically done by women.25 When it comes

16 “Who’s Working in HE? Personal Characteristics”, available at https://www.hesa.ac.uk/data-and-analysis/
staff/working-in-he/characteristics (last accessed 8 July 2025). There were 207,185 academic staff across
the sector (excluding those on zero-hours contracts), of whom 25 per cent were part-time.

17 Ibid. All percentages in this article are rounded to the nearest whole number for ease of reading.
18 Hand and Harrison draw attention to the difficulty of obtaining current open-source data from HESA. The

only way to access data in cost code detail (i.e. at subject level) before a free HESA package becomes
available, which might be several years out of date, is to use HEIDI data that individual institutions have
access to if they subscribe to the service; see J. Hand and C. Harrison, “Snapshots on Diversity in the
Legal Academy” (2019) 25 European Journal of Current Legal Issues 1.

19 The “senior manager” descriptor is used within HESA statistics to describe staff who may or may not be at
professorial level but have line management responsibility for other academics.

20 L. Duff and L. Webley, “Gender and the Legal Academy in the UK: A Product of Proxies and Hiring and
Promotion Practices” in U. Schultz et al. (eds.),Gender and Careers in the Legal Academy (Oxford 2021).

21 C. Wells, “Exceptional Women or Honorary Men? Notes from the Women Law Professors’ Project”
(2000) 53 Current Legal Problems 181; and F. Cownie, “The United Kingdom’s First Woman Law
Professor: An Archerian Analysis” (2015) 42 Journal of Legal Studies 127.

22 E. Katz et al., “Women in U.S. Law Schools, 1948–2021” (2023) 15 Journal of Legal Analysis 48, 50.
23 A. Melville and A. Barrow, “Persistence Despite Change: The Academic Gender Gap in Australian Law

Schools” (2021) 47 Law & Social Inquiry 607.
24 L. Webley, “Auchmuty, Legal Education and Equality” in V. Barnes, N. Honkala and S. Wheeler (eds.),

Women, Their Lives and the Law: Essays in Honour of Rosemary Auchmuty (Oxford 2023), 257.
25 W. Tierney and E. Bensimon, Promotion and Tenure: Community and Socialization in Academe (Albany

1996); J. Lester, “Acting on the Collegiate Stage: Managing Impressions in the Workplace” (2011) 23
Feminist Formations 155.
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to service work in general, both research and autobiographical accounts26

suggest that women perform not only more service work in academia but
also more gendered service work.27 Or, in other words, men in general
pursue more esteemed service work, such as the chairing of key
committees, while women are disproportionately involved in working
groups and student-facing work.28 A recent qualitative study used the
concepts of relational work to explain how academics balance, and are
allowed to balance, “the pursuit of individual interests” (i.e. more research
time) against “collective interests” (i.e. academic citizenship/service
work).29 Men were able to balance individual interests with collective
interests successfully, negotiating for roles with higher esteem but also
requiring less time, consequently leaving themselves more time for
research. Mobility for work is a factor in academic progression30 but is not
equally available to all. Those with domestic responsibilities, most often
women, are not as mobile as those without. While all academics grapple
with a lack of time to do research, particularly if that research is being
conducted without the support of increasingly scarce external funding,
these structural and systemic inequalities may explain why women as a
group, as compared with men, experience this in a more pronounced way,
with consequent implications for their careers.
The role of gender within the law school is characterised by a series of

differential understandings. Cownie’s hugely important work on legal
academics revealed that few of her interviewees saw gender as a factor
in forging a successful career unless she asked them “directly about the
position of women legal academics, [then] two-thirds of her respondents
indicated that women are disadvantaged in pursuing a career as a legal
academic, when compared with men (emphasis in original).”31 She
concluded that “awareness of gender issues is not very deeply embedded
into the culture of academic law” and that “academic lawyers have to be
specifically direct[ed] to the subject before they readily identify gender
as problematic”.32 The findings of Hunter add to this point; she shows
that women are very rarely aware of gender statistics that show
discrimination.33 However, at roughly the same time as these pieces of

26 G. de Búrca, R. Dixon and M. Prieto Rudolphy, “Gender and the Legal Academy” (2024) 22 International
Journal of Constitutional Law 16.

27 M. Thornton, Dissonance and Distrust: Women in the Legal Profession (Oxford 1996), 114.
28 P. O’Connor et al., “Micro-Political Practices in Higher Education: A Challenge to Excellence as a

Rationalising Myth?” (2017) 48 Critical Studies in Education 1.
29 M. Järvinen and N. Mik-Meyer, “Giving and Receiving: Gendered Service Work in Academia” (2024)

Current Sociology 1, 2.
30 K. Thorn, “The Relative Importance of Motives for International Self-Initiated Mobility” (2009) 14

Career Development International 441; C. Tzanakou, “Stickiness in Academic Career (Im)mobilities
of STEM Early Career Researchers: An Insight from Greece” (2021) 82 Higher Education 695.

31 F. Cownie, Legal Academics: Culture and Identities (Oxford 2004), 91, emphasis in original.
32 Ibid.
33 R. Hunter, “Talking Up Equality: Women Barristers and the Denial of Discrimination” (2002) 10 Feminist

Legal Studies 113.
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work were being conducted in the early 2000s, the Women Law Professors
Network was set up by Celia Wells to try to deal with gender issues in the
legal academy such as progression, management styles and management
opportunities and hostility.34 This bifurcation of views on gender might
well depend on one’s position and lived experience in the academy.35

The context in which legal academics work has changed significantly
since the early years of the 2000s. Gender consciousness has been raised
by feminist legal scholarship and by the Athena Swan programme, even
if there is a view that its transformative potential has lost out to
neoliberal performativity.36 Feminist scholarship has been recognised
within the law school as institutionally useful in research assessment
exercise terms, even if it is still not considered mainstream.37 The effect
of this is to raise both the profile and the problems of the research–
gender nexus.38 The neoliberal reforms to university structures which
have ushered in practices such as performance management and academy
quality assurance and have increased market orientation have brought
work intensification for everyone,39 but there are clear gender disparities
in how that intensification is distributed and experienced.40

III. OUR SAMPLE

We examine the authorship statistics by gender in five law journals in the
UK: the Cambridge Law Journal, the Journal of Law and Society, Legal
Studies, the Modern Law Review and the Oxford Journal of Legal
Studies.41 These are generalist journals that aim to cover all
substantive areas of law. We have selected these particular journals for
two reasons. First, as established authors within the legal academy, we

34 C. Wells, “Ladies in Waiting: The Women Law Professors’ Story” (2001) 23 Sydney Law Review 167; C.
Wells, “The Remains of the Day: The Women Law Professors Project” in U. Schultz and G. Shaw (eds.),
Women in the World’s Legal Professions (Oxford 2003), 225.

35 D. Britton, “Beyond the Chilly Climate: The Salience of Gender in Women’s Academic Careers” (2017)
31 Gender and Society 5.

36 C. McGlynn, The Woman Lawyer: Making the Difference (London 1998); E. Yarrow and K. Johnston,
“Athena SWAN: ‘Institutional Peacocking’ in the Neoliberal University” (2023) 30 Gender, Work and
Organization 757.

37 R. Auchmuty, “Feminists as Stakeholders in the Law School” in F. Cownie (ed.), Stakeholders in the Law
School (Oxford 2010), 35.

38 To this we could add Webley’s neat summary about how legal research has been developed through
successive research assessment exercises from largely “domestic and doctrinal investigations more
akin to legal advocacy : : : what the legal rules are : : : how they apply and what they should be : : :
[to] socio-legal, empirical, policy based and theoretical, philosophical and critical enquiries”; see
Webley, “Auchmuty, Legal Education and Equality”, 254.

39 S. Wray and G. Kinman, “Supporting Staff Wellbeing in Higher Education”, available at https://www.
educationsupport.org.uk/media/x4jdvxpl/es-supporting-staff-wellbeing-in-he-report.pdf (last accessed 8
July 2025).

40 P. Angervall and D. Beach, “The Exploitation of Academic Work: Women in Teaching at Swedish
Universities” (2018) 31 Higher Education Policy 1.

41 We do not use abbreviated title forms in the main text. Abbreviations are not helpful for those without
specific discipline knowledge. It is important for replication purposes that accessibility is enabled. In the
footnotes we follow the conventions of OSCOLA.

6 The Cambridge Law Journal [2026]

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008197325101013 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.educationsupport.org.uk/media/x4jdvxpl/es-supporting-staff-wellbeing-in-he-report.pdf
https://www.educationsupport.org.uk/media/x4jdvxpl/es-supporting-staff-wellbeing-in-he-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008197325101013


consider them to be “high status” and “locations of choice” for authors
and we would suggest that many others within the legal academic
community also perceive them in this way as journals of central
importance. They offer an opportunity for authors to present field-
defining positions to a broad audience within the discipline over and
above that offered by specialist sub-field journals. Second, this group
of journals conform to the norms of journal organisation seen in the
journals of other disciplines. This conformation is lacking in some
other “leading” law journals. We have selected journals that are clear
that they use two blind peer reviews and have an open, rather than
invite-only, submission policy. We elaborate on what these norms are
in more detail in Sections IV and VI . Here, it is sufficient to say that
conformity is important for the purpose of replicating and comparing
results across disciplines.
We can also point to additional objective justifications for selecting

these journals. There are two methods of ascertaining journal profile
and status: impact factors assembled from citation frequency and
reputation determined by expert commentators. Law, as a discipline,
has declined opportunities to engage with a metric approach to research
which would inevitably result in some form of journal ranking42 –
something it shares with the fields of political science, but not
economics or business management.43 Law sits firmly in the reputation
camp, taking the view that research quality and publication place are
not necessarily correlated.44 If we are prepared to accept that
institutions have submitted the best work of legal academics
participating in the UK’s research assessment exercises from 1992 to
2021, we can read across from the performance of individual law
schools to the importance of particular journals.45 Analysis undertaken
by Johnson and Gibson46 suggests that the journals we have chosen are

42 Bowrey, whilst covering many UK developments, provides an account of the failed attempt of the
Australian Council of Law Deans to fend off journal ranking in the context of ERA (the Australian
equivalent of RAE/REF but which is not a funding allocation tool); see K. Bowrey, “Audit Culture:
Why Law Journals Are Ranked and What Impact this Has on the Discipline of Law Today” (2013)
23 Legal Education Review 291. The Australian Research Council ceased to use the journal list in 2011.

43 M. Giles and J. Garand, “Ranking Political Science Journals: Reputational and Citational Approaches”
(2007) 40 PS: Political Science and Politics 741.

44 The Law Panel Overview Report from the 2001 RAE commentated that “[f]irst-rate articles were found in
both well-known journals and relatively little-known ones. Conversely, not all the submitted pieces that
had been published in ‘prestigious’ journals were judged to be of international excellence”. Report is on
file with author team. See also K. Bowrey, “A Report into the Methodologies Underpinning Australian
Law Journal Rankings” (2016) University of New South Wales Law Review 30.

45 R. van Gestel, “Sense and Non-Sense of a European Ranking of Law Schools and Law Journals” (2015)
35 Legal Studies 165, 169.

46 P. Johnson and J. Gibson, “Thirty Years of Legal Research: An Empirical Analysis of Outputs Submitted
to RAE and REF (1990-2021)” (2024) 88 Modern Law Review 85. Johnson and Gibson are keen to point
out that what their research offers is not a journal ranking list as such but “insights into the beliefs and
prejudices of institutions and individual researchers”.
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also the journals of choice for academics working in law schools that do
well in the RAE/REF;47 they are high-status and high-quality journals in
the eyes of other legal scholars.

The selected journals can also be tied to the evolution of legal education
and the law school within the academy. This is the second reason for
selecting them. The titles of two of these journals point to their
respective institutional homes. For the others, the Modern Law Review
has its home at the London School of Economics and the Journal of
Law and Society at Cardiff University. The fifth, Legal Studies, is linked
to the Society of Legal Scholars, with the editorial team being appointed
from the society’s members.

The Cambridge Law Journal was founded in 1921. In the foreword, H.D.
Hazeltine remarked that the “return of teachers and students48 has been
accompanied everywhere by an awakened sense of the vital importance
of law and justice in the affairs of nations”,49 reflecting, no doubt, the
foundation of the League of Nations in 1920.50 There was an intention to
mimic journals found elsewhere in the common-law world, notably the
Harvard Law Review.51 The journal sought to “serve as one of the links
of Empire”52 and “contribute in some measure to the fostering of closer
intellectual and personal relations between the law schools and lawyers
of England and the law schools and lawyers of America”.53 Whatever
the journal’s grand aims, English legal education at the time was largely
regarded as preparation for practice and its contents reflected this.54

The Modern Law Review was founded 16 years later in 1937 under the
editorship of Theo Chorley who held the role for some 34 years. Otto Kahn-
Freund described the journal’s purpose as being “to stimulate the study of
law as a social science and to pay the closest attention to the social forces
which make the law and to law itself as a social force” – a task at which he
believed the journal was extremely successful.55 Through a partnership
between what Cyril Glasser calls the “refugees” and the “radicals”,56 the

47 Interestingly, Johnson and Gibson’s research corroborates earlier findings from a survey of academics; see
K. Campbell et al., “Journal Publishing, Journal Reputation, and the United Kingdom’s Research
Assessment Exercise” (1999) 26 Journal of Legal Studies 470.

48 This is a reference to service demobilisation post the end of WW1.
49 H.D. Hazeltine, “Foreword” (1921) 1 Cambridge Law Journal 1, 1.
50 For one of the first articles focused on this; see E. Pollock, “The International Court of the League of

Nations” (1921) 1 Cambridge Law Journal 29.
51 Hazeltine, “Foreword”, 3.
52 Ibid., at 5.
53 Ibid.
54 D. Sugarman, “William Twinning: The Man Who Radicalised the Middle Ground” (2020) 16

International Journal of Law in Context 475.
55 O. Kahn-Freund, “The Legal Framework of Society” in W. Robson (ed.), Man and the Social Sciences

(London 1972), 202, 219.
56 The “radicals” were, in Glasser’s terms, a group of legal academics at the University of London who were

committed to teaching and researching legal subjects that had an impact on people’s everyday lives. The
“refugees”were continentally trained academics, such as Kahn-Freund and Hermann Mannheim, who had
moved to London to escape Nazi persecution: see C. Glasser, “Radicals and Refugees: The Foundation of
the MLR and English Legal Scholarship” (1987) 50 Modern Law Review 688.
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Modern Law Review represents the first move, confined largely in his view
to the University of London,57 towards liberal legal education founded in an
“explicit articulation of modes of legal reasoning and : : : the treatment of
law as a method of social engineering”.58 Today, the objective of the journal
is described as “to publish the best and most innovative, significant and
insightful legal scholarship from whatever area of law”.59

The Journal of Law and Society (or the British Journal of Law and
Society as it was originally titled) began life in 1974. The first editorial,
presumably written by Phil Thomas, who remains the editor 50 years on,
made express reference to “socio-legal studies” and the journal’s aim of
“establishing a sound theoretical basis for the study of law in society”.60

Its establishment came hot on the heels of the creation of the Socio-
Legal Group of the Society of Public Teachers of Law (now the Society
of Legal Scholars) in the early 1970s.61 The journal was the first outlet
exclusively for legal research that sought to engage the ideas of other
disciplines.
Legal Studies was first published in 1981 as the journal of the Society of

Public Teachers of Law (now the Society of Legal Scholars). The evolution
of Legal Studies as a journal tells the story of the evolution of legal research
within the academy. The contents of the journal under its first editor, John
Andrews, were unashamedly doctrinal, but today, Legal Studies aims to
include “doctrinal, conceptual and socio-legal analyses and seeks to
publish work which truly represents the broad range of interests across
all legal scholarship”.62

TheOxford Journal of Legal Studieswas founded in 1981 – the same year
as Legal Studies. No editorial is published in the first volume, so it is
difficult to be entirely sure about the motivations behind its
establishment. One might speculate that it was a desire to move away
from the doctrinal and historical focus63 of its “sibling” publication, the
Law Quarterly Review.64 The Economic and Social Research Council-
funded Oxford Centre for Socio-Legal Studies was established in 1972,

57 The first editorial committee was drawn from University College London (“UCL”) as well as the London
School of Economics and Political Science (“LSE”) and included two well-known practitioners who also
taught at the University of London. However, it is the LSE with which the Modern Law Review is
enduringly linked. See also W. Twinning, “1836 and All That: Laws in the University of London
1836-1986” (1987) 40 Current Legal Problems 261.

58 Ibid.
59 “About MLR”, available at https://www.modernlawreview.co.uk/about/ (last accessed 8 July 2025).
60 “Editorial” (1974) 1 British Journal of Law and Society 1, 1.
61 F. Cownie and T. Bradney, “Socio-Legal Studies” in D. Watkins and M. Burton (eds.), Research Methods

in Law (London 2017), 41.
62 “About this Journal”, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/legal-studies/information/

about-this-journal (last accessed 8 July 2025). The accepted breadth of legal scholarship can be seen
in the profile of Rachel Cahill-O’Callaghan who is both the editor of Legal Studies and co-director of
the Centre of Law and Society at Cardiff University.

63 Glasser, “Radicals and Refugees”, 698.
64 Eekelaar describes the Law Quarterly Review in these terms: see J. Eekelaar, “25 Years of the Oxford

Journal of Legal Studies” (2005) 25 Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 1.

C.L.J. Women and Equality in Publishing 9

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008197325101013 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.modernlawreview.co.uk/about/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/legal-studies/information/about-this-journal
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/legal-studies/information/about-this-journal
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008197325101013


but it was an entity very distinct from the Law Faculty, both geographically
and intellectually.65 The journal was not an attempt to embrace socio-legal
studies, but it might well have been an attempt to showcase the depth and
quality of – and the commitment to – philosophically66 and comparatively
oriented legal scholarship within Oxford. The presence of, inter alia, Tony
Honoré and Peter Cane on the first editorial board speaks to this.

IV. OUR DATA

To create the dataset, we identified each article published in the Cambridge
Law Journal, the Journal of Law and Society, Legal Studies, the Modern
Law Review and the Oxford Journal of Legal Studies over a five-year
period. The dataset begins in 2016 and runs to 2020. 2020 is chosen as
the end date for this study because it marks the onset of the COVID-19
pandemic in March 2020. It is recognised, however, that most of the
articles contained in the 2020 cycle of publishing would have been
written, reviewed and queued for publication prior to 2020. It has been
shown that women’s (and especially early-career women’s) publishing
has been adversely impacted by the pandemic.67 There are a variety of
reasons for this impact. They include the substantial and rapid change
in the roles in the academy that women already disproportionally
undertake around teaching and student support (as discussed above),
the increase in caregiving and domestic work thrust upon them by the
isolation and lock-down aspects of the pandemic68 and the absence of
services in the community that women frequently rely upon to support
their working lives, such as, inter alia, childcare, schools and other
related services.69

Each journal article is broken down such that the dataset includes the
authors of the article. Single authors and co-authors are included, with
each receiving the same weighting. The articles were gender coded using
Excel by first name and, if required, a follow-up Internet search was
conducted to assign authors to the “men”, “women” and “other”
categories. This appears to be the most common method used in the

65 S. Wheeler, “Socio-Legal Studies in the UK: A Personal Reflection” in C. Boulanger, N. Creutzfeldt and
J. Hendy (eds.), Socio-Legal Trajectories across Europe: Comparative Perspectives (London 2025).

66 In an Anglo-American sense.
67 For non-exhaustive examples, see O. Bender et al., “Academic Women and Their Children: Parenting

during COVID-19 and the Impact on Scholarly Productivity” (2022) 71 Family Relations 46; B.
Gabster et al., “Challenges to the Female Academic During COVID-19 Pandemic” (2020) 395 Lancet
1968; S. Kasymova et al., “Impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic on the Productivity of Academic
Women Who Mother” (2021) 28 Gender, Work & Organization 419; F. Staniscuaski et al., “Gender,
Race and Parenthood Impact Academic Productivity during the COVID-19 Pandemic: From Survey
to Action” (2021) 12 Frontiers in Psychology 1.

68 M. Edwards et al., “(In)visible Working Mama Drama: From Excellent to ‘Good Enough’ Academia and
(M)Others” (2024) British Journal of Management, https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12866.

69 K. Lee et al., “Meta-Research: The Effect of the COVID-19 Pandemic on the Gender Gap in Research
Productivity within Academia” (2023) eLife, https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.85427.
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literature on ascertaining gender statistics in publishing.70 Great care has
been taken with non-binary and unisex names, such as Alex or Jean, and
for those who publish under their initials as opposed to their full names.
In those cases where their gender was not clear from their first name, the
author’s biography has been examined individually to ensure that the
author has not been misgendered by the automated system. It is still
possible that there may be latent misgendering within the dataset. For
example, authors who published a piece in 2016 may have subsequently
changed genders, may identify differently or may use different pronouns.
Each author does not have his, her or their unique identifier in the
dataset. Our categorisation is static and binary.71 It is based on the
information given at the point of publication.72 An author’s name appears
in this dataset as it was written on the journal article at the time of
publication. This also means if that one author publishes in each of the
five journals, his, her or their name would appear five times in the dataset.
While these five journals carry a variety of items – articles, case notes,

review articles and book reviews – we examined only articles. The
reason for this is that articles will, generally speaking, be subjected to a
common process: peer review. However, the processes for the other
forms of publication will differ from journal to journal, sometimes quite
significantly. Review articles and book reviews are not traditionally peer
reviewed, with book reviews often being suggested by doctoral
supervisors as an ideal first publication for PhD students. For both of
these forms of output, the relevant editor(s) may play a stronger role in
commissioning by actually selecting and approaching the author and/or
later in the process assuming a larger editorial role over control of the
content. Case notes may be solicited or unsolicited submissions and they
may or may not be subjected to review outside the editor(s).
We recognise that there are limitations to the data that we have extracted

and limitations in the data available to us for extraction. We have an
incomplete picture of the publication pipeline for each journal. We did
not set a field for the geographical location of the institution or
institutions to which an author affiliates. This means that although we
have focused on journals that were founded in the UK and have only
UK-affiliated editors, we must acknowledge that our sample is likely to
contain women working in academia outside the UK higher education

70 D. Card et al., “Are Referees and Editors in Economics Gender Neutral?” (2020) 135 Quarterly Journal of
Economics 269.

71 We have no evidence that author gender “masking” takes place at the point of article submission to
overcome perceived bias, but it is possible that it might occur. It is the case that the binary division
of data we have adopted on authorship masks issues of hierarchy and intersectionality both in the
academy and other settings. See C. D’Ignazio and L.F. Klein, Data Feminism (Cambridge, MA 2020).

72 The Modern Law Review has a policy for such occurrences and allows authors to retrospectively change
their name. The other journals we examined did not at the time of data collection have such a policy, or if
they did, it was not publicised by them.
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system. We know nothing about how many article manuscripts each of these
journals receives or their policies on desk rejection by editors, and so we
also do not know the acceptance rate. Four of our journals share two
publishers, namely Wiley and Cambridge University Press. Oxford
University Press is the third publisher involved. Each journal, however,
is likely to have bespoke arrangements with its publisher surrounding
issue length and yearly volume page numbers. None of the journals
provides information on when a manuscript was submitted and when it
was accepted. This makes it impossible to tell what use the individual
journals make of the “revise and resubmit” processes and how reviewing
works in relation to those processes. It might be that quick publication is
more important to an author than publication location, or that the
revisions requested are not acceptable to them. In both cases, they are
likely to withdraw their paper and submit it elsewhere. We do not know
where the leak is within the publication pipeline. It might be at the
submission stage, or it might be at peer-review or post-peer-review stage.
This matters because the solutions for fixing the leak are different
depending on where it is. These are matters we address in Section VI.73

Articles in our selected journals will go through a process of peer review.
The majority of academic journals in the UK across all disciplines use this
process for selecting articles. It is seen globally within the academy as a
marker of quality and an indication that the piece is deemed by others, in
the same academic community or a subset thereof, to be of an
appropriate scholarly standard.74 Adhering to the norm of peer review
was a key criterion for selecting the journals involved in this study.
Despite the recognition that it is a common process, how it actually
operates is something of a “black box”,75 with there being no universal
system for how journals use it and no disciplinary traditions that dictate
a particular methodology. Some editorial teams work collectively, while
other editors behave independently and autonomously. Editorial boards
can play an active role in reviewing and making decisions on
manuscripts for some journals pre- or post-review. Other journals use a
wider editorial board to both review particular manuscripts and suggest
external reviewers. Others only commission external reviewers. Journal
editors rarely reveal how they operate and there is no guarantee that a
journal maintains the same process when its editors change.

73 It is for these reasons that Section VI is titled “What Could Change?”. The final substantive section of a
paper such as this traditionally proffers reasons for the empirical patterns identified and described. We do
not claim to have found the causes (or correlations) of these patterns. We look, much more positively, to
find ways to change them and frame this around a supportive and constructive set of ideas.

74 R. Berg et al., “Peer Review: The Imprimatur of Scientific Publication” (2024) 109 Experimental
Physiology 1407.

75 D. Dunleavy, “Research Note – Making Peer Review Evidence-Based: It’s Time to Open the ‘Black
Box’” (2024) Journal of Social Work Education 1.
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At the level of the article itself, there is often no clarity around how many
reviews are sought or how many rounds of review there will be. Most
journals operate closed and blind peer review, in that there is anonymity
on both sides of the process and reviews are not published alongside the
manuscript. This is intended to guarantee that the reviewer can speak
freely and that the author(s) is/are not prejudged by the reviewer(s) on
the basis of their identity. However, in a small academic community with
a lively conference circuit, double-blind peer review does not necessarily
guarantee the anonymity of the author or the reviewer. Network analysis
of pairings of reviewers and authors suggest that the more distant a
reviewer is from an author’s network (constructed by looking at direct
connections, co-authors and co-authors of co-authors),76 the more likely a
review is to be negative and the editors advised against publication.77

The selection of peer reviewers by editors is key to the success of an
author’s manuscript, and yet selection is tied to the editor’s network and
their knowledge of the author’s network. This will often provide
challenges for editors of general journals if they wish to see the
authorship base of the journal move beyond their own orbit. It also
presents a challenge for those authors working in smaller or emerging
fields. This challenge is potentially exacerbated by academics declining a
request to review from an editor that they do not know or a journal they
have not published in themselves as the plethora of unpaid service tasks
in the academy increases.78 The rise of commercial publishing for peer-
review articles, in the form of article-processing fees and subscription
costs, facilitated by free academic labour in the form of peer review,79

raises questions about the sustainability and ethics of the system.80 These
questions are only very partially offset by the possibility of CV
enhancement and career advancement through the recognition of “being
a reviewer”.81

The identity of journal editors is a matter of public record through the
journal publisher’s website and the hard copy of the journal itself. In
selecting peer reviewers, editors are exercising control over what is
published. Whether they recognise their agency or not, the reality is that
they engage in a tacit process which acts to set the norms, standards and

76 M. Teplitskiy et al., “The Sociology of Scientific Validity: How Professional Networks Shape Judgement
in Peer Review” (2018) 47 Research Policy 1825.

77 P. Dondio, “The ‘Invisible Hand’ of Peer Review: The Implications of Author-Referee Networks on Peer
Review in a Scholarly Journal” (2019) 13 Journal of Informetrics 708.

78 D. Zarkov, “Editorial: On Intellectual Labour and Neoliberalism in Academia – Or, In Praise of
Reviewers” (2015) 22 European Journal of Women’s Studies 269.

79 K. Beecher and J. Wang, “Peer Reviewer Fatigue, or Peer Reviewer Refusal?” (2025) 32 Accountability
in Research 838.

80 J. Tennant et al., “Ten Hot Topics around Scholarly Publishing” (2025) 7 Publications 34.
81 It is perhaps time for publishers to consider compensation for peer reviewers: see M. Kumar, “Review of

the Ethics and Etiquettes of Time Management of Manuscript Peer Review” (2014) 12 Journal of
Academic Ethics 333.
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methodological approaches that will be used to gauge quality.82 Academic
journal editorships are rarely remunerated by publishers above token level,
but holding these positions in high-quality journals is significant both in
terms of career progression and in terms of how a discipline is shaped. It
is a position of significant responsibility within the community. Potential
editorial bias can be seen in the finding that pre-existing relationships
between editors and authors can speed up the publication process
considerably.83 The editor(s) will also have a role in interpreting the
reviewer(s) comments for themselves and often for the author, in that the
editor can offer a steer through contradictory reviews or can choose to
remain silent. This is another tacit process that can act as encouragement
or discouragement for a potential author. Journal editors can choose
whether to send to authors comments made by reviewers that are ad
hominem, aggressive or facile. Their choice on this sets the tone for the
journal and its processes. There are suggestions that reviews of this type
disproportionately discourage under-represented groups.84 The opacity of
the peer-review process means that it is difficult to determine whether
the gender of a reviewer impacts on eventual publication or not, both in
our five journals and more broadly.85 The point here, which we elaborate
in Section VI, is that more clarity around this process might be an
incentive for an author to submit a manuscript. We now turn to examine
the authorship of those articles which did pass successfully through this
process and were published in our selected journals.

V. OUR RESULTS

Between 2016 and 2020, around 900 authors published over 700 articles in
these five journals. This section examines the articles published in these five
journals and the gender of the authors. The analysis of these results reveals
discrepancies in women’s participation in legal publishing. Some journals
have a balanced gender profile, while others do not. The headline is that
in this study women comprise less than half the authorship base despite,
as Section II showed, being numerically superior in the academic staff
population of UK law schools. This information is represented in
Figure 1, which shows the numbers of authors divided by gender. Men
appear in Figure 1 in the pillar on the left and women authors in the

82 J. Tennant and T. Ross-Hellauer, “The Limitations to our Understanding of Peer Review” (2020) 5
Research Integrity and Peer Review 1.

83 E. Sarigöl et al., “Quantifying the Effect of Editor-Author Relations on Manuscript Handling Times”
(2017) 113 Scientometrics 609.

84 N. Silbiger and A. Stubler, “Unprofessional Peer Reviews Disproportionately Harm Underrepresented
Groups in STEM” (2019) PeerJ, https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.8247.

85 See the findings in C. Fox and C. Paine, “Gender Differences in Peer Review Outcomes and Manuscript
Impact at Six Journals of Ecology and Evolution” (2019) 9 Ecology and Evolution 3599; and F. Squazzoni
et al., “Peer Review and Gender Bias: A Study on 145 Scholarly Journals” (2021) 7 Science Advances,
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abd0299. This would suggest that research findings on gender are equivocal.
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pillar on the right. Women authored or co-authored around 40 per cent of the
articles published. In addition to this, we also have one “other” author: the
Productive Margins Collective is listed as a named author on a piece in the
Oxford Journal of Legal Studies in 2018.
The general trend of around 60 per cent of the publications having been

authored by men and 40 per cent by women was not, however, observed
universally across the five journals. Each journal has a very different
author profile. Figure 2 shows the gender ratios in each of the five
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journals for the whole five-year period examined. The clearest differences
can be seen between the Journal of Law and Society, Legal Studies and the
Modern Law Review on the one hand, and the Oxford Journal of Legal
Studies and Cambridge Law Journal on the other. The Journal of Law
and Society came closest to gender parity with around half of its authors
of articles being women. Legal Studies was also close to parity with 45
per cent of its authors in this period being women. The Modern Law
Review echoed the division found in the sample as a totality; 58 per cent
of its authors were men and 42 per cent women. In comparison, in the
Oxford Journal of Legal Studies, only 32 per cent of the authors were
women. The Cambridge Law Journal had the fewest woman authors,
with only 23 per cent women. A trend line for the total number of
authors can be seen in grey in the graph below.

When the results are broken down by journal and by year, a more nuanced
set of patterns emerges. This is shown in Figure 3. Again, the Journal of Law
and Society provides the highest percentage of women, with 63 per cent of
authors in 2018. The percentage of women in the Journal of Law and
Society does not dip below 40 per cent in the period under examination.
Legal Studies shows a steady and stable level of women’s participation.
For both the Modern Law Review and the Oxford Journal of Legal
Studies, there appears to be a general trend towards a decline in women’s
participation in total. The Cambridge Law Journal, the journal with the
lowest number of women authors overall, has extreme variation year on
year. In 2016 and 2017, fewer than 20 per cent of the authors in this
journal were women, but in 2019, this figure jumps to around 50 per
cent. For example, in 2019 and when measured by percentage, there are
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more women authors in the Cambridge Law Journal than in Legal Studies.
The following year, in 2020, the percentage of women in the Cambridge
Law Journal falls to its more usual figure of fewer than 20 per cent.
Women disproportionately participate in co-authoring as a publishing

methodology. Tables 1 and 2 show the number of authors who have
written single-authored pieces and co-authored pieces.86 Table 1 uses the
raw numbers and it shows that the number of women publishing as sole
author is almost equal to the numbers of women co-authoring. There are
no articles with more than five co-authors in this dataset. Men, as single
authors, outnumber the men presenting as co-authors by almost twofold.
As shown by Table 2, when this analysis is extended to show research
teams of three, four and five co-authors, another gendered pattern
emerges. As the number of authors increases, so does the percentage of
women authors. For articles with four or five authors, the women
outnumber the men. Since there is only one “other” author, this does not
equal a percentage and has not been carried over from Table 1 to Table 2.
Not all journals follow the trend identified when the dataset is considered

as a whole. The Cambridge Law Journal – the journal with the fewest
women authors published across the sample years – does not have more
women as authors when the co-authorship pool for an article increases.

Table 1. Numbers of authors with single-author or co-author status

Gender Single-author Co-author

Male 339 193

Female 191 169

Other 0 1

Total 530 363

Table 2. Percentage of authors with single-author or co-author status

Gender
Single
author

Two authors
(author with
another
author)

Three authors
(author with

two co-authors)

Four authors
(author with

three
co-authors)

Five authors
(author with

four
co-authors)

M 64 57 55 35 40

F 36 43 44 65 60

Total 100 100 100 100 100

86 Those who have written more than one article in this dataset will appear more than once. If they have
separately written single and co-authored pieces, they will appear once and twice under those
respective counts. Their co-author will appear under the relevant co-author count.
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Of the two articles in the Cambridge Law Journal involving three co-
authors, all six are male. There are no articles with four or more authors.
For single authors in the Cambridge Law Journal, 78 per cent are men
and only 22 per cent women. The Oxford Journal of Legal Studies has
similar figures. Of its single-authored journal articles, 71 per cent are
authored by men and 29 per cent women. When moving to two co-
authors and three co-authors, the percentage of women gradually increases.

The Journal of Law and Society, with its even balance of men and women
authors, follows the general trend – except that the gap between single male
authors and single woman authors is low. In the dataset as a whole, this
stands at 64 per cent of men authors and 36 per cent of women authors.
For the Journal of Law and Society, 52 per cent of single authors are
men and 48 per cent are women. Legal Studies and the Modern Law
Review follow the general trend, but the figures are erratic when it comes
to two co-authors and three co-authors respectively. For Legal Studies, in
the case of articles with three authors, 67 per cent are men and only 33
per cent are women. In the case of the Modern Law Review, in the case
of articles with two co-authors, 70 per cent are men and 30 per cent are
women. Subject to these exceptions, the data show that women generally
publish in these journals using co-authorship.

There is a possible link between disciplinary orientation and co-
authoring. Those using pluralistic or socio-legal methodology are perhaps
drawn towards co-authorship. For example, data collection and data
analysis can be straightforward to divide between authors. With any
interdisciplinary writing, individual disciplinary expertise can be shared
positively across a team.87 Explaining why women co-author more than
men is something for future empirical work to unpack. In the absence of
that work, two possible explanations suggest themselves. One, women
can be seen as more collaborative than men,88 as they are socialised to
act in a more relationship-oriented way.89 The second returns to the idea
of gendered labour practices within the law school and the academy
more generally, explored in Section II. Within the academy, women
perform disproportionately greater amounts of pastoral and administrative
duties, which consequently reduces the time available for research-related
activities. We could add to this the domestic situation of many women,
where they still perform more unpaid domestic labour in the form of
housework and care work.90 Collaborative work in these conditions

87 H. Zettler, S. Cardwell and J. Craig, “The Gendering Effects of Co-Authorship in Criminology and
Criminal Justice Research” (2017) 20 Criminal Justice Studies 30.

88 H. Kretschmer et al., “Gender Bias in Journals of Gender Studies” (2012) 93 Scientometrics 135.
89 C. Herschberg, Y. Benschop and M. van den Brink, “The Peril of Potential: Gender Practices in the

Recruitment and Election of Early Career Researchers” in A. Murgia and B. Poggio (eds.), Gender
and Precarious Research Careers: A Comparative Analysis (Abingdon 2019), 111.

90 C. Westoby et al., “What Are the Barriers and Facilitators to Success for Female Academics in the UK
HEIs? A Narrative Review” (2021) 33 Gender and Education 1033.
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might be the only way that some women can publish and collaborative
projects can also alleviate the pressure to publish. Notwithstanding the
quality and importance of the project being researched, support for co-
authorship should not be seen as necessarily a positive move towards
supporting women authors. It does little to address the underlying
conditions in which many women work and there are suggestions that
co-authored work does not serve women well in promotion exercises.91

This section has identified the journals with the most inclusive
authorship. As well as identifying general trends, this section has
shown peaks and troughs within those journals. The Journal of Law
and Society has the highest number of women authors and over the last
five years it has consistently been close to gender parity. Other journals
have struggled to achieve such consistently high numbers of women
authors or have had consistently low numbers of women authors. The
data also indicate that women have different levels of participation in
articles as co-authors.

VI. WHAT COULD CHANGE?

This section offers a number of suggestions for achieving gender balance in
the authorship of journal outputs. Given that in 2018–19 women comprised
57 per cent of academic staff (in terms of full-time equivalent roles92 in the
legal academy), increasing the number of manuscripts submitted and
improving the process by which they are reviewed should have an effect
on the number of women authors published. We make some suggestions
for journal editors to think about in terms of processes and practices in
manuscript handling and author relationships. We offer some ideas for
curating the external profile of a journal in order to widen the pool of
authors that might consider submitting manuscripts to that journal. The
possibility of changing the publication statistics for women rests largely
with journal editors, even though we recognise that this requires more
unpaid labour from them. We give some consideration to how changing
the format of journals in an era of commercial publishing might increase
the number of women published, but might also have deleterious effects
on journal reputation and quality for other contextual reasons.

A. Journal Editors

Some law journals already undertake monitoring of their authorship through
hand-collected data and have sounded alarm bells about the position of

91 H. Sarsons et al., “Gender Differences in Recognition for Group Work” (2021) 129 Journal of Political
Economy 101.

92 “Higher Education Staff Statistics: UK, 2018/19”, available at https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/23-01-2020/
sb256-higher-education-staff-statistics (last accessed 8 July 2025). Note that HEIDI rounds to the nearest
five headcount/FTE equivalent to prevent the identification of individuals within small populations.
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women as authors.93 We suggest that it is good practice for the editors of the
journals in our sample, indeed for all journals, to monitor gender and, where
possible, race and ethnicity across their editorial boards, peer reviewers,
submitted authors, published authors, book reviewers and books
reviewed. The information that journal editors need for this monitoring is
routinely collected by both the commercial and not-for-profit publishers
of our sample journals and many others. It would be a relatively simple
task for this information to be made available on these journals’
websites. The results of monitoring should give indications of whether
action needs to be taken to address under-representation. Unaddressed
under-representation sends passive signals about what is valued and what
is not in a particular context. Role models are of significant importance94

– in popular parlance, it is hard to be what you can’t see – although we
should be clear that, in line with the findings of other disciplines on
gender disparity, we are not suggesting that correcting gender imbalances
at various stages of the publication process alone will close the gender
authorship gap.95

Journal editors might like to consider whether the peer-review process
offers opportunities to increase the representation of women. As
Section IV explained, this is a process shrouded in mystery for both
manuscript authors and journal readers. Peer reviewers are treated as
gatekeepers for quality control. There is little incentive for them, without
formal encouragement from editors, to offer reviews that are
developmental for an author or for them to support work that asks novel
questions, examines a new area or uses methodologies that are outside the
dominant paradigm. Exclusion on the ground of novelty can have a
disproportionate effect on under-represented groups as they are more likely
to undertake work that falls into these categories.96 Peer reviewers could
receive training from journal editors, who might consider drawing on the
skills of other professionals such as coaches and counsellors, organised
and possibly funded through professional associations or by publishers.
Such training would put reviewers in a position to offer developmental
feedback on manuscripts; to consider, without unconscious bias,

93 Information about practices at the Journal of Law and Society known to one of the authors suggests that
monitoring in these terms is undertaken there. See also M. Hailbronner, M. Prieto Rudolphy and G. de
Búrca, “Editorial: Gender in Academic Publishing” (2019) 17 International Journal of Constitutional Law
1025. This journal publishes an annual “thank you” to named individuals who have acted as peer
reviewers, thus giving some insight into which scholars have been part of the process. Publons, a
Clarivate product, now allows individuals to record and verify their peer-review contributions.

94 There is an extensive literature on role models which divides between social learning theory and
identification theory. Here we do not intend to explain or distinguish these theories. Both involve
identifying an individual or group of individuals whose achievements are aspired to and are attainable.

95 T. Seidel Malkinson et al., “Gender Imbalances in the Editorial Activities of a Selective Journal Run by
Academic Editor” (2023) 18 PLOS ONE, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294805.

96 E. King et al., “Systematic Subjectivity: How Subtle Biases Infect the Scholarship Review Process”
(2018) 44 Journal of Management 843; and I. Settles et al., “Epistemic Exclusion: Scholar(ly)
Devaluation that Marginalizes Faculty of Color” (2021) 14 Journal of Diversity in Higher Education 493.
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approaches that are different from their own; and to communicate constructive
feedback. These are skills that are quite different from those required to be a
successful researcher.97 A starting point might be found in the Ethical
Guidelines for Peer Reviewers, promulgated by the Committee on
Publication Ethics.98 Alternatively journal editors could be more instructive
when seeking peer reviews about the type of review they are looking for.
Journal editors in some disciplines have embraced open peer-review

processes as a way of increasing transparency and building trust with
potential authors. At its most extreme, open peer review means that the
author and reviewer are known to each other. There are steps on the way
to this position, such as review reports published alongside an accepted
manuscript, known as open reports, and open participation, where the
wider academic community can contribute to the review process. Open
peer review sits well alongside other processes to improve access to
research, such as open data and open-access publishing. Research to
date99 shows that whilst reviewers are nervous about open identities,100

they are increasingly comfortable with open reports and do not see them
as a disincentive to review. There is some supporting confirmation from
editors that the quality of peer reviews improves if reports are
published.101 An open report process offers potential authors an
educative window on the publication process and also allows suspicions
of bias, lack of engagement and conflict of interest to be put to one
side.102 This can only increase submissions to journals which adopt it.
The community’s familiarity with, and acceptance of, open peer review
can only occur if individual journal editors adopt and promote it.

B. Mission Description and Outreach Activities

Most academic journals offer a statement on their webpage that describes
how they position themselves within their discipline and the type of
work that they are looking to publish. These statements are often refined
or developed by journal editors as they assume their role for the first
time. The first issue under new editorship might contain an editorial that

97 M. Aly et al., “Changing the Culture of Peer Review for a More Inclusive and Equitable Psychological
Science” (2023) 152 Journal of Experimental Psychology, https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001461.

98 “COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers”, available at https://publicationethics.org/guidance/
guideline/ethical-guidelines-peer-reviewers (last accessed 8 July 2025).

99 Cf. findings in Taylor & Francis Group, “Peer Review in 2015: A Global View”, available at https://
authorservices.taylorandfrancis.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/White-paper-Peer-Review.pdf (last
accessed 8 July 2025); and M. Ware, “Peer Review in Scholarly Journals: Perspectives of the
Scholarly Community: Results from an International Study” (2008) 28 Information Services and Use 109.

100 G. Bravo, “The Effect of Publishing Peer Review Reports on Referee Behavior in Five Scholarly
Journals” (2019) 10 Nature Communications 322.

101 Ibid.; see also J. Wicherts et al., “Letting the Daylight in: Reviewing the Reviewers and Other Ways to
Maximize Transparency in Science” (2012) 6 Frontiers in Computational Neuroscience 20.

102 T. Ross-Hellauer, A. Deppe and B. Schmidt, “Survey on Open Peer Review: Attitudes and Experience
Amongst Editors, Authors and Reviewers” (2017) 12 PLOS ONE, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0189311.
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further expands on this “mission”.103 This is an opportunity to communicate
with potential authors and to create clarity about what kind of submission
that is likely to pass the desk reject threshold. Lack of “fit” with the
“substantive content of the journal” or “intellectual focus of the journal”
is revealed to be the primary reason for desk rejection in studies of
editorial practices.104 An expansive narrative mission statement from
editors would reduce the submission of inappropriate manuscripts and
improve acceptance rates.

The journals in our sample with the highest level of women authors are
the ones with the most expansive mission statements, statements that link
overtly to particular communities within law both in a disciplinary sense
and through socialisation. The Journal of Law and Society is linked to
socio-legal studies and Legal Studies is linked to a large scholarly
association, namely the Society of Legal Scholars. The Journal of Law
and Society has a clear mission statement: it publishes theoretical and
empirical work which has an interdisciplinary focus. It is interested in
work with an international reach that is challenging and topical.105 This
is not to say that other journals, within and outside of our sample, do not
publish socio-legal research; they do. However, the Journal of Law and
Society is clear that this is where work in socio-legal studies belongs.
The mission statement of Legal Studies is also cast in broad terms: it
seeks “doctrinal, conceptual and socio-legal analyses” in terms of work
and “those who wish to reach a broad international and UK readership”
in terms of authors.106

Additionally, both these journals either run or have access to outreach
activities. The Society of Legal Scholars runs a large annual conference
and financially supports other scholarly activity throughout the year on
foot of merit-based applications. These offer potential authors networking
opportunities to share their ideas and also suggests to them Legal Studies
as a potential publication outlet.107 Through its sponsoring body, Legal
Studies has a strong and positive connection with its academic
community. The Journal of Law and Society editorial board elicit papers
for submission and encourage potential authors at conferences, such as

103 E.g. D. Morgan and C. Wells, “Editorial” (1999) 19 Legal Studies 1.
104 J. Garrand and M. Harman, “Journal Desk-Rejection Practices in Political Science: Bringing Data to Bear

on What Journals Do” (2021) 54 PS: Political Science and Politics 676; and A. Meijer and W. Webster,
“Editorial: Why Do We Desk Reject So Many Papers?” (2024) 29 Information Polity 1.

105 “Aims and Scope”, available at https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/page/journal/14676478/homepage/
productinformation.html (last accessed 8 July 2025).

106 “About this Journal”, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/legal-studies/information/
about-this-journal (last accessed 8 July 2025).

107 The Society of Legal Scholars has changed significantly from its previous incarnation, The Society of
Public Teachers of Law, which, for a large part of its history, “resembled a private gentleman’s club”. Its
journey shows that transformational change is possible and also underscores the way in which legal
academics, the legal education curriculum and legal research have changed in the last 40 years or so;
see F. Cownie and R. Cocks, A Great and Noble Occupation! The History of the Society of Legal
Scholars (Oxford 2009), 49.
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the Socio-Legal Studies Association and the Research Committee for the
Sociology of Law. The use of technology, through online or hybrid
conferences, now offers a partial solution to mobility inequality108 and
environmental concerns related to overseas travel. Special issues can play
a significant role in widening the pool of authors, reviews and editors
involved in a journal, reaching out on a subject basis to those who
would not otherwise think of publishing there. Out of the five journals
studied, only the Journal of Law and Society publishes special issues.
These take the form of two issues a year channelled through the Centre
for Law and Society at Cardiff University, “with which the journal has a
strong working relationship”.109 It is clear from our dataset that these
special issues do not serve to boost the number of women publishing in
the Journal of Law and Society. Women are a core group of authors in
their regular issues. This is shown in Figure 4.
In contrast, the Cambridge Law Journal has a very much smaller footprint.

It describes itself as interested in “contemporary developments” and also
jurisprudence and legal history. It refers to contributions from the
“Cambridge Law Faculty” and describes itself as seeking to appeal “to
practitioners, students, teachers, judges or administrators”.110 Researchers
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Figure 4. The gender of authors in ordinary and special issues of the Journal of Law and
Society.

108 E. Henderson, “Carefree Conferences? Academics with Caring Responsibilities Performing Mobile
Academic Subjectivities” (2020) 32 Gender & Education 70.

109 “About the Journal”, available at https://journaloflawandsociety.co.uk/about-the-journal/ (last accessed 8
July 2025).

110 “About this Journal”, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/cambridge-law-journal/
information/about-this-journal (last accessed 8 July 2025).
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and research are notably absent from its requirements. This presents as a rather
closed setting with low visibility, the polar opposite of the Journal of Law and
Society and Legal Studies. It does not suggest broad appeal. It is indicative of a
path dependency that struggles to acknowledge the current breadth and depth
of law as an academic subject. References to “the progress of legal reform”
and “new legislation” suggest that doctrinal work is the preferred milieu for
published work. This alone is unlikely to be the explanation for its low
number of women authors, but it might be a contributory factor. It seems
facile to suggest that women write weaker doctrinal work that does not
pass the test of peer review for publication. There is no evidence to
support this as a proposition. There is also no evidence to suggest that
women adopt different manuscript submission practices to men. The
propositions that women do not aspire to be published in the leading
journals of the discipline, submit their work only to journals that they
think are most likely to accept it, or do not, as a matter of course, send
their work to the top journals in the field first before looking elsewhere
are all assumptions that could be tested empirically.111 A more likely
explanation is that women favour producing work that has, inter alia, a
clear gender dimension, a feminist lens and a methodology that is not
purely doctrinal, and/or that women focus their work on different areas,
such as health, family and education. It is not evident, however, that the
journal welcomes work of this sort.

A more expansive declaratory mission112 for the Cambridge Law Journal
and other journals with low numbers of women authors rests with the
editors. The development of an outreach strategy, which creates links to
the wider legal academic community, is possible. It might increase the
number of woman authors by, for example, funding and publishing the
papers from sponsored workshops. Small, focused conferences require
support from the editors and from their publishers in the form of funding
and possibly also in an organisational capacity.

C. Questions of Publishing Format

Here we examine what actions publishers might take, beyond resourcing
outreach activities, to increase women’s authorship, as well as whether
those actions are desirable. Our dataset suggests that those journals with
higher numbers of authors tend to include more women as authors. The
relationship between the number of authors and the number of women
can be seen in Figure 5. The trend line on this graph is anchored by the
top and bottom results in the dataset. The Cambridge Law Journal had

111 P. Djupe, A. Smith and A. Sokhey, “Explaining Gender in the Journals: How Submission Practices Affect
Publication Patterns in Political Science” (2019) 52 PS: Political Science and Politics 71.

112 V. Anderson, C. Elliott and J. Callahan, “Power, Powerlessness, and Journal Ranking Lists: The
Marginalization of Fields of Practice” (2021) 20 Academy of Management Learning and Education 89.
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the fewest number of authors and the fewest woman authors. The Journal of
Law and Society had the highest number of authors and the highest number
of woman authors.
Altering the format of a journal through increasing its page numbers,

adding additional issues or reducing the word limits on articles might
produce an effect on the gender balance of authors by increasing the
number of potential authors who could be included. Most publishing
houses are looking to move to an online-only format to facilitate open
access. There is a decrease in paper subscriptions, linked to the rise in
electronic as opposed to physical libraries and to the push towards
environmentally friendly policies. Adding an extra issue to an
electronic journal, unlike to a paper-based journal, does not increase
production costs significantly. An argument against increasing the size
of a journal might be that quality cannot be maintained. This argument
is perhaps a difficult one to sustain on two levels. First, it makes the
implicit assumption that women, who contribute the additional pieces in
journals with a greater number of authors, offer lower-quality
manuscripts. The second is that for most readers, quality assurance
takes place through peer review – a process in which the broader
academic community currently has no involvement, yet they still trust
the journal and consider it to be reputable. Sounder arguments against
extra issues or issues with increased pages might be the considerably
increased labour for editors and peer reviewers and that there is no
evidence that manuscripts are rejected for publication on the grounds of
lack of space. In any event, online publishing mitigates some space
constraints.
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Figure 5. Total numbers of authors against the numbers of women authors.
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Reducing the word limit for articles would also create space for additional
manuscripts to be published. Table 3 shows that the journals in our sample
give an upper limit of about 12,000 words. The average length of articles
across the dataset is 25-published pages, which broadly suggests that the
journals stick to these word limits and most articles are of around
12,000–14,000 words.

For editors, instructions from publishers to take an increased number of
shorter pieces creates additional work – there is more desk processing time
involved and additional peer reviewers have to be identified and managed.
There are also established disciplinary norms that do not sit well with
lowered word limits for manuscripts. For example, the research
assessment exercises in the UK from 1992 to 2021 required an
evaluation of individual papers against the criterion of “originality,
significance and rigour”, at least in the field of law.113 These criteria
might be difficult to demonstrate in any meaningful sense in a shorter
piece. Shorter articles may not be recognised internationally, especially in
those jurisdictions where there are different norms and expectations in
terms of length. The average length of an article is much longer in a
traditional American law review in comparison to the UK law journal
format. US law reviews are willing to accept and often actively
encourage the submission of manuscripts in excess of 25,000 words.

VII. CONCLUSION

This article has examined the gender of authors of journal articles in the
Cambridge Law Journal, the Journal of Law and Society, Legal Studies,
the Modern Law Review and the Oxford Journal of Legal Studies over
the course of a five-year period. It has shown that there are considerable

Table 3. Word limits/counts of the generalist law journals

Journal Word limit/count

Cambridge Law Journal Between 10,000 and 13,000 words long, including
footnotes

Journal of Law and
Society

12,000 words, including footnotes

Legal Studies 12,000 words, including footnotes

Modern Law Review 12,000 words (excluding footnotes)

Oxford Journal of Legal
Studies

10,000 words (excluding footnotes) or 15,000 words
(including footnotes)

Source: journal websites, instructions for author.

113 This is unlikely to change in REF 2029, even if the weighting placed on individual outputs alters.
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variations in the numbers of women authors in these five journals. The
Journal of Law and Society and Legal Studies have a strong profile
when it comes to the gender equality of their authors. Other journals do
not achieve similar results. The Cambridge Law Journal has been
identified as the worst performer: in one annual cycle, only 9 per cent of
its authors were women. This article has also suggested a number of
practical ways that journal editors might increase the number of women
authors, such as using peer review in a more directed fashion and
adopting innovative methods of peer review, broadening journal public-
facing mission statements and conducting outreach activity supported by
publishers. This study gives food for thought for those who edit law
journals, but it should also concern those who publish in them and who
work in higher education more generally.
One view of law is that it is a discourse focused on equality, justice and

fairness and that these are its central guiding principles. Legal institutions
have a role in upholding these values. Courts are one such institution
and in the academic world, law journals are another. Journals are an
important mechanism in legal knowledge production. If those producing,
collating and organising legal knowledge can be shown to be
unconcerned with issues of equality, justice and fairness, then their
position can be seen as illegitimate. A top law journal cannot be truly
“top” if it does not demonstrate a commitment to openness and fairness
in how it accepts manuscripts. As Malleson puts it, it is “self-interest that
generally drives institutional change”.114 The results shown in our study
should be a cause for concern.
Our aim in this paper has been to make more visible the gender inequality

that exists in publishing in law. In writing it we hope to open up
conversations around this issue, leading to more transparent engagement
with these types of questions. Indeed, this study raises many further
questions. We have purposefully tried to engage with issues relevant to
editors. However, it may very well be that many of the explanations for
the phenomena described here lie wholly outside editorial practices.
Further research is needed to engage more fully with, and to better
understand, gendered patterns of authorship and publishing. What is
certain, even now, is that there is a need in the legal academy to examine
more seriously, take account of, challenge and act upon the many
gendered inequalities that persist in our field.

114 K. Malleson, “Justifying Gender Equality on the Bench: Why Difference Won’t Do” (2003) 11 Feminist
Legal Studies 1, 21.
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