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Abstract

Academic associations define the scientific standards and affect individual academic

careers within a discipline. The European Association of Social Psychology (EASP) was

founded in 1966 to become an association for all social psychologists in Europe. How-

ever, this was unattainable during the Cold War, and more subtle obstacles, such as

women’s underrepresentation in academia, prevented EASP from due representation

of all social psychologists. Social psychological theory offers insights into why social

hierarchies aremaintained and how they can be dismantled.We used the case of EASP

to analyse challenges to creating a diverse and inclusive association by analysingmem-

bership data, participation, distinction and influence throughout the organisation’s his-

tory (1966–2020) and conducting amore in-depth analysis for the 2011–2017 period.

We found a glass-ceiling effect for women and a persistent underrepresentation of

non-Western European scholars on all levels. We conclude that increasing diversity

requires more fundamental changes to overcome structural inequalities.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The limits of gender and regional diversity
in academia: The case of the European Association
of Social Psychology

The EuropeanAssociation of Social Psychology (EASP)was established

in 1966 with the aim of improving the status of social psychology in

Europe. International collaborations among European social psychol-

ogists were not common at the time, and the first international confer-

ence for European researchers was held only in 1963. This Conference

paved theway to amore comprehensive programme for social psychol-

ogy in Europe and eventually led to the establishment of the European

Association of Experimental Social Psychology (EAESP, Van Avermaet,

2017).
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The initial objective of EAESP (later renamed to EASP) was to

improve the overall status of social psychology in Europe (in com-

parison to North American social psychology). To achieve this goal,

they attempted to bring together social psychologists from different

European regions to overcome deep political divisions, and to become

an association of all social psychologists of Europe (Graumann, 1995;

Tajfel, 1972). The establishment of the East–West meetings in 1967

indicated an early commitment to diversity and this effort was invalu-

able only a decade after the endof a severewitch-hunt against psychol-

ogists during the Stalinist period in Eastern Europe (see e.g., Razran,

1958; Zajonc, 1957). In the 1960s, imprisoned psychologists were

released, psychological training and research institutions were rein-

stated and psychology was no longer labelled as ideological and the

enemy of the state. This opened up the need to redefine internationali-

sation of psychologywithin the socialist states and to adapt toWestern
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standards of science. To overcome language barriers, major research

articles could be submitted to the European Journal of Social Psychol-

ogy in French and German (and translated into English upon accep-

tance) (Van Avermaet, 2017).

Thirty years after the fall of communismwhen objective barriers are

no longer in place, we take a look at the status of diversity within EASP

and establish trends in the more than 50 years of its history. Impor-

tantly, there is now empirical evidence that the inclusion of multiple

voices and increased diversity improves the quality of science (see e.g.,

Jimenez et al., 2019; Maher & Tetreault, 2009). Furthermore, we have

a better andmore critical understanding of the effects of the globalised

and neoliberal academic context on knowledge production and on the

preservation of existing status hierarchies (see Hanafi, 2016). Specifi-

cally, scientific standards, accepted and adoptedworldwide as ‘interna-

tional’, are largely determined by anglophone andWestern institutions

and reflect their own dominant practices against which all research is

compared (for the influence of internationalisation on science in ‘non-

hegemonic’ countries, see Losego &Arvanitis, 2008).

Striving for diversity in academia and within academic organisa-

tions is not only essential for science, it is also a moral duty in line

with the values of inclusion, equality, universalism and multicultural-

ism. Although these values may not be shared by all social scientists to

the same degree, they are often considered ‘European values’ (Euro-

pean Commission, 2021), and they guide social psychological research.

Social psychology, especially the study of intergroup relations, offers

evidence on processes of intergroup bias, explicit and implicit forms of

discrimination, and suggests ways to decrease bias, and create more

inclusive, egalitarian and fair societies. At the same time, wemust keep

in mind that social psychologists also have their ‘blind spots’ in their

perception (Banaji & Greenwald, 2016), so we may not notice bias

within our own community.We have to reflect on the issue of diversity

among ourselves (see also Ernst-Vintila et al., 2016).

Social psychological science can offer explanations for why some

efforts are successful andothers are not.Diversity efforts can failwhen

measures do not take into account long-standing and ongoing struc-

tural inequalities (e.g.,Wright et al., 2007), they do not consider hidden

biases that direct people’s decisions (Fleras, 2016), or when policies

claim to ensure equal opportunities, but end up reproducing inequali-

ties (see colour-blind approaches Malat et al., 2010, or policies guided

bymeritocracy beliefs, Au, 2014).

Apart from regional diversity, which was recognised as a challenge

already at the time of the foundation of EASP, we look at gender diver-

sity, which was formally recognised as an area for improvement in

the second decade of 2000 (EASP, 2018; in the Code of Conduct and

Diversity Statement EASP, 2018) and at conferences (e.g., Derks et al.,

2018; Wood & Sczeszny, 2017). However, it has been a more broadly

recognised issue within academia in the past decades (see e.g., Bag-

ilhole &White, 2013; Valian, 2005) compared to regional diversity. The

purpose of the analysis is both applied and theoretical. The applied

characteristic of the analysis is thatweaim tooffer anaccuratedescrip-

tion of the status quo of the organisation, based on which EASP

leadership can make informed decisions to increase diversity more

effectively. The theoretical implication of the work is that using social

psychological concepts we explain how structural inequalities are

reproduced (vs. overcome) in academic organisations (or learned soci-

eties) by showing the intricate interplay between individual, institu-

tional and societal processes.

Academic associations have a profound effect on their discipline, as

shown by a case study of the UK Political Studies Association (Awesti

et al., 2016) and the case study of the Regional Studies Association

(Hopkins, 2011). These organisations create norms for the academic

discipline by defining the conditions of membership, by maintaining

journals and electing their Editorial Boards, and by rewarding research

practices and researchers through support and recognition. Members

have obligations toward the society, for example, by complying to ethi-

cal standards and paying fees, but also enjoy benefits, such as access to

conferences, publications or grants. Therefore, academic associations

can affect personal lives, but also shape their discipline in every pos-

sible way, especially within their designated geographical location, but

often also beyond. Academic associations accept some representatives

among their members, giving them the chance to participate in activi-

ties and build their personal academic networks, offering direct or indi-

rect financial support, giving them awards at different career stages.

Journals define the acceptable versus unacceptable forms of research

in terms of methods, themes and the language of knowledge produc-

tion. These mechanisms put some groups and some types of scientific

work in a privileged position compared to others and academic asso-

ciations have a great influence on these practices. In sum, analysing

diversity within EASP can offer insights into the challenges of address-

ing structural inequalities embedded in academia, and the biases in the

systems of knowledge production that spans beyond EASP and social

psychology.

1.2 Gender bias in academia

The representationofwomen in various disciplines and academic ranks

has gone through a remarkable change in the past decades. However,

there are still disproportionally fewer women among senior or top-

ranked academics than men (see e.g., Shen, 2013). Gender inequal-

ity in academia has been compared to the seven-headed dragon (Van

den Brink & Benschop, 2012) to highlight the different ways in which

inequality creeps back despite the efforts that have been made to

achieve change. The dragon metaphor highlights that the introduction

of some gender equality practices end up sustaining gender inequal-

ity because they fail to address structural inequalities. Although legal

obstacles and explicit forms of sexism have been lifted, both subtle

forms of sexism and structural causes connected to gender relations

in society (e.g., Williams, 2005) continue to operate in ways that cre-

ate barriers to gender equality in academia (see e.g., in letters of rec-

ommendation in Madera et al., 2019, linguistic bias against women

in selection procedures see Rubini & Menegatti, 2014). Furthermore,

these external factors and societal norms affect women’s choices as

well (e.g., not striving for high positions because of expected conflicts

and trade-offs) and keep them from equally succeeding in academia

(Eagly&Miller, 2016;Ginoet al., 2015). Evenwhenwomen successfully
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enter senior positions, they face the problem of not fitting the position

due to masculine occupational stereotypes, which increase the likeli-

hood of giving up (Peters et al., 2012a).

Structural inequalities are justified by ideologies that compel

women to invest more in child and elder care, so putting them at a dis-

advantage in the domain of paid work (Stone, 2007), and even ‘family

friendly’ policies have career penalties (Barreto et al., 2009). Inequal-

ities are also justified by a perceived mismatch between women and

high-status positions that are manifested in the functioning of organ-

isations, such as the division of labour, the symbols and language, and

the patterns of interactions (Martin, 2003; Ridgeway, 1997). Men (and

women) often doubtwomen’s abilities in certain jobs, especially in high

status areas and positions (Erickson et al., 2000), and the belief that

only men can be brilliant is present even among 6-year-old children

(Bian et al., 2017). Moreover, fields where brilliance is perceived as a

necessity for success are occupied by fewer women (Leslie et al., 2015)

andwomen feel dissimilar to people holding these positions (Bian et al.,

2018). Women often refrain from participating in networking because

this would mean overstepping gendered expectations about feminin-

ity (Roth, 2004). Women of lower academic rank speak less at scien-

tific conferences compared to men with the same ranks. For example,

although women’s underrepresentation as speakers disappeared over

time in symposia chaired by women, their ratio remained one third in

symposia with male chairs, suggesting that chairs can function as gate-

keepers (Johnson et al., 2017). All of these factors contribute to lower

representation, less access to resources and lower scientific impact.

In summary, while the importance of gender equality in specific aca-

demic contexts has been broadly recognised, efforts to combat gender

inequality have reached uneven results across different disciplines and

across the different levels of the academic hierarchy.

1.3 Regional bias in academia

Challenges of diversity are not limited to the representation of women

across academic ranks. Diversity also means the inclusion of people

with diverse backgrounds, such as their race, ethnicity, culture, social

class, religion, sexual orientation, among others. All of these areas are

affected by institutionalised forms of racism and prejudice (e.g.,Wright

et al., 2007), structural inequalities embedded in society and in neolib-

eral academic institutions (Giroux, 2015), the often invisible, yet pow-

erful subtle biases (e.g., Fleras, 2016). Because this kind of datawas not

available for the present analysis, their discussion falls outside the cur-

rent article to directly address. However, there is one area of diversity

that is especially relevant for geographically defined academic associa-

tions: regional diversity.

Academic associations strive to represent, regulate and advance

their academic discipline throughmaintaining a geographically defined

(national, international, European, Asian, etc.) membership. Paradox-

ically, the lack of regional diversity within academia and social psy-

chology in particular is a rather neglected or even implicitly accepted

phenomenon: few studies have tried to address the problem before

(for some recent exceptions, see Ernst-Vintila et al., 2016 on diversity

within EASP, and Saab et al., 2020 on questions connected to Arabic

social psychology).

There are both subjective and objective obstacles of interna-

tionalisation. Scholars from different regions have different educa-

tional backgrounds, research interests, expertise and experience and

they speak different languages, all of which can create obstacles for

inclusion and international academic recognition. Because Europe has

always been a politically and economically divided continent and these

divisions have a profound influence on higher education and academic

research, regional diversity creates multiple obstacles. For example,

fluency in English, either because of being a native speaker or because

of broadly available and high-quality language training in schools, pro-

vides an important advantage to people working in English speaking

andWesternEuropean countries and creates another layer of inequali-

ties between regions.With the hegemony of English language scientific

publications, editors and reviewers can be sceptical about the scien-

tificmerit of a papernotwritten in ‘proper’ English,whereasproofread-

ing and copy-editing services are expensive and often unaffordable for

non-English speaking authors. The lack of accessible translation and

proofreading services and the expectation of manuscripts written in

impeccable English is an important source of regional inequality cre-

ated by publishers in an era of continuously growing publication expec-

tations for academic recognition and career advancement.

Ironically, social psychology as a discipline has been concerned

with the problem that lack of diversity creates for science since the

1960s (for the critique of using student samples, see Henry, 2008;

McGuire, 1967; Sears, 1986). The overrepresentation of research

conducted in WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialised, rich and

democratic) contexts identifiably led to false generalisations about

psychological processes (Heinrich et al., 2010). In line with these

tendencies in empirical research, there is a growing consensus that

considering high status groups (i.e., groups that are most similar to

the background of the researchers themselves) as the default human

experience distorts our understanding of human behaviour (Hegarty

& Bruckmüller, 2013). In sum, the uneven regional representation

of European social psychologists within the Association can directly

affect social psychological theories and the discipline on the whole.

The political changes that have taken place since the foundation of

the Association continue to bring about new obstacles for equal access

for researchers coming from different regions. Undoubtedly, the fall

of communism removed the greatest objective barrier of internation-

alisation, and EU enlargement created unprecedented potentials for

increasing regional diversity in research in the history of Europe. How-

ever, the rapid growth in international mobility within Europe (Alt-

bach & Knight, 2007) created new problems, and countries benefited

from this new level of mobility unevenly. For example, it facilitated the

so called ‘brain drain’ phenomenon, that is, a unidirectional pattern

of migration impoverishing academic institutions in poorer countries

(Cervantes &Guellec, 2002; Horvat, 2004; Saravia &Miranda, 2004).

Specific regions of Europe are affected by different types of obsta-

cles, the detailed analysis of which falls outside the scope of the cur-

rent article to adequately address. However, it is clear that economic

and linguistic barriers, differences in training and academic traditions,
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methods and topics of interests appear in different combinations in the

regions that are less represented in mainstream social psychology in

Europe. Economic disadvantages and language barriers are most pro-

nounced in Eastern Europe (former socialist countries) but are also

present in Southern Europe. The lower representation of scholars from

Northern Europe in European social psychology may have more to do

with the lack of traditions within the field of social psychology, given

that scholars in this region do not face political, economic or linguistic

hardships.

2 THE PRESENT RESEARCH

We examined trends in diversity within EASP to ask how success-

ful such efforts are in overcoming previous inequalities. We analysed

diversitywith a focus on two domains: gender and region. The practical

reason for this was the availability of data, and the fact that they are

explicitly mentioned by the organisation as relevant domains of diver-

sity (EASP, 2018).

In contrast to gender equality, which was not raised as an issue until

recently, regional diversity was an explicit objective of the organisa-

tion at the time of its foundation. However, when the objective obsta-

cles created by the Cold War were lifted, it became apparent that

the challenges of equal regional representation have not disappeared.

Moscovici, one of the founders of the Association stated that social

psychologists must strive for independence and freedom in thinking

and they should take advantage of the diversity of people, cultures

and ideas to reflect on social problems (Moscovici, 1997). The geocul-

tural diversity of the Association has been investigated earlier, when a

decrease in regional diversitywas identified. The declinewas explained

by the tendency of favouring one language (English) and one method-

ology (experiments) over others within the Association (Ernst-Vintila

et al., 2016). In the present study we investigated questions of diver-

sity by looking at indicators of inclusion (membership and partici-

pation) and distinction and influence (awards, executive committee

membership and Editorial Boards).

2.1 Data

Wecategorised data of different levels of inclusion and distinction rep-

resented in a pyramid (see Figure 1). The bottom of the pyramid con-

sists ofmembership information; the second level is participation in the

events and actions, such asmeetings and grant schemes. The top of the

pyramid consists of different formsof distinction and influence: awards

and membership in the leading bodies of the organisation and the Edi-

torial Boards of the journals of the Association.

Most of the data presented in this article was accessed originally

for the EASP Diversity Report (https://www.easp.eu/getmedia.php/_

media/easp/201806/374v0-orig.pdf). We supplemented the data pro-

vided by EASP with publicly available information and individual

requests to event organisers. However, not all data was available for

the same timeperiods, therefore, for the ease of understanding, Table 1

F IGURE 1 Levels of inclusion and distinction

summarises the data used. We conducted an in-depth analysis for a 7-

year time period between 2011 and 2017 to get an accurate picture of

the relatively recent status quo.

2.1.1 Data on membership

EASP has three membership categories: postgraduate, full and affili-

ate membership. Postgraduate members are current PhD students in

social psychology and can remain in this category for four years regard-

less of acquiring a PhD or not. Full members hold a PhD in social psy-

chology and have published at least one social psychological article in

an international peer-reviewed journal. Affiliate membership is avail-

able to social psychologists working outside Europe, although these

scholars have had the option to become full members since 2012.

2.1.2 Data on participation

We analysed participation in the 2014 Amsterdam General Meeting,

and in the 2017 Granada General Meeting as these events took place

within the examined time period and we had access to quite detailed

information about meeting participants. We divided attendance by

type of presentation (symposium, thematic, blitz and poster presenta-

tion) as they tend to have different levels of prestige (exemplified by

the fact that symposiumpresentations are often rejected and accepted

as a blitz talk or poster, but not the other way around). We also exam-

ined participation in small and medium-sized EASP meetings in three

years (2015–2017) and two summer schools (2014 and 2016) that fell

within the examined time period and participant informationwas avail-

able. Although non-members can attend meetings organised by EASP,

we present information only on members in order to be able to com-

pare their ratio to the overall membership as a baseline. We examined

grant recipients between 2015 and 2017 comparing to the baseline.

Additionally, we report information about meetings, summer schools

and grants for the period between 2018 and 2020; however, in the

absence ofmembership data, we did not compare these to the baseline

membership.

https://www.easp.eu/getmedia.php/_media/easp/201806/374v0-orig.pdf
https://www.easp.eu/getmedia.php/_media/easp/201806/374v0-orig.pdf
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TABLE 1 Different data sources used and examined period in the analyses

Type of information Period Points of analysis Source of information

Membership

information

Gender, residence 1968, 2011–2017 Yearly EASP

Membership status 2011–2017 Yearly EASP

Participation GeneralMeeting in Amsterdam

andGranada

2014, 2017 Per event Programme outline

Small andmedium-sizedmeetings 2015–2020 Per event Organisers, EASPwebsite

Summer schools 2014, 2016, 2018, 2020 Per event Organisers

Grants (travel grants, ‘seedcorn’

research grants, pre-registered

research, research knowledge

transfer scheme and

extraordinary grants)

2015–2020 Yearly EASPwebsite

Distinction and

influence

ECmembership 1966–2020 3-year intervals EASPwebsite

EJSP Editorial Boardmembers 1990–2020 4-year intervals Publications, hard copies,

current Editors

ERSP Editorial Boardmembers 1992–2020 Approx. 10-year intervals Publications, hard copies,

current Editors

Awards 1984–2020 Yearly or 3-year intervals EASPwebsite

EJSP first authors 2011–2020 Per volume EJSPwebsite

ERSP first authors 2011–2020 Per volume ERSPwebsite

2.1.3 Data on distinction and influence

We examined award recipients as domains of distinction and posi-

tions in committees and Editorial Boards as domains of influence.

We used the broadest timespan to cover the full history of EASP

(for details about the data, see Table 1). Editorial Boards of the

the European Journal of Social Psychology and the European Review

of Social Psychology were examined between 1990 and 2020. The

Executive Committee (EC) is the de facto leadership of the Asso-

ciation, deciding on priorities, conference locations, grants and

financial issues,whichweexamined for the entire history of theAssoci-

ation (1966–2020). We examined award recipients from those receiv-

ing the most junior to the most senior awards from the foundation of

these awards in 1984 until 2020. All awards are offered every three

years with the exception of the most junior award (Early Career Best

Manuscript Award), which is offered every year for the best paper pub-

lished in the European Journal of Social Psychology by an early career

scholar. The most senior award is the Henri Tajfel Medal, which recog-

nises a distinguished lifetime achievement contribution by a full mem-

ber of the Association.1 There are four additional awards for various

achievements (for a more detailed description, see www.easp.eu). Fur-

thermore, we present descriptive data on the gender2 and the country

of the institutional affiliation of the first authors of published papers

1 The award was renamed in 2019. For more information, see https://www.easp.eu/news/itm/

renaming_the_tajfel_award-947.html.
2 We coded gender using binary categories based on first names, and looked up names in cases

where it was not easy to determine. We recognise that this system is not entirely accurate,

and in some instances, the external category may not match identification. We interpret the

findings with this potential limitation inmind.

in the European Journal of Social Psychology and the European Review of

Social Psychology between 2011 and 2020.

2.2 Analytic strategy

Relying on membership data as a baseline for the period of 2011–

2017 enabled us to investigate representation in the different levels of

the Association in comparison to the overall membership. Gender was

analysed as a binary concept because of the way gender is recorded

in membership data. We used members’ institutional affiliation as the

data on region, because regional inclusion is reflected by where a per-

son works rather than by a person’s origin. This is not to say that

country of origin is of no relevance, but we consider this as a sepa-

rate question for analysis that was beyond the scope of this article to

analyse.We categorised countries into four regions:Western, Eastern,

Northern and Southern Europe, and additionally we created a cate-

gory for out of Europe. It must be noted that ‘out of Europe’ does not

reflect the diversity that may come from accepting members from all

over the world, as members from outside Europe come predominantly

fromWEIRD countries, such as USA, Canada, Australia and Israel, with

very few members from other countries. We used a geopolitical cate-

gorisation that mostly overlaps with geography but takes political and

historical similarities into account. For this reason, we included all for-

mer socialist countries inEasternEurope (including theNorthernBaltic

and Southern Balkan states). However, to simplify the complex com-

parisons, in most analyses we grouped together all non-Western Euro-

pean countries and compared them toWestern Europeans, leaving out

members from outside Europe (for the list of countries in each regions

see Appendix A).

http://www.easp.eu
https://www.easp.eu/news/itm/renaming_the_tajfel_award-947.html
https://www.easp.eu/news/itm/renaming_the_tajfel_award-947.html
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F IGURE 2 Gender andmembership status between 2011 and 2017

Data analysis comprised three parts. The first information on diver-

sity was the ratio of men and women, and the ratio of members from

different regions throughout the years between 2011 and 2017. Addi-

tionally, we present descriptive data on articles published in the two

journals of the Association: the European Journal of Social Psychology

(EJSP) and the European Review of Social Psychology (ERSP) between

2011 and 2020, on Editorial Boards of EJSP and ERSP and on members

of the Executive Committee (EC) from the beginning of the 1990s, and

data on all award winners from 1966 to 2020.

Secondly, in order to identifyunder- oroverrepresentations in terms

of gender and region, we used Chi-square tests, comparing data on

the different levels of inclusion withmembership information from the

given year as a baseline in the analysis. Specifically, if the rate ofwomen

and the rate of non-Western European researchers in a particular type

of participation is lower than the rate ofwomenor rate of non-Western

researchers within the membership, it reflects underrepresentation.

Data on distinction and influence was not compared to the baseline

because their numbers are too low for meaningful statistical compar-

isons, and they are covered outside the 2011 and 2017 period as well

in the analysis.

Thirdly, we extended our analysis to the period 2018–2020 and

included data on meetings, grants and indicators of distinction. How-

ever, in the absence of membership data for this period, we did not

make the statistical analysis of over- or underrepresentation for this

period and only offer descriptive statistics.We used this data to reflect

on the current status quo following the introduction of new policies by

EASP.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Gender diversity

3.1.1 Membership

The number of femalemembers was consistently higher than the num-

ber of male members between 2011 and 2017. There were twice as

many women than men in 2011 among postgraduate members, and

the gap became even greater by 2017 in favour of women. However,

this gap virtually disappears when it comes to full membership (see

Figure 2), resulting in an approximately equal number of men and

women among full members. This can be explained by the higher drop-

out rate among women than men, that is, 432 (70.7% of the original

members of 2011) men, but only 391 (59.8%) womenmaintained their

membership between 2011 and 2017.

3.1.2 Participation

At the 2014 General Meeting in Amsterdam more female members

participated thanmalemembers.Whenwecompare this number to the

baseline (overall membership in 2014) women are significantly over-

represented at the meeting. However, when the ratio of postgraduate

and full members is analysed separately, there was no such overrepre-

sentation. It seems that the higher ratio of women reflected the higher

presence of postgraduatemembers at the conference (see Table 2).
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TABLE 2 Comparison of participation by gender in general meetings (based on presentation type), in small andmedium-sized groupmeetings,
summer schools and grant schemes between 2014 and 2017

Women Men χ2 p

AmsterdamGM (2014) Participation

From all membership types 313 (57.4%) 232 (42.6%) 5.71 .017

Baseline (2014) 683 (53.6%) 592 (46.4%)

From postgraduatemembers 123 (66.8%) 61 (33.2%) 0.31 .575

Baseline (2014) 200 (68%) 94 (32%)

From full members 185 (52.9%) 165 (47.1%) 1.16. 283

Baseline (2014) 461 (50.6%) 450 (49.4%)

Presentation type

Symposium 107 (50.5%) 105 (49.5%) 6.87 .009

Attendance 313 (57.4%) 232 (42.6%)

Thematic presentation 70 (63.1%) 41 (36.9%) 1.81 .179

Attendance 313 (57.4%) 232 (42.6%)

Poster 136 (61.3%) 86 (38.7%) 2.25 .134

Attendance 313 (57.4%) 232 (42.6%)

Granada GM (2017) Participation

From all membership types 392 (56%) 308 (44%)

Baseline (2017) 635 (54.1%) 539 (45.9%) 2.55 .110

From postgraduatemembers 92 (73%) 34 (27%)

Baseline (2017) 140 (71.8%) 55 (28.2%) 0.26 .609

From full members 291 (52.6%) 262 (47.4%)

Baseline (2017) 476 (51.5%) 448 (48.5%) 0.68 .411

Presentation type

Symposium 225 (50.2%) 223 (49.8%)

Attendance 459 (55.6%) 367 (44.4%) 11.33 .001

Blitz presentation 102 (63%) 60 (37%)

Attendance 459 (55.6%) 367 (44.4%) 4.46 .035

Poster 132 (61.1%) 84 (38.9%)

Attendance 459 (55.6%) 367 (44.4%) 3.64 .056

Small- andmedium-sizedmeetings

2015 Participants 69 (65.1%) 37 (34.9%) 6.29 .012

Baseline (2015) 617 (53.5%) 536 (46.5%)

2016 Participants 23 (51.1%) 22 (48.9%) 0.11 741

Baseline (2016) 609 (53.5%) 529 (46.5%)

2017 Participants 48 (62.3%) 29 (37.7%) 2.26 .133

Baseline (2017) 635 (54.1%) 539 (45.9%)

Summer schools

2014 Participants 16 (69.6%) 7 (30.4%) 0.27 .869

Baseline (2014) 200 (68%) 94 (32%)

2016 Participants 15 (78.9%) 4 (21.1%) 0.58 .446

Baseline (2016) 123 (71.5%) 49 (28.5%)

Grantsa

2015 Grant recipients 22 (81.5%) 5 (18.5%) 8.69 .003

Baseline (2015) 617 (53.5%) 536 (46.5%)

2016 Grant recipients 14 (73.7%) 5 (26.3%) 3.16 .075

Baseline (2016) 609 (53.5%) 529 (46.5%)

2017 Grant recipients 17 (70.8%) 7 (29.2%) 2.77 .096

Baseline (2017) 635 (54.1%) 539 (45.9%)

aBecausemembership informationwas provided to us from an earlier date than grants were awarded, some grant recipients did not appear amongmembers

from the same year, and therefore they are not presented in the table.
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F IGURE 3 Gender distribution in EJSP Editorial Boards between 1990 and 2020

Wecompared presentation types ofmen andwomennot to the gen-

eral baseline of membership, but to participating members. We found

no differences (i.e., neither over-, nor underrepresentation) in thematic

and poster presentations compared to the gender ratio of conference

participants, but we found an underrepresentation of women and an

overrepresentation of men in symposium presentations, which means

that male attendants were more likely to present in symposia than

female attendants (see Table 2).

At the 2017 General Meeting in Granada, there was no difference

in participation between men and women in general, and in any of

the membership categories. However, in presentation type, women

were underrepresented and men overrepresented in symposia, while

women were overrepresented in blitz presentations. No statistical dif-

ference was identified in poster presentations (see Table 2).

In 2015, 106members (69women and 37men) participated in small

and medium-sized meetings. Women were overrepresented and men

underrepresented in these meetings compared to their ratio in mem-

bership. However, this was not the case in 2016 and 2017, when only

45 (23 women and 22 men) and 77 (48 women and 29 men) members

participated in themeetings, respectively, and therewas no overrepre-

sentation of either men or women.

Out of 75 participants in the Lisbon Summer School in 2014, only

23 were members of EASP, and out of 63 participants in the Exeter

Summer School in 2016, 19 were members of EASP. In both years, the

summer schools were predominantly composed of women, which was

proportional to (i.e., not statistically different from) the gender ratio of

postgraduatemembership.

There were 27 grants awarded to EASP members in 2015 in three

categories, 19 grants in 2016 in five categories and 24 grants awarded

in 2017 in four categories. As Table 2 shows, in 2015 women received

more grants than their ratio in baselinemembershipwould suggest, but

the difference was not significant in either 2016 or 2017.

3.1.3 Distinction and influence

Between1990and2018, 93peoplewere appointed for positions in the

Editorial Board of EJSP (i.e., Chief Editors and Associate Editors com-

bined), 39 (41.9%) of these were filled by women and 54 (58.1%) by

men. Of the 14 chief editors over the period, five (35.7%) were women

and nine (64.3%) were men. However, compared to the gender ratio

within the Editorial Board between 1990 and 2008, the gender set-

up has been more equal since 2009 (see Figure 3, the figure includes

information of the Editorial Board of 2021, discussed in ‘Patterns after

2018’ in more detail).

The situationwith the European Review of Social Psychology is similar,

but not identical (see Figure 4). Forty-four (33%) of the total 133 posi-

tions were held by women and 89 (67%) held by men over the years.

However, the most recent board, appointed in 2020 has a larger pro-

portion of women, 17 (60.7%) women and 11 (39.3%)men.

The Executive Committee consisted almost exclusively of men until

the 1990s. This changed in 1996 and 1999, but again, from 2002 to

2008, men outnumberedwomen. A notable change in the last four ECs

(2011–2017) is that it has had a slight majority of women, with the lat-

est elected Committee (2020) having a clear majority of women (see

Figure5). Itmust benoted that out of the total of 19presidents of EASP,

only twowere women.

The Early Career Best Manuscript award was introduced in 2003

to the first author of an EJSP article. Out of the 14 awards given out

between 2003 and 2017, 10 (71.4%) were received by women and 4

(28.6%) by men. While the numbers are too low for a meaningful com-

parison, this is roughly identical to the gender ratio of postgraduate

members (71.8%women, 28.2%men).

Between1984and2020, 73people receivedawards fromEASP (i.e.,

Jaspars, Codol, Lewin, Tajfel awards, and the Moscovici award intro-

duced in 2017). Put together, men outnumber women among EASP
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F IGURE 4 Gender distribution in ERSP Editorial Boards between 1990 and 2020

F IGURE 5 Gender distribution in ECmembership between 1966 and 2020

award recipients (see Table 3). Although the numbers are small, this is

clearly discrepant with the gender make-up of the membership. Per-

haps the clearest indication of this discrepancy can be seen in the allo-

cation of the Tajfel medal—the most long-lasting and senior of all the

TABLE 3 Award recipients between 1984 and 20120 by gender
(without The Early Career BestManuscript award)

Women Men

Award recipients (1984–2002) 2 (18.2%) 9 (81.8%)

Award recipients (2005–2020) 17 (27.9%) 44 (72.1%)

Total 19 (26.4%) 53 (73.6%)

awards: out of 13 recipients in total, only three were women, in 1993,

in 2011 and in 2020.

We can identify roughly equal number of male and female first

authors in publications published in the flagship journals of EASP.

Between 2011 and 2020, EJSP published 776 articles. Out of these

articles, 397 (52%) papers were identified as written by a female first

author and 367 (48%) by a male first author, and we could not iden-

tify the gender of 12 first authors. The number of female andmale first

authors is somewhat less equal in the case of ERSP, which is also the

higher impact journal ofEASP, publishing reviewpapers rather thanpri-

mary research. Between 2011 and 2020, 87 papers were published in

the journal, ofwhich 37 (43%)werewritten by a female first author and

50 (57%) by amale first author.
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F IGURE 6 Regional distribution of themembership between 2011 and 2017

3.2 Regional diversity

3.2.1 Membership

Although EASP members work in 44 countries, the regional distribu-

tion reflects the dominance of just a few countries inWestern Europe.

In 2017, out of 1174 members, 58.5% were affiliated with institu-

tions in Western Europe, 15.3% in Southern Europe, 11.1% in Eastern

Europe, 2.6% in Northern Europe and 12.4% outside Europe. These

figures have remained relatively stable between 2011 and 2017 (see

Figure 6).

By breaking down these figures to countries, we can see that a

small number of countries dominate. In Western Europe, 71.6% of the

regional total ismadeupof social psychologistsworking in theUK,Ger-

many and the Netherlands. In Southern Europe, 76.1% of the regional

total work in Italy and Spain. In Eastern Europe, people working in

Poland make up 50.8% of the regional total. Members from outside

Europe work in the USA, Australia, Israel and Canada, that is, anglo-

phone and Eurocentric countries of the world, making up 89.7% of the

non-European members. Although information about specific coun-

tries and specific regions are important for any intervention strategies,

in order to highlight the central issue, we examine the levels of inclu-

sion based on just two regions, members working in Western Europe

versus European countries that are outside Western Europe, leaving

out members from outside Europe all together.

In the different categories of membership, discrepancies are partic-

ularly accentuated at the postgraduate level (see Figure 7). The vast

majority of postgraduate members are affiliated with a university in

Western Europe, but the regional distribution becomes more propor-

tionate among full members (see Figure 7). Comparing postgraduate

members from these two regions, in 2011, 75.9% of them were from

Western Europe versus 24.1% from non-Western European countries

(see Figure7). Importantly, both thenumber and theproportion of non-

Western European postgraduates declined between 2011 and 2017.

3.2.2 Participation

Differences between the participation in different events and grant

schemes by region is highly uneven and presented in Table 4. At the

2014 General Meeting in Amsterdam more Western European mem-

bers participated than non-Western European members. When this is

compared to the regional ratio of membership in 2014,Western Euro-

peans are even significantly overrepresented at themeeting compared

to their already much higher baseline ratio. This overrepresentation

was significant among postgraduate and full members when analysed

separately. Again, we analysed presentation type not against the gen-

eral baseline, but against the ratio of attendees (already underrep-

resenting the regions of non-Western Europe), and found that while

Western European members were overrepresented in symposia and

thematic sessions, participation was only proportional to the regions

in the poster sessions.

In contrast, at the 2017 General meeting in Granada, we did not

identify a statistically significant overrepresentation ofWestern Euro-

peans on any levels. However, analysing presentation types we found

that Western Europeans were overrepresented in symposia talks,
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TABLE 4 Comparison of participation by region in general meetings (based on presentation type), in small andmedium-sized groupmeetings,
summer schools and grant schemes between 2014 and 2017

Western Europe Non-Western Europe χ2 p

AmsterdamGMParticipation

From all membership types 388 (77.4%) 113 (22.6%) 39.33 <.001

Baseline (2014) 764 (67.7%) 365 (32.3%)

From postgraduatemembers 156 (85.2%) 27 (14.8%) 4.72 .030

Baseline (2014) 237 (81.4%) 54 (18.6%)

From full members 232 (73%) 86 (27%) 21.87. <.001

Baseline (2014) 526 (63%) 309 (37%)

Presentation type

Symposium 158 (86.8%) 24 (13.2%) 36.34 <.001

Attendance 764 (67.7%) 365 (32.3%)

Thematic presentation 81 (77.1%) 24 (22.9%) 4.75 .029

Attendance 764 (67.7%) 365 (32.3%)

Poster 149 (69.6%) 65 (30.4%) 0.46 .497

Attendance 764 (67.7%) 365 (32.3%)

Granada GMParticipation

From all membership types 260 (63.4%) 150 (36.6%)

Baseline (2017) 687 (66.8%) 341 (33.2%) 3.59 .058

From postgraduatemembers 56 (81.2%) 13 (18.8%)

Baseline (2017) 687 (66.8%) 341 (33.2%) 0.03 .866

From full members 202 (59.8%) 136 (40.2%)

Baseline (2017) 687 (66.8%) 341 (33.2%) 3.65 .056

Presentation type

Symposium 249 (76.9%) 75 (23.1%)

Attendance 427 (69.1%) 191 (30.9%) 19.20 <.001

Blitz presentation 87 (69.6%) 38 (30.4%)

Attendance 427 (69.1%) 191 (30.9%) 0.02 .891

Poster 91 (53.8%) 78 (46.2%)

Attendance 427 (69.1%) 191 (30.9%) 25.33 <.001

Small- andmedium-sizedmeetings

2015 Participants 47 (49.5%) 48 (50.5%) 13.01 <.001

Baseline (2015) 666 (66.1%) 341 (33.9%)

2016 Participants 39 (92.7%) 3 (7.1%) 14.33 <.001

Baseline (2016) 652 (65.7%) 340 (34.3%)

2017 Participants 16 (23.9%) 51 (76.1%) 2.79 .095

Baseline (2017) 341 687

Summer schools

2014 Participants 20 (87%) 3 (13%) 0.50 .479

Baseline (2014) 237 (81.4%) 54 (18.6%)

2016 Participants 16 (84.2%) 3 (15.8%) 0.97 .324

Baseline (2016) 137 (79.7%) 35 (20.3%)

Grantsa

2015 Grant recipients 16 (64.0%) 9 (36.0%) 0.05 .819

Baseline (2015) 666 (66.1%) 341 (33.9%)

2016 Grant recipients 15 (83.3%) 3 (16.7%) 2.52 .112

Baseline (2016) 652 (65.7%) 340 (34.3%)

2017 Grant recipients 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 0.848 .357

Baseline (2017) 687 (66.8%) 341 (33.2%)

aWeworkedwith the number of grants given tomembers in each year, but it is possible that some non-members also received grants that are not indicated in

Table 4.
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F IGURE 7 Region andmembership status between 2011 and 2017

while they were underrepresented in poster presentations, and no dif-

ferences were found in blitz presentations (see Table 4).

Interestingly, in the small andmedium-sizedmeetings in2015,mem-

bers from theWestern European region were underrepresented com-

pared to the baseline of that year. It must be noted that out of the

seven meetings four took place outside Western Europe in that year.

The pattern was different in 2016 when all three meetings were held

in Western Europe, resulting in an overrepresentation of participants

from Western Europe compared to the baseline of the membership

ratio. In 2017 therewas no difference in attendance fromWestern and

non-Western Europe at small andmedium sizemeetings.

EASPorganisedall together18 summer schools in its history: twelve

inWestern Europe, five in Southern Europe and one in Eastern Europe.

If we look specifically at the Lisbon Summer School in 2014 and the

Exeter Summer School in 2016, the ratio of Western versus non-

Western participants was not significantly different from the propor-

tion of EASP postgraduatemembers in the given year.

In 2015, 25 grants, in 2016, 18 grants and in 2017, 21 grants were

awarded. In all of these years, the awardswere awarded proportionally

to members fromWestern and non-Western Europe compared to the

baseline.

3.2.3 Distinction and influence

As opposed to gender, the regional representation within the EJSP

Editorial Board (chief editors and associate editors combined) shows

an increasing level of disproportionality. With fewer members, the

small number of non-Western European members seemed more even

between 1994 and 2008. The gap widened as the number of West-

ern European boardmembers increasedmore than the number of non-

Western European members since 2009 (see Figure 8). However, the

Editorial Board appointed in 2021 changed this pattern,which resulted

in more non-Western European members than Western Europeans.

Additionally, there are two board members from outside Europe (from

NewZealand and South Africa).

The regional distribution of editors and members of the Editorial

Board of ERSP has been even more disproportional (see Figure 9).

Between 1992 and 2020 at five-year intervals, the highest proportion

of editors working in non-Western Europewas at the start. Thereafter,

editors fromWestern Europe and out of Europe always comprised the

absolute majority of members.

The Executive Committee has consisted predominantly ofmembers

fromWesternEurope since the foundationofEASP (seeFigure10). The

Executive Committee from 2020 consists of fourmembers fromWest-

ern Europe, and two members from non-Western European countries

and one from outside of Europe. It is also noteworthy that all 19 EASP

presidents of the Association’s history were scholars affiliated with a

Western European institution.

Among EASP award recipients, there have always beenmoreWest-

ern than non-Western European members (see Table 5). The most

junior award (Early Career Best Manuscript award) has never been

awarded to a researcher from a country outside Western Europe (in

line with the low number of first authors in EJSP, see next paragraph).

The vast majority of EASP awards went to people working in Western

Europe. Themost senior Tajfel award has been received by ten scholars

from Western Europe, one from Southern Europe, and one from out-

side Europe.

Looking into the authorship in the two journals of the Associa-

tion, the pattern indicates striking differences between scholars from
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F IGURE 8 Regional distribution in EJSP Editorial Boards between 1990 and 2020

F IGURE 9 Regional distribution in ERSP Editorial Boards between 1990 and 2020

different regions as first authors. Between 2011 and 2020, EJSP pub-

lished 369 (47%) papers from first authors from Western European

TABLE 5 Award recipients between 1984 and 2020 by region
(without The Early Career BestManuscript award, andwithout
members out of Europe)

Western

European

Non-Western

European

Award recipients (1984–2002) 9 (90%) 1 (10%)

Award recipients (2005–2020) 45 (81.8%) 10 (18.2%)

Total 54 (83.1%) 11 (16.9%)

institutions, 271 (35%) papers from countries outside Europe, that is,

from anglophone countries and Israel, whereas only 109 (14%) papers

from authors from European institutions outside Western Europe. In

addition, 33 (4%) papers were written by authors from countries out-

side Europe that are not the typical countries where EASP members

come from. These authors were affiliated with institutions in non-

English-speaking and mostly non-WEIRD countries. In case of ERSP,

the results were even more disproportional: between 2011 and 2020,

51 (59%) papers were written by first authors from Western Europe,

30 papers (34%) by first authors of anglophone countries outside

Europe or Israel and only six (7%) by European authors outside West-

ern Europe.
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F IGURE 10 Region in ECmembership between 1966 and 2020

3.3 Patterns after 2018

In 2018, the Executive Committee issued its Code of Conduct which

states that ‘EASP is committed to the philosophy of equality of oppor-

tunity and treatment for all members, regardless of gender, gender

identity, race, ethnic origin, religion, age, marital status, sexual orien-

tation, disabilities, or any other reason not related to scientific merit’

(EASP, 2018). The Diversity and Scientific Integrity Statement focuses

on achieving and maintaining a diverse membership, promoting the

involvement of members from underrepresented regions and provid-

ing opportunities for financial support tomembers.

In accordance with the new policy, meeting organisers have to

account for the diversity of their meetings, and accordingly, organis-

ers submit their reports with information about inclusiveness. Most

reportsmentioned the gender ratio of participants, and listed the coun-

tries where participants came from; however, this was mostly done

withoutmentioning their numbersor ratio. In2018, five (three inWest-

ern Europe, two outside Western Europe), and in 2019, seven (five

in Western, two in non-Western Europe and one outside of Europe)

meetingswere organised. In 2020, all meetings had to be cancelled due

to the COVID-19 pandemic. We obtained more detailed, anonymised

data—beyond the public reports—fromeight of these (three from2018

and five from 2019). In these eight meetings, in 2018, out of 66 EASP

member participants, 45 (68.2%) were women and 21 (31.8%) men,

and in 2019, out of 75 EASP members, 40 (53.3%) were women and

35 (46.6%) men. In sum, there was a tendency for more women to

attend the meetings than men; however, considering the higher num-

ber of female postgraduatemembers, this does not necessarily indicate

overrepresentation. From the perspective of regional diversity, in 2018

out of 66 EASP member participants, 40 (60.6%) were from Western

Europe, 19 (28.7%) from non-Western Europe and 7 (10.6%) from out

of Europe. In2019, out of 75EASPmemberparticipants, 42 (56%)were

from Western Europe, 14 (18.6%) of them from non-Western Europe

and 19 (25.3%) of them from out of Europe. These ratios suggest that

the reports listing the countries may reflect diversity accurately, but

overlook the issue of representation.

In the Zurich Summer School of 2018, 43 (78.2%) women and 12

(21.8%) men participated, 27 (49%) of them fromWestern Europe, 17

(31%) from non-Western Europe and 11 (20%) of them from out of

Europe. In2020, SurreySummerSchool thatwasheld as avirtual event,

47 (63.4%) women and 17 (26.6%) men participated, 34 (52.3%) were

from Western Europe, 21 (32.3%) from non-Western Europe and 10

(15.4%) of them from out of Europe.

Between 2018 and 2020, out of 70 grants, 41 (59%) were received

by women and 29 (41%) by men. In terms of region, 48 (69%) grants

were received by people from Western European countries, while 22

(31%)were received by people fromnon-Western European countries.

In the current Editorial Board of EJSP (2021–2023), there are nine

(50%)womenandnine (50%)menand theboard reflects ahigh regional

diversity: seven (39%) members are fromWestern Europe, nine (50%)

form non-Western European countries and two (11%) from outside

Europe. This increased regional diversity is in line with the Editorial

statement, which states that one of the most important part of their

vision for the Journal was to create a truly diverse Editorial Board, not

only in terms of gender and region, but also in terms of skills and exper-

tise (Noor et al., 2021).

These numbers fit into the trends that we identified for the period

between 2011 and 2017. They indicate an increase in gender diversity,

with a growing number of women participating in the events organ-

ised by EASP. The rate of female attendance may be proportional

to their higher rate within the membership, especially because early

career academics may be more active in participating in these events

and grant schemes. In terms of regional diversity, we see an improve-

ment in the case of summer schools, which is an extremely impor-

tant tool for achieving change for the future of the organisation and

future generations of social psychologists; however, we continue to

see low participation of members from underrepresented regions in

meetings.
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The higher ratio of women receiving grants compared to men is

noteworthy, but it may also be proportionate to the general ratio of

male and female members in the organisation. Although the number

of grants offered to scholars outsideWestern Europe is higher than in

previous years, the gap remains quite large: more than twice as many

Western European members received a grant from the organisation in

2018 than non-Western European members. This is problematic, not

because it is disproportional to the membership, but because it clearly

suggests that grants are not used as a tool to narrow the gap between

advantaged and disadvantaged regions; in fact they may continue to

contribute to these asymmetries.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Gender

In terms of gender diversity, there has been much progress over the

years. From an Association which, at its origins, was dominated by

men, and where all senior positions (on Editorial Boards, on the EC)

were occupied by men, EASP has become more gender equal. Women

are in a clear majority among postgraduate members and continue to

represent a slight majority in the overall membership. Women have

been in themajority on the EJSP Editorial Board in the past three years

and in the EC for the past six years. Despite the presence and acknowl-

edgement of women on many levels, we can identify a glass ceiling

effect in the highest prestige areas, in the domains of distinction as sug-

gested by awards, in the positions of the most influence, such as in the

presidency.

The diminishing presence of women in the hierarchy is especially

striking if we consider that they are in a clear majority at the entry

level, but drop out to a greater degree before becoming full members.

In this respect the pipeline metaphor may be more accurate than the

glass ceiling effect and even offer an explanation for the decreasing

number of women towards the top. This metaphor suggests that men

travel smoothly through the pipeline, and thus, end up dominating the

field, whereas the pipeline is ‘leaky’ for women, so they steadily fall

out on every level (Clark, 2005). Postgraduate membership can only

be maintained for four years, which may not be enough for every-

body to complete their PhD studies, especially if this period coincides

with starting a family, creating more challenges for women than for

men to finish within the short time frame (Evans et al., 2008). Fur-

thermore, full membership is granted to those who have an interna-

tional publication, which may be more difficult to achieve within the

four-year period for women because of both direct and indirect obsta-

cles, such as taking on more responsibilities at work (Heijstra et al.,

2017), or lack of confidence in academic promotion (Baker, 2010).

Although men and women attend conferences proportionally, men are

more likely to participate in the higher-prestige format compared to

women. Despite recent improvements, the most prestigious awards

are less often offered to women, and the ERSP Editorial Board had

been dominated by men. Only in 2020 were both of these imbalances

overcome.

The glass-ceiling effect may also be a reflection of tokenism (i.e.,

mobility limited to only some members of a disadvantaged group to

advantaged positions, Laws, 1975). Although there are opportunities

that come from being a token, it also comes with a number of draw-

backs, such as lack of identification and belonging, which may dis-

courage women from striving for high prestige (Peters et al., 2012b).

Furthermore, tokenism confirms the illusion of diversity and inclusion

from theperspective of the advantaged, so it decreasesmotivations for

social change (Wright, 1997).

Therefore, in order to achieve higher gender equality, efforts of

inclusion need to be (and appear to be) genuine, driven by the con-

viction that science can benefit from a fairer inclusion of women and

their scientific contribution. The reality of the glass-ceiling effect may

communicate mixed messages towards women in this respect. There-

fore, even when women are equally represented in higher positions,

gender bias continues to exist, and women continue to face challenges

in the way they are perceived, evaluated and treated. Moreover, the

belief that gender equality is already achieved can create a new bar-

rier to achieving real gender equality (Begeny et al., 2020), similarly to

the way that modern racism (i.e., the belief that racism is no longer a

problem) can contribute to maintaining racial hierarchies and discrim-

ination (Brief et al., 2000). Finally, it must be noted that our data are

unable to inform us whether the progress concerning gender equality

comes from adequate measures implemented by EASP, or from larger

structural changes in academia andwomen’s higher presence overall.

4.2 Region

Despite efforts for a broader inclusion from early days of the Associ-

ation (see Tajfel, 1972), EASP is and has always been predominantly

an association of individuals working in Western Europe. This dispro-

portionality has not changed over time, if anything, we can note an

increase. For example, the ratio of non-Western European postgrad-

uates has declined in the examined period between 2011 and 2017.

This is not a promising pattern in terms of increasing the representa-

tion of non-Westerners in EASP for the coming years. Existing divisions

of Europe continue to be reflected in the organisation despite efforts

made by its leadership. This suggests either that efforts are not suffi-

cient or not chosen well to overcome these challenges or that inequal-

ities are reproduced to such a degree that the measures introduced by

EASP cannot compensate for their growing influence.

The low levels of participation and influence reflect the low level of

membership frommembersworkingoutsideWesternEurope, but even

compared to their disproportionately low baseline, they are underrep-

resented when it comes to activities, support and recognition. The lack

of recognition and representation in positions of influence of members

from outside Western Europe in the history of the Association speaks

to a deep-rooted problem. Taking the example of the ERSP Editorial

Board, over 90% of the board consists of members from Germany, the

Netherlands and the English-speaking world (by which we mean the

UK, USA, Canada and Australia—the last three countries accounting

for all the non-European Editorial Board members throughout ERSP’s
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history). Since 1997 to the present day, this ‘triad’ has constituted a

minimum of 77.4% (24/31 in 2007) and a maximum of 93.9% (31/33

in 2012) of Board members. The comparison of the Editorial Boards

of EJSP and ERSP indicates the outcome of two different approaches

and suggests that they lead to different outcomes. An earlier edito-

rial statement of EJSP already emphasised the importance of diversity

(Prisin & Vignoles, 2015), and accordingly, managed to achieve a gen-

der, but not yet a regional, balance in its Editorial Board. In contrast,

ERSP strives only for excellence in its editorial statement3 and consists

predominantly of Western European editors and editors from anglo-

phone countries outside Europe. Again, we do not knowwhether these

differences are indeed in a causal relationship with the diversity out-

come, but they indicate that there is no diversity without an effort to

achieve it.

In the context of ‘publish or perish’, the striking disproportion of get-

ting published in the flagship journals of the Association for people

working in different regions reflects a severe problem for social psy-

chology and for EASP, specifically. These publications are the corner-

stone of building an academic career and receiving recognition. Chief

editors are appointed by the Executive Committee and EASP mem-

bers receive free copies of the journals, thus publishing in these jour-

nals is highly prestigious and recognised as a scientific accomplish-

ment. The difference between the two journals adds another layer

to this issue. ERSP is the higher-impact journal, thus the difference

in publishing papers by non-Western authors (and by women) indi-

cates the tendency that diversity is more attainable at lower levels of

prestige.

In conclusion, it is not a glass ceiling effect when it comes to regional

representation, but something more like a glass labyrinth (Eagly &

Carli, 2007), as problems of regional diversity are present on all lev-

els of the hierarchy. There is reason for cautious optimism if we look

at the most recent period of the history of EASP, since the release of

its Diversity Report in 2017. We can recognise the effectiveness of

someattempts: for example, in the yearwhenmeetingswere organised

evenly across regions, the overrepresentation of Western Europeans

disappeared. Since 2017whenmeeting organisersmake an effort to be

more inclusive, the underrepresentation of scholars fromnon-Western

European countries diminished. This type of data and the short period

of time cannot support the view that there is a causal link between

the location of the meeting or the efforts for inclusion and diver-

sity, so these tendencies should be critically evaluated in the years to

come.

4.3 Intersectionality

Issues of regional and gender diversity are interconnected and embed-

ded in other structural inequalities, and they are unlikely to be solved

3 The aims and scope of ERSP specify the following ‘It provides an outlet for substantial,

theory-based reviews of empirical work addressing the full range of topics covered by the

field of social psychology. Potential authorship is international, and papers are edited with

the help of distinguished, international editorial board.’ https://www.tandfonline.com/action/

journalInformation?show=aimsScope&journalCode=pers20.

as isolated issues. Feminist psychology suggested that the inclusion of

women in all areas and ranks of psychology may have been achieved,

but improvements requiring structural changeshavebeen less success-

ful and remained more controversial, such as, for example, the inclu-

sion of women of colour and the representation of women living in

poverty (for a review, see Baker, 2006). Relatedly, efforts for gender

equality have not addressed the structural inequalities embedded in

current racial and cultural hegemonies that put gender inequalities of

marginalised communities outside the focus of the discipline (Kurtiş &

Adams, 2015).

Our data suggest that the intersection of region and gender pro-

duce some paradoxical outcomes. Althoughwemay expect that female

scholars in countries with more traditional gender roles face addi-

tional obstacles, however, it seems that women fromWestern Europe

drop out from the Association following their postgraduate period to

a greater degree than women from other regions. One speculation

for this is that where academia is more competitive, women are at

a greater disadvantage than in regions where academic positions are

easier to attain and there is a larger pay-gapbetween the for-profit sec-

tor and academia. Future research should offer amore thorough exam-

ination of the intersectional influence of region and gender as well as

other social categories.

4.4 Limitations

Our analysis is based on a case study of EASP, which limits the gener-

alisability of our findings. Moreover, our analysis was highly restricted

by the availability of data that influenced the type and depth of anal-

yses that we could conduct. Importantly, our analysis was limited to

gender and region and did not extend to other domains of diversity.

We acknowledge that this is a very limited view on the issue of diver-

sity, and there are other important domains to consider. Sexual orien-

tation, gender identity, race, ethnicity, immigrant status and religious

affiliation are all domains that affect whether an international organ-

isation can include the experiences and expertise of researchers with

different backgrounds. EASP as an organisation does not reflect the

racial and ethnic diversity that characterises Europe, neither in mem-

bership, nor in any levels of participation, recognition and influence.

As we do not have access to data on racial and ethnic representation

within the organisation, nor about representation within the academic

discipline of social psychology, the root of the problem cannot clearly

be determined. However, the deeper structural problems regarding

racism and inequalities within European societies (European Commis-

sion, 2019) and our understanding about the neoliberal academic con-

text that contributes to the exacerbation of inequalities (Hanafi, 2016)

suggest that these problems emerge outside the organisation, and

EASP is unable to adequately address these challenges. Future analysis

should focus on these problems, especially considering that there is a

growing number of ethnic and racialminority students in higher educa-

tion (Claeys-Kulik et al., 2019); therefore, questions need to be raised

about their inclusion in social psychological research, and in EASP,

specifically.

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation
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We used affiliation as the proxy for region which we believe is the

most important indicator of regional diversity. However, it does not

acknowledge the potential role of researchers who come from differ-

ent countries, especially if they have existing connections with aca-

demics from their country of origin or previous workplaces (see Jöns,

2009; Saxenian, 2005). We recognise that these ties are invaluable for

increasing diversity, but the current analysis could not account for their

influence. Secondly, the lack of information on country of origin masks

the phenomenon of ‘brain drain’ (see Cervantes & Guellec, 2002; Sar-

avia & Miranda, 2004), which is an important obstacle to increasing

regional diversity. The relevance of understanding this phenomenon

is that it can highlight an important and paradoxical problem. Namely,

when opportunities are created for people coming from underrepre-

sented regions (or groups), these opportunities often enable individual

mobility only. However, individual mobility does not necessarily bene-

fit the larger group or lead to structural change; in fact, it can lead to an

increase of differences due to brain-drain. Our data cannot answer the

question why academics outsideWestern Europe have more difficulty

in being recognised without emigrating to Western European institu-

tions, but we suggest that this should be an important consideration

for all measures promoting diversity.

In our analysis, we lumped together all European countries outside

Western Europe. This enabled us to highlight the problems connected

to the dominance of a few Western European countries. However,

this approach did not allow us to present interregional differences.

Although we think that some challenges are shared across underrep-

resented regions, such as the status of academic institutions and lan-

guage barriers, there are also important differences between them.

Importantly, financial opportunities and the social-political contexts

are highly different across countries. We acknowledge that not being

able to address these cross-regional differences is a limitation of the

current analysis, and diversity efforts need to look critically at contex-

tual differences as well.

We have no data at all relating to the situation outside the Associa-

tion.Weare in noposition to sayhowmany social psychologistswork in

Europe, nor information about who they are andwhat kind of research

they do. We do not know why people do or do not join, participate or

else leave the Association. In particular, we do not know if it is an issue

ofmotivation (theydonotwant tobepart of this community) orof prac-

ticality (they are unable to bepart of the community). Anynewpolicy to

increase diversity, if it is to be effective, should investigate these ques-

tions as well.

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our findings point to the fact that much has improved in terms of gen-

der representation since the 1990s when the boards of EASP jour-

nals and of its Executive Committee were almost exclusively male. The

Association is clearly moving in the right direction. But equally clearly,

there is no room for complacency. On the one hand, there is a dramatic

drop-out ofwomenwhen they finish their PhDs.On the other hand, the

most prestigious positions in EASP remain male dominated. The fact

that only three of the 13 recipients of the top award (the Tajfel Prize)

and only two of the 19 Presidents of the Association have beenwomen

is clearly cause for concern.

Whenwe turn to regional representation, there is less room for opti-

mism, more reason for pessimism. With the exception of the Editorial

Board of EJSP (where, recently, strenuous efforts have been made to

improve geographical spread), there is little sign of improvement since

the 1990s. Many of the figures are shocking: only 14% of articles in

EJSP have first authors who are from parts of Europe other than the

West; only 13.2% and 23.1% of symposium presenters at the 2014

and 2017Generalmeetingswere similarly located; the Association has

never had a Tajfel Prize winner or a President from Eastern Europe.

Even this underrepresents the problem. Inmanyways (especiallywhen

it comes to the prizes and the Presidency) the European Association is

aWestern Europeanor indeed aNorthWestern EuropeanAssociation.

It is undoubtedly time for a change.

It should be stressed that these findings are intended less as a final

word than as the start of a conversation and a spur to further research.

Our analyses serve tomappatterns of representation, but they do little

to explain them.Wedonot knowwhywomendropout after their PhDs.

We do not know why there are so few Eastern Europeans in the Asso-

ciation (and in its representative positions). Is it simply that there are

fewer social psychologists in such countries? Is it that there are many

but that they do not orient to EASP? And, if the latter, is that because

of practical issues like cost and language, is it because they subscribe to

theoretical traditions that they feel aremarginalised in theAssociation,

or is it something else?

Perhaps most critically, it is important to reiterate that parity of

representation is a necessary, but certainly not a sufficient condi-

tion of equality in any organisation. The notion that equal represen-

tation is the same as equality can actually hold back change (Begeny

et al., 2020). The treatment and experience of minorities within aca-

demic institutions can involve everything from under-citation (Cardel

et al., 2020) to explicit violence (Towl & Walker, 2019). The topics

that women study can be under-valued and under-rewarded (Hanafi &

Arvanitis, 2014). We need to investigate whether and how these pro-

cesses operate within EASP.

Whenwe began the work reported in this article, it was understood

that it would be the first step in an ongoing process. We would first

examine the figures toestablishwhether therewere issues that needed

to be followed up within EASP. If we discovered underrepresentation

in the areas we were addressing, we would go on both to explore fur-

ther areas and undertake in-depth studies to identify the bases of such

underrepresentation. We believe that our analyses indeed establish

the basis for further work and that this is more urgent than ever. To

put it slightly differently, having shown that there are pressing issues of

unequal representation we now need to uncover the barriers to equal-

ity so we can devise a systematic and effective programme of action to

address them. However, the need to improve our understanding is not

an argument to defer action to some unspecified future date.

A commitment to a better representation of all European regions

would entail rethinking some basic principles and answering some dif-

ficult questions. Should this academic organisation include members

who are already integrated into international academia (with require-

ments for entry resembling that of a closed club) or reach out to those
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who work within the discipline but do not have international connec-

tions and publish locally? The first reflects the current conditions of

EASPmembership. The latter would indicate that European social psy-

chology can include researchers (a) not yet embedded in international

academia, (b) using methods that are different from the mainstream,

(c) working on themes that are meaningful locally or in other regions,

but less prevalent in Western Europe. Decisions around these issues

would resonatewith a critical re-evaluationof local knowledgeproduc-

tion and current hegemonies in social psychological science (i.e., the

accepted topics, methods and language of knowledge production; for

a similar critique of the lack of inclusion of Arab language science, see

Hanafi & Arvanitis, 2014).

In summary, first, EASP and other academic associations must

recognise and address the various dimensions of privilege that lead

some demographics within the Association to be over-represented—

frompersonal connections,workingwith academicallywell-networked

supervisors, access to funding, speaking English fluently, and much

more. All forms of academic privilege need to be challenged in an

attempt to increase diversity (Maher&Tetreault, 2009). Second, diver-

sity processes must be embedded at all levels and in all activities of

the Association. Among other things, this can be realised by aDiversity

Officer within the Executive Committee, which has been introduced

in 2020; a Diversity sub-committee of the EC chaired by the Diversity

Officer; a pool of funding for diversity research relating to the Associ-

ation; diversity criteria for all activities of the Association and for any

funding provided by the Association; a full diversity audit presented to

everyGeneralMeeting of theAssociation. Third, we need to embed the

valuesof inclusionanddiversity at theveryheart of theAssociationand

tomake clear that actions that cut across these values are incompatible

with membership of EASP. In these ways, EASP will be in a position to

realise its original vision of being an Association for all social psycholo-

gists in all of Europe and beyond.
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APPENDIX
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