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Does this conversation sound familiar to you?

A: Our profession really needs help in terms of
diversifying, particularly when it comes to
progression—our full professors are over-

whelmingly white and male and middle/upper class, and
overwhelmingly from the Global North.

B: Sure, but what can we do? We would promote more people
from underrepresented populations if there were any more
applicants.

A: Well, that makes it sound like the problem comes earlier,
and we need a more inclusive profession while people are
progressing and when we are hiring.

B: Sure, but what canwe do?Wewould havemore people from
underrepresented populations in the discipline if there
were any more applicants.

A: So, then we need to have a better pipeline for underrepre-
sented populations to move from undergrad into research
careers.

B: Sure, but what can we do? We would admit more grad
students from underrepresented populations if we had ….

This is a conversation many of us in the profession have
had in one form or another. It is easy to make Position A’s
argument: We are not racist or sexist or ethnocentric. We are
committed to making our departments, colleges, and universities
more diverse. The profession simply does not have many people
from underrepresented populations. Moreover, let’s face it, who
has time to figure out why?

This symposium challenges PositionA on twomain points.
First, if we are waiting for people from underrepresented

populations to join graduate schools, go on the job market,
and apply for progression, then we are displaying openness to
diversity and inclusion but not commitment. Second, if the
system is producing a homogeneous profession despite the
people in it being committed to diversity, equity, and inclusion
(DEI), then it is the system that must be changed. These are
changes that must originate in the undergraduate experience,
which is where our future colleagues begin their career.

To finish Position B’s last proposition, we would admit
more graduate students from underrepresented populations
(who would matriculate and become the next generation of
professors) if we partnered with and connected to institutions
and programs where historically excluded groups are located.
In a profession in which half of job placements go to scholars
from the top 10 programs, we have an obligation to divest our
perspectives and priorities from preferencing elite institutions
and narrowly defined prestige. As a discipline, we have much
to learn fromMinority Serving Institutions, including Histor-
ically Black Colleges and Universities and Hispanic Serving
Institutions, about scholarship, mentorship, and collabora-
tion. There is no shortage of students from underrepresented
populations in the world. It is our obligation to determine why
these students are not progressing at equal rates into careers in
research and higher education as well as to change the struc-
tures that hinder their progress.

Attempts to make these structural changes abound in the
United States and abroad. For example, cluster hires support
diversity and inclusivity because they create an “idea
incubator” with built-in support across disciplinary bound-
aries. Cluster hires challenge the traditional disciplinary siloes
in which scholars are expected to show mastery, and they
provide the context for innovative teaching and research on
themes of critical importance.

Each article in this symposium presents an example written
by colleagues who represent Position A in some way. In their
own commitment to make political science as a profession
more diverse, equitable, and inclusive, the contributors inves-
tigated and piloted various structural changes in their own
systems of recruiting, progression, promotion, and hiring. At
least three themes can be drawn from this symposium.

First, the authors view our profession—specifically in
terms of academic recruiting, progression, publishing, and
civic engagement—as an arena in which people face funda-
mentally unequal circumstances and opportunities based on
their personal identity characteristics. Second, the contributors

doi:10.1017/S1049096522000981
© The Author(s), 2022. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of the
American Political Science Association. PS • January 2023 107

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096522000981 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096522000981
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096522000981


view deliberate inclusion as a pathway to achieving greater
diversity and thereby greater equity, and they place the onus
on the employer (i.e., the university, college, or department)
to become a place that is inclusive of diverse identities,
groups, and perspectives rather than on a colleague to “fit
in.” Third, the authors clarify the benefits of valuing DEI as
more than only boxes to check when running a department or
university.

Each of the following strategies is the result of a commit-
ment to piloting and testing techniques that can be evaluated

and refined as DEI is pursued over time. We offer these
strategies for consideration with the hope that when we
challenge the structure of our own institutional constraints,
we can collectively build on what the symposium contributors
have learned and modify their ideas to suit various situations
and needs.

THE POLITICS OF INEQUALITY IN THE PROFESSION OF
POLITICAL SCIENCE

In “The Politics of Inequality in America,” Jacobs and Soss
(2010) suggested an irreconcilable tension between democracy
and capitalism. In the “politics of inequality in the academy,”
there is a similar tension between the ideal of the “best”
candidate and what is perceived as a viable and profitable
return on the investment for the department. A democratic
view of future colleague selection, as well as of performance
evaluation and progression, would assume that each candidate
has had equal opportunity and approximately equivalent
qualifications and potential. The capitalist view would suggest
that some candidates may generate better returns for the
committee and department in terms of prestige, publications,
the securing of external funding, and progression to tenure
and promotion.

Yet, these processes are likely to be characterized by
Schattschneider’s (1960) famous quote that the “[f]law in
the pluralist heaven is that the choir sings with a strong
upper-class accent.” In academia, the “pluralist heaven” is an
academic department with diversity, representation, produc-
tivity, and harmony. However, the “choir” (i.e., the hiring
committee or promotion and tenure committee) likely has
strong incentives—absent DEI training put into practice—to
maintain the status quo and therefore to interview and hire
candidates who look like the traditional picture of the acad-
emy. The “upper-class accent” is the committee’s (and the
department’s) implicit bias and assumptions about the pedi-
gree and promise that each candidate holds. These traits have
the potential to lead to global or college- and university-wide

nonrepresentative and homogeneous publishing, hires, and
progression that do not reflect the institution’s or the disci-
pline’s desire for substantive inclusion. Moreover, some of the
most common mechanisms whereby the choir “sings” these
assumptions into practice involve seeking letters of reference
and hiring based on “fit.”

Letters of Reference

In the first article in this symposium, “Structuring Inclusion
into Faculty Recruitment and Retention,” Magda Hinojosa

and Cameron Thies present step-by-step guidelines for how to
structure recruiting and retention processes to be as inclusive
as possible. They argue that diversifying a faculty must begin
long before the recruitment of any particular position, with
time spent devoted to a strategic hiring plan.With that plan in
hand, recruitment of diverse candidates then depends on
being as inclusive as possible throughout the other steps of
the process, including the position description, advertising,
setting of application requirements, training and experience of
the search committee, interview processes, and negotiation of
offers.

In particular, the authors note the pitfalls of soliciting
reference letters with applications at the initial shortlisting
stage. They claim that “[t]he problemwith including letters in
the initial application is that faculty may be tempted to not
adequately review files and instead gravitate to candidates
who have letters from people whose opinion they value.”
The ability tomake it onto a shortlist then becomes dependent
on having particular individuals write letters in a particular
way, all of which is idiosyncratic to the proclivities of the
search committee members. Using these letters to influence
shortlisting then reinforces institutional and personal biases,
including the biases of the letter writers, with implications for
both gender and racial diversity.

Hiring Based on “Fit”

In 1992, En Vogue released “Free Your Mind,” a “searing rock
number that challenged racism, sexism, and other social phobias
head on [and] was all at once, smart, sexy, and provocative”
(Harrison 2022). A central message of the song was that individ-
uals do not live according to the stereotypes that their character-
istics may carry. The song urges listeners to “be color-blind,”
promising that once the mind is freed of bias, “the rest will
follow.” For many listeners of the time, being color-blind was
an admirable goal. “Not seeing color” meant that people would
not be judged based on their race, just like “not seeing sex”meant
that women would be treated as equal to men.

First, if we are waiting for people from underrepresented populations to join graduate
schools, go on the job market, and apply for progression, then we are displaying
openness to diversity and inclusion but not commitment. Second, if the system is
producing a homogeneous profession despite the people in it being committed to
diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI), then it is the system that must be changed.
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Although it was unlikely the intent of the writers or
performers of the song, color-blindness became an argument
against considering race and sex as factors in admission,
hiring, and promotion. Prominent figures such as US Supreme
Court Justice Clarence Thomas argued that the Constitution is
color-blind (CBS News 2007), and he used this argument to
justify opposition to affirmative action, integration, and other
policies designed to reduce economic, social, and political
disparities (Carr 1997). By the end of the 1990s, it was becom-
ing clear that blindness to diverse colors, races, sexes, and
genders was limited in what it could achieve in terms of equity
in society. Identity-blindness was not freeing our minds from
the rigid, identity-based constraints whereby we expect indi-
viduals to behave according to the expectations associated
with a particular gender, race, or class. Instead, it was freeing
our minds from the responsibility of correcting identity-based
inequities.

In fact, although seemingly a practice that should avoid
discrimination, to be blind to diversity is to deny consequential,

foundational differences that could not only be valued but also
considered substantively and thoughtfully when making deci-
sions about admission, hiring, and promotion. In some cases,
blindness to diversity becomes a justification for avoiding the
discussion of racism and discrimination altogether (Bonilla-
Silva 2014). As Athena King states in her article, “Let’s Retire
the Term ‘Fit’: Strategies to Improve Faculty Heterogeneity,”
espousing and proclaiming identity-blindness is at the very
least a way to communicate to colleagues that their cultural
and professional attributes are not valued or appreciated.

At its worst, however, identity-blindness joins subjective
assessments of reference letters as a justification for using
another amorphous and subjective criteria for hiring—that is,
whether a candidate is “a good fit.” “Fit” is essentially a
euphemism for the intangible, nonquantifiable, and thinly
veiled biased ways of signaling that some candidates are
preferable because they represent the familiar, historically
precedented visage of academia. King notes that, typically,
an argument levied against a candidate during or after an
interview that focuses on the extent to which a job candidate is
“a good fit” for a position is a way to exclude people with
diverse perspectives and approaches to working.

A feeling of “poor fit” can be perceived by candidates as
well as the department recruiting them, sometimes due to
the recruiters believing that the way to increase diversity is to
make it clear that they “do not see color” or “care about
gender.” Whereas they believe that they are being openly
nondiscriminatory, recruiting faculty in fact are communi-
cating to prospective colleagues the idea that they do not
appreciate cultural or professional diversity. A candidate’s
reaction to these ideas then is perceived as a micro-

aggression that does not “fit” with the department. Subse-
quently, historically excluded scholars are denied tenure
and/or promotion because their work does not “fit” tradi-
tional expectations.

DELIBERATE INCLUSION AS A PATH TO
SUBSTANTIVE DIVERSITY

For those who have believed that “not seeing color” was an
admirable goal, it is helpful to think about inclusion as a
pathway to diversity and equity. Increasing inclusiveness means
expanding the ability and opportunity of traditionally
excluded groups to participate. Doing so, therefore, is an
affirmative action that can encourage people with diverse
backgrounds, identities, and experiences to join and stay in
any organization, including the profession of political science.
A first step to becoming a more inclusive workplace is to
conceptualize hiring and promotion not as processes whereby
candidates come to a department in pursuit of their own career
goals but rather as opportunities for that department to

attract, retain, and assist the professional progress of people
with diverse perspectives and backgrounds.

In the competition for excellent colleagues, it is the
responsibility of the employer to be an inclusive place to
work and thrive rather than the responsibility of the
employee to survive in a rigid and non-inclusive environ-
ment. From this standpoint, it becomes the onus of the
recruiting program, department, or university to acknowl-
edge and reward activities that increase inclusiveness and
achieve greater diversity and equity. This symposium high-
lights at least two strategies for demonstrating the value of
inclusion and diversity to prospective and current members
of a department: (1) incorporating diversity and inclusion
efforts into performance and merit review, and (2) using a
publication inclusion index.

Incorporating Diversity and Inclusion Efforts into
Performance and Merit Review

If “the devil is in the details,” it is certainly in the adminis-
trivia of bureaucratic reporting systems meant to quantify
progress and reward achievement. In their article, “Normal-
izing Diversity in Merit Review Forms,” Amy Liu, Michael
Findley, David Leal, Raúl Madrid, Eric McDaniel, God’swill
Osa, Tasha Philpot, Brooke Shannon, Zeynep Somer-Topcu,
Carolina Villanueva, and Chris Wlezien identify how merit
review forms largely reflect the vestiges of academic bench-
marks, which are rooted in assumptions that the faculty is
composed of white, male, tenured professors. This research
team and their rigorous evaluation of 100þ merit review
forms from all R1 institutions demonstrates how perfunctory
annual evaluations have not kept pace with departmental

In the competition for excellent colleagues, it is the responsibility of the employer to be
an inclusive place to work and thrive rather than the responsibility of the employee to
survive in a rigid and non-inclusive environment.
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and university initiatives to increase DEI. Often viewed by
faculty as formulaic annual nuisances that divert time from
activities that actually matter (i.e., teaching and research),
merit review forms provide insight into the structure and
priorities of the systems that quantify and reward faculty
productivity.

Liu et al. identify three major differences in merit review
forms: who administers them, when they are deployed, and
content required. More interesting, however, is the similarity
across the forms, which focus on the broader disciplinary
values and standards of teaching, research, and service. The
merit review forms reflect an anachronistic method of evalu-
ating faculty, bound by temporal and identity biases that fail to
reflect institutions’ revised DEI priorities. One example is the
rapidly changing set of expectations surrounding pursuing
(and securing) external funding through grants and contracts.
The authors note that externally funded projects often are
included under research and that about one third have a
standalone category for grants. As Windsor and Kronsted
(2022) find, grants are increasingly rated as important for
tenure and promotion; however, there are few opportunities
for scholars to learn the tradecraft of writing grants or to be
rewarded explicitly for acquiring them.

The failure to revise and update these forms is consequen-
tial for the types of labor and output that faculty are respon-
sible for delivering. For example, whereas decades of STEM
initiatives have increased the numbers of womenþ in under-
graduate, graduate, and eventually faculty roles, many depart-
ments and fields remainmale dominated. This fact means that
when a first-generation Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color (BIPOC) woman is solicited for service roles, she may
be serving in multiple capacities, even when she occupies only
one seat at the table. She receives service credit of N=1 for
membership on the committee, even when she is participating
as N=3 (i.e., womanþ, BIPOC, and first-generation scholar).
She is bringing triple the perspective but receiving only one
third of the credit she is due.

Another example is mentorship. As Crawford andWindsor
(2021) noted, womenþ have undertaken more informal men-
torship during the COVID-19 pandemic. These activities are
time consuming, rewarding, and difficult to quantify. Formal
mentorship activities can appear as items on a CV; informal
mentorship often does not. If merit review forms included
specific fields for DEI, then historically excluded and under-
represented scholars could receive credit for their multilayered
levels and types of service, thus making those service engage-
ments more likely.

Using a Publication Inclusion Index

In her article, “The Publication Gender Gap, Collaboration
and an Index of Inclusion for Scholars Publishing Peer-
Reviewed Research,” Unislawa Williams suggests a metric
that can evaluate research output and productivity based on
its level of inclusiveness. She presents a new measure for
evaluating scholarship and contributions to the discipline:
the inclusion index. Computed as a ratio of the number of a
scholar’s unique coauthors to their total number of coau-
thors in publications, the inclusion index captures

inclusiveness in a scholar’s publication practices. Scholars
with higher scores publish with more unique coauthors, as a
total percentage of all their coauthored work, than scholars
with lower scores.

Williams’s inclusion index is an objective and potentially
useful measure of the inclusivity of a prospective colleague’s
publication practices—and those of a prospective department.
Rather than using an amorphous or abstract feeling regarding
“fit” to assess whether a candidate and a department can work
well together, an objective measure like the inclusion index
can be calculated for any candidate or department. It also can
be easily defended and explained when justifying shortlisting,
hiring, and progression decisions.

Williams finds that scholars who repeatedly use the same
group of coauthors tend to publish in higher-ranked outlets,
which explains more than we previously knew about how
coauthorship factors into publication success. Although it is
less inclusive, the repeated interaction between regular coau-
thors may capitalize on efficiencies and reduce the transaction
costs of working with new people. Being more inclusive in
scholarship appears to serve a purpose for the discipline as a
pathway for more scholars to publish—but at the expense of a
scholar’s individual record according to a measure such as a
citation index or an H-index.

Departments and universities that are trying to prioritize
diversity and inclusion currently rely almost solely on diver-
sity statements in job applications to assess candidates. They
then struggle to find objective metrics to assess diversity and
inclusion activities among faculty members who are seeking
promotion. Williams’s inclusion index fills an important gap,
enabling departments to evaluate performance in terms of a
commitment to diversity and inclusion.

VALUING DIVERSITY FOR DIVERSITY’S SAKE

Naturally flowing from the idea that inclusion is an attribute
to value among colleagues’ professional practices is the idea
that DEI is more than simply activities that departments and
universities should check off a list. Activities designed to
enhance DEI are important not only in that they demonstrate
a university’s or a department’s conforming to recent norms.
They also are important because when they do achieve and
enhance DEI, they improve the quality of the workplace for
those from underrepresented groups, and they attract more
people from diverse backgrounds to join the profession and
progress to senior positions in it.

What is known about the world largely comes from what
white, Western, English-speaking scholars have observed or
tested about non-Western places. Diversifying the profession
thus becomes an opportunity to diversify our knowledge. This
symposium offers insights into the value of diversity for
diversity’s sake in terms of improving workloads and increas-
ing the profession’s impact outside of academia. It suggests an
online dashboard to ensure that systems are in place tomake it
happen.

Engagement and Impact Outside of Academia

Murdie (2017) noted that womenþ faculty tend to “take care of
the academic family” in their service roles, especially roles that
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do not raise their profile on campus or in their field more
broadly. Historically excluded scholars, including womenþ,
BIPOC, and LGBTQIAþ faculty members (who may claim
multiple identities from across these designations) tend to be
solicited for service roles because they fill institutional gaps in
diversity. Scholars of these identity groups then become over-
burdened with service because they are requested to represent
the desired characteristics missing from existing committee
members.

One undervalued service assignment that recently has
arisen is civic engagement outside of academia. In their
article, “Avoiding ‘Checkbox Inclusion’: Structuring Mean-
ingful Inclusion of Underrepresented Groups in Policy
Engagement,” Rupal Mehta and Brigitte Seim identify how
the pandemic and racial reckoning in 2020 and beyond has
created a substantial gap in the inclusion of underrepre-
sented groups in the policy-making sphere. This gap stands
alongside other significant obstacles that academics face in
bridging the ivory tower versus real-world divide. Although
policy innovations such as Bridging the Gap and Compass
Science Communication have sought to lower the barriers to
entry for academics into the policy sphere, challenges remain
that even these forward-thinking programs do not fully
address.

First, there is a disciplinary disincentive to translate journal
articles for outward-facing venues, such as The Conversation,
the Duck of Minerva, and the Monkey Cage. The writing style
for these outlets differs from the erudite, jargon-laden lan-
guage used to demonstrate mastery of concepts and in-group
membership in fields and subfields. Scholars are not trained to
translate their ideas for these outlets; furthermore, they are
scarcely rewarded for these efforts. Although alt-metrics such
as social media engagement and authoring non-peer-reviewed
articles can raise individual and departmental profiles, they
often do not count toward tenure and promotion. Indeed, in
some departments, trade publications with major presses that
gain international acclaim fail to meet departmental require-
ments for academic advancement.

Historically excluded scholars may be even more hesitant
to assume work that is not traditionally valued or counted in
academia, even though their perspective and program of study
likely speak to important, contemporary, and consequential
policy debates. Scholars from outside of the English-speaking
world could amplify their impact in policy debates because of

their multilingual, multicultural competencies. Rather than
perceiving policy-oriented work as a career liability, the acad-
emy should embrace and validate these efforts—and count
them toward professional promotion and service.

A Dashboard That Counts

A key point in The PhD Parenthood Trap (Crawford and
Windsor 2021) is that policies should be transparent, clearly
communicated, and equitably applied. The Faculty Workload
Intervention Program proposed by Heather Stoll, Michele
McLaughlin-Zamora, and Sarah Anderson in “Concrete
Diversity Initiatives in Political Science: A Faculty Workload
Intervention Program” aims to do just that. The authors
describe an online platform that provides a clear rubric for
departments to more equitably and transparently allocate and
track service assignments.

Whereas historically excluded scholars may be encouraged
to “just say no” to service assignments and focus on research,
taking this advice can put them at odds with their colleagues
and administrators. Research has disabused us of the notion
that “women just don’t ask” or negotiate for improved work-
ing conditions, including salary and service assignments
(Bowles, Thomason, and Bear 2019; Mitchell and Hesli
2013). In fact, women do ask, but not only are their negotia-
tions likely to be dismissed, they also are likely to suffer
reputational costs and be labeled as bossy, bitchy, or unco-
operative. Women and other historically excluded scholars,
therefore, are in a much less favorable position to bargain for
better working conditions. They can benefit from the account-
ability and transparency of a dashboard that tracks their
contributions to the department, university, and/or greater
academic field.

Stoll, McLaughlin-Zamora, and Anderson suggest that
technological solutions such as the dashboard can improve
outcomes for underrepresented scholars in terms of persis-
tence and success in the academy. Although they use the
familiar “leaky pipeline” terminology common in discussions
about progression, Windsor, Crawford, and Breuning (2021)
suggested that the experience is better described as a game of
“chutes and ladders.” Overburdening scholars with service
assignments or indiscriminately weighting service roles with-
out systematic rigor—equitably applied, clearly communi-
cated, and transparent—can send scholars down the chutes.

The dashboard is a ladder that clarifies the rules of the
game and improves the perception (and actual application) of
a fair distribution of labor. In some cases, tenured faculty are
steered away—and protected—from service, teaching, or men-
toring because of their poor track record in these roles. They
essentially are rewarded for doing an unsatisfactory job. The

disparity, inequity, and capriciousness in assigning service
roles can force scholars to forego research time, which harms
their chances of earning tenure and promotion. The dashboard
suggested by Stoll, McLaughlin-Zamora, and Anderson aligns

These strategies have varying degrees of success in increasing inclusion and diversity
in the profession, yet they have been fundamentally successful in challenging the
institutional structure that surrounds recruiting and progression.
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departmental priorities and accountability for delivering high-
quality service and job performance.

TAKEAWAYS AND LESSONS

The strategies presented in this symposium have varying
degrees of success in increasing DEI in the profession, yet they
have been fundamentally successful in challenging the institu-
tional structure that surrounds recruiting and progression. In
most institutions, a gap remains between informal conversa-
tions about commitments to DEI initiatives or passing online
trainings, on the one hand, and enacting the behaviors that
embrace the values of representation on the other.We challenge
readers to take advice and ideas from the articles in this
symposium to develop a deliberate DEI strategy that can be
read at the outset ofmeetingswhere deliberations about recruit-
ing and progression take place. A departmental DEI statement,
with tangible action items and a self-grading checklist, can help
bridge the gap between intentions and actions, and it can serve
as the foundation for a meaningful commitment to increasing
diversity and representation in the academy.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The authors declare that there are no ethical issues or conflicts
of interest in this research.▪

REFERENCES

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo, and Austin Ashe. 2014. “The End of Racism? Colorblind
Racism and Popular Media.” The Colorblind Screen: Television in Post-Racial
America 57.

Bowles, Hannah R., Bobbi Thomason, and Julia B. Bear. 2019.
“Reconceptualizing What and How Women Negotiate for Career
Advancement.” Academy of Management Journal 62 (6): 1645–71. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1497.

Carr, Leslie G. 1997. “Colorblind” Racism. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publishing.

CBS News. 2007. “Clarence Thomas: The Justice Nobody Knows.” 60 Minutes,
September 27. www.cbsnews.com/news/clarence-thomas-the-justice-
nobody-knows.

Crawford, Kerry F., and Leah C. Windsor. 2021. The PhD Parenthood Trap:
Caught BetweenWork and Family in Academia. Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press.

Harrison, Quentin. 2022. Never Gonna Get It: Celebrating 30 Years of En Vogue’s
“Funky Divas” Anniversary Retrospective. Albumism, March 21. https://
albumism.com/features/tribute-celebrating-30-years-of-en-vogue-funky-
divas.

Jacobs, Lawrence R., and Joe Soss. 2010. “The Politics of Inequality in America:
A Political Economy Framework.” Annual Review of Political Science
13:341–64.

Mitchell, Sara McLaughlin, and Vicki L. Hesli. 2013. “Women Don’t Ask?
Women Don’t Say No? Bargaining and Service in the Political Science
Profession.” PS: Political Science & Politics 46 (2): 355–69.

Murdie, Amanda. 2017. “An Academic Woman’s Rant of the Week: Service
Discrepancies.”Duck ofMinerva, April 12. www.duckofminerva.com/2017/04/
an-academic-womans-rant-of-the-week-service-discrepancies.html.

Schattschneider, Elmer E. 1960. “The Semi-Sovereign People: A Study of Free
Private Enterprise in Pressure Politics, as Shown in the 1929–1930 Revision
of the Tariff.” New York: Rinehart and Winston.

Windsor, Leah C., Kerry F. Crawford, and Marijke Breuning. 2021. “Not a Leaky
Pipeline! Academic Success Is a Game of Chutes and Ladders.” PS: Political
Science & Politics 54 (3): 509–12.

Windsor, LeahC., and Christian Kronsted. 2022. “GrantWriting and theHidden
Curriculum: Mentoring and Collaborating Across Disciplines.” PS: Political
Science & Politics 55 (2): 313–23.

SYMPOSIUM CONTRIBUTORS

Sarah E. Anderson is professor at the Bren School
of Environmental Science & Management at the
University of California, Santa Barbara. Her research
focuses on how the public drives agency and legislator
decisions, which is the subject of her book, Rejecting
Compromise: Legislators’ Fear of Primary Voters.
She can be reached at sanderson@bren.ucsb.edu.

Michael G. Findley is professor of political science
at the University of Texas at Austin. He can be reached
at mikefindley@austin.utexas.edu.

Magda Hinojosa is director and professor of
politics and global studies at Arizona State University.
She is the coauthor, withMiki Caul Kittilson, of Seeing
Women, Strengthening Democracy: How Women
in Politics Foster Connected Citizens (Oxford
University Press 2020). She can be reached at Magda.
Hinojosa@asu.edu.

Athena M. King is assistant professor of political
science and geography at Old DominionUniversity. Her
research interests are race and ethnic politics, urban
politics, electoral behavior, and environmental politics.
She can be reached at a1king@odu.edu.

Bridgett A. King is associate professor of political
science and director of the master of public
administration program at Auburn University. She
currently serves on the Electoral Integrity Project

International Academic Advisory Board and is a track
leader with the Election and Voting Information
Center, a research partner with the Democracy, Power,
and Innovation Fund, and a research partner with the
University of Rhode Island Voter Operations and
Election Systems. Themes in King’s writings include
the administrative structure of felony
disenfranchisement and its effect on participation and
representation, citizen confidence in electoral
outcomes, consequences of administrative discretion on
voter experiences, and democratic representation. She
can be reached at bak0020@auburn.edu.

David L. Leal is professor of political science at the
University of Texas at Austin. He can be reached at
dleal@austin.utexas.edu.

AmyH. Liu is associate professor of government at
the University of Texas at Austin. Her research and
teaching focus on the intersection of ethnic politics,
language politics, and migration politics. She can be
reached at amy.liu@austin.utexas.edu.

Raúl L. Madrid is professor of political science at
the University of Texas at Austin. He can be reached at
rmadrid@austin.utexas.edu.

Eric L. McDaniel is associate professor of political
science at the University of Texas at Austin. He can be
reached at emcdaniel@austin.utexas.edu.

Michele Mclaughlin-Zamora is a doctoral
student in political science at the University of
California, Santa Barbara. Her research is in urban
political ecology. She can be reached at
michele_zamora@ucsb.edu.

Rupal N. Mehta is associate professor of political
science at the University of Nebraska–Lincoln. She can
be reached at rmehta2@unl.edu.

God’swill Osa is a PhD student at the University of
Texas at Austin. He can be reached at
godswillosa@utexas.edu.

Tasha S. Philpot is professor of political science at the
University of Texas at Austin. She can be reached at
tphilpot@austin.utexas.edu.

Gina Yannitell Reinhardt is professor of
government at the University of Essex. She studies the
political economy of disasters, international
development, political trust, and decision making. In
her commitment to increasing inclusion in the
profession, she founded the Global South Academic
Network (GSAN) (https://gsan.essex.ac.uk) to create
space to find collaborators across the globe. GSAN
members practice multiple principles of equity in
scholarship, including a commitment to North–South
and South–South grant pursuit and management,
research agenda setting, authorship, training, and
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professional development. Reinhardt serves on the
Advisory Board of the Transitions and
Transformations: The Black Researcher’s Journey
project and theWidening Participation in Postgraduate
Research Working Group of the National Education
Opportunities Network in the United Kingdom. She
can be reached at gina.reinhardt@essex.ac.uk.

Brigitte Seim is associate professor of public policy
at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. Her
research examines the relationship between citizens
and political officials, with a particular emphasis on
accountability in developing countries. She can be
reached at seimbri@gmail.com.

Brooke N. Shannon is assistant professor of
political science at the University of Pittsburgh. She can
be reached at bshannon@austin.utexas.edu.

Zeynep Somer-Topcu is associate professor of
political science at the University of Texas at Austin.
She can be reached at zsomer@utexas.edu.

Heather Stoll is associate professor of political
science at the University of California, Santa Barbara.
Her research, including her book, Changing Societies,
Changing Party Systems, is in the politics of advanced
industrial democracies, political institutions, political
representation, and party systems. She can be reached
at hstoll@ucsb.edu.

Cameron G. Thies is foundation professor and
dean of James Madison College at Michigan State
University. He is the coeditor, with Shane Nordyke and
Mitchell Brown, ofTeachingUndergraduate Political
Methodology and Teaching Graduate Political
Methodology (Edward Elgar 2022). He can be reached
at thiescam@msu.edu.

Unislawa M. Williams is associate professor of
political science at Spelman College. She is also an
Affiliate of the Atlanta University Consortium Data
Science Initiative. Her research interests are in data
science and international relations. She can be reached
at uwilliams@spelman.edu.

Leah C. Windsor is associate professor of English
(applied linguistics) and the Institute for Intelligent
Systems at the University of Memphis. Her research
includes syntax, cognition, and international politics
(i.e., democratization, populism, and
authoritarianism). She is the coauthor of The PhD
Parenthood Trap with Kerry F. Crawford. She can be
reached at lcwells@memphis.edu.

Christopher Wlezien is professor of political
science at the University of Texas at Austin. He can be
reached at wlezien@austin.utexas.edu.
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