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Using updated data from 2002 and 2017 on the political science discipline,
we show how the cohort and gender composition of US PhD-granting departments has

changed dramatically over time. Integrating 2002 and 2017 data, we examine overall patterns

and gender differences in job mobility, tenure and promotion, and university prestige level
among non-emeritus 2002 faculty, controlling for cohort effects. Even with this control, we
find strong gender effects in some of these success dimensions. We then introduce another
variable, citation counts, and find that women are consistently less cited than men, with
important variations in the pattern across different cohorts. A control for citation counts

show that some of these gender differences tend to disappear and we consider possible

explanations for these findings.

his research builds on and extends the database of

3,715 faculty created for “The Political Science 400:

A 20-Year Update” by Masuoka, Grofman, and Feld

(2007a) and used in subsequent work by these authors

(Fowler, Grofman, and Masuoka 2007; Masuoka,
Grofman, and Feld 2007b; ¢), later updated by Kim and Grofman
(2019; hereafter KG).: The original Masuoka, Grofman, and Feld
(hereafter MGF) dataset includes a record of all regular faculty
members at the 132 US political science PhD-granting institutions
ca. 2002 and provides supplementary information such as the date
of PhD, the institution from which the PhD was awarded, and indi-
vidual faculty citation counts from 1965 to 2005, as well as gender
coding.s We build also on the KG (2019) update of the original
MGEF database that identifies where the original set of scholars
are ca. 2017. We supplemented the original MGF and subsequent
KG coding by including the rank currently held by individual
faculty—based on our hand coding of departmental and individual
websites—and the prestige level of departments.+
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Using these data, we asked related questions about indicia
of professional success and correlating factors. Although our
primary focus was on what has happened to faculty in the 2002
dataset who were still in non-emeritus status ca. 2017 in the inter-
vening period, we also mention data in the 2017 faculty dataset.s
We reviewed several overall indicators, looking particularly at the
gender gap.¢ However, before discussing the central questions of
our investigation, we summarize descriptive information about
our datasets. We found dramatic changes over time in the cohort
and gender compositions of the PhD-granting departments.

A substantial proportion of those with jobs in PhD-granting
departments in 2002 are now either emeritus or deceased (33%).”
Of those remaining, nearly 95% have stayed in academia with
either afaculty appointment (93.4%) or an administrative appoint-
ment (1.2%). We found that roughly 9o% of this set remains at US
PhD-granting institutions, the majority at the same institution
they were listed at in 2002; 7.3% have academic positions at US
non-PhD-granting institutions; and 3% currently have jobs at aca-
demic institutions outside of the United States.t Of these, more
than 77% are full professors? and a non-trivial proportion of more
than 22% who are 15 years or more past their PhD are still at the
associate-professor rank or lower.:> Moreover, among this data-
set, only 18% of male scholars remain at the associate-professor
rank or lower whereas more than 33% of female scholars remain
at the same level.
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Among those for whom we coded for gender in the full 2002
dataset, there were 2,930 (78.9%) male scholars and 758 (21.1%)
female scholars. Among the tenured or tenure-track faculty at
PhD-granting departments in the 2017 dataset, moreover, there
were 2,955 (72.3%) male scholars and 1,135 (27.8%) female scholars.
This shows that the proportion of female faculty with R jobs is
rising, albeit very slowly.

there gender effects in terms of likelihood of achieving tenure or
full-professor rank?

In addressing these questions, we were careful to consider differ-
ences in date of PhD (in terms of five-year cohorts). This control
was especially critical in understanding gender differences in profes-
sional success because women currently comprise a higher propor-
tion of job holders than in the past. Failure to use this control would

Moreover, among this dataset, only 18% of male scholars remain at the associate-professor
rank or lower whereas more than 33% of female scholars remain at the same level.

We can see more clearly what has been happening to the gen-
der composition of the profession by disaggregating the 2017 data
into five-year cohorts. The proportion of female scholars teaching
at PhD-granting departments has grown steadily over time: the
pre-1970 cohorts had female representation in the single digits;
12.88% of members in the 1970-1974 cohorts were female; and the
1975-1999 cohorts had female representation in the 20% range. In
the most recent (partial) cohort, women comprise 39.8% of fac-
ulty who have been hired (the full data are omitted due to limited
space; see appendix J).»

Another important piece of descriptive data is information on
the citation counts of faculty categorized by both cohort and gen-
der. Table 1 shows average citation numbers for the full dataset of
2002 faculty, based on the Social Sciences Citation Index data
reported by MGF.

The male-female citation ratio show that men are almost always
cited more than women. Moreover—and rather surprisingly—the
gap has increased over time. Similarly, the 2017 data set of political
science faculty continues to show similar trends.»

KEY QUESTIONS ABOUT GENDER DIFFERENCES

For the non-emeritus 2002 faculty in 2017, we examined status
changes during the intervening period. For example, if a faculty
member changed institutions within the dataset of PhD-granting
departments, were there gender differences in whether the shift
was to a PhD-granting department of greater prestige, of the
same or lesser prestige, or to another type of job? Similarly, were

Table 1

risk confounding ecological compositional effects with causal
patterns because men, on average, have had greater seniority due
to historical gender gaps and thus are more likely to have higher
rank and professional visibility.

We also considered the effects of controlling for citation
counts, which we found to be an important factor in account-
ing for differences in various indicia of professional success.
We discuss the impact of the interaction of citations and gen-
der on professional success in a subsequent section. However,
citations can be a gender-biased measure. Studies have shown
that women are less likely to cite themselves than men (Maliniak,
Powers, and Walter 2013); men are less likely to cite women
scholars than male scholars (Maliniak, Powers, and Walter 2013);
and edited books are disproportionately edited by men (with the
striking exception of gender studies) (Mathews and Andersen
2001).13

Status Change in Terms of Movement across Departments

How likely were the non-emeritus 2002 faculty in 2017 to have
made a change in jobs between 2002 and 2017 that involved an
upward or downward movement in university ranking? Further-
more, is there a gender-related pattern to the directionality of
change? Table 2 shows the proportion of non-emeritus scholars
with an academic position in the United States who are currently at
the same university that they were in 2002, categorized by gender.
The table also provides data on those who moved to another aca-
demic position in the United States ca. 2017. For example, the table

Average Citation Numbers for the 2002 Dataset of Faculty at Phd-Granting Departments By
Cohort, Based on the Social Sciences Citation Index Data Reported By MGF

Cohort Average Citation # Average Female Citations Average Male Citations Female N Male N Male to Female Ratio
1960-64 323.0 263.2 326.1 12 234 1.239
1965-69 2871 241.3 292.0 39 368 1.210
1970-74 2876 310.0 284.5 59 431 0.918
1975-79 2477 2353 251.0 88 332 1.067
1980-84 204.3 140.2 227.3 86 239 1.622
1985-89 1154 90.2 124.2 94 268 1.377
1990-94 71.0 472 814 149 342 1724
1995-99 34.5 23.8 39.8 177 558/ 1.675
Post-2000 13.3 10.9 15.0 69 90 1.375
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Table 2

Movement of 2002-2017 Non-Emeritus Faculty by PhD-Granting vs. Non-PhD-Granting, and University Rank Change for Those
Staying at US R1 Institutions, with Further Breakdown by Gender

Total Male Female

PhD Year # + - Same  Diff.Dept.  Non-PhD # + - Same  Diff.Dept.  Non-PhD  Total # + - Same  Diff.Dept.  Non-PhD  Total

Pre-1945 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1945-49 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1950-54 1 0% 0%  100% 0% 0% 1 0% 0%  100% 0% 0% 100% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1955-59 4 0% 0% 75% 0% 25% 4 0% 0% 75% 0% 25% 100% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1960-64 39 23% 10% 85% 0% 3% 39 3% 10% 85% 0% 3% 100% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1965-69 112 7% 3% 83% 3% 5% 100 7% 3% 84% 1% 5% 100% 12 8% 0% 75% 17% 0% 100%
1970-74 189 8% 4% 82% 2% 11% 160 8% 4% 81% 2% 6% 100% 29 7% 3% 86% 0% 4% 100%
1975-79 252 7% 8% 79% 1% 5% 203 6% 7% 79% 1% 6% 100% 49 10% 10% 78% 2% 0% 100%
1980-84 241 6% 8% 81% 1% 33% 186 6% 9% 80% 1% 4% 100% 55 7% 4%  86% 2% 2% 100%
1985-89 288 12% 12% 68% 2% 7% 214 9% 12% 69% 1% 8% 100% 74 19% 1%  65% 4% 1% 100%
1990-94 383 13% 14% 63% 3% 7% 269 14% 15% 61% 3% 6% 100% 114 11% 1%  68% 1% 9% 100%
1995-99 855 16% 17% 50% 4% 12% 268  18% 19% 47% 3% 13% 100% 127 12%  13% 57% 7% 11% 100%
Post-2000 115 17% 18% 45% 4% 16% 66 15%  20% 49% 5% 12% 100% 49 20% 16% 41% 2% 20% 100%

Notes: “#" means the total number of people within each group. “+" stands for an increase in ranking; “-" implies a decrease in ranking. “Same” means that scholars remain at the same department. “Diff. Dept.” refers to those who are at different
departments that are similarly ranked with their previous institutions (within five ranks). “Non-PhD" refers to the proportion of those who moved to non-PhD-granting institutions.
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shows whether they moved to a non-PhD-granting institution.
For those who changed institutions but remained at a US
PhD-granting department, table 2 also shows whether the 2017
department was ranked higher, lower, or the same as the 2002
department by using the 2017 ranking of political science depart-
ments in US News and World Report.s

Although we could not directly address this issue, table 3
provides relevant evidence on gender differences that cannot
be explained by differences in the proportion of males and
females in different cohorts. We examined the proportion of
men in each cohort with R1 jobs who became full professors
compared to the proportion of women in the same cohort who

The table shows that except for the earliest cohorts, within each cohort, women were
less likely to be full professors and more likely to be assistant professors than men.
Among all cohorts, 82% of men were full professors whereas only 66.9% of women were

full professors.

The data show that the majority of non-emeritus faculty who
were employed at a PhD-granting department in 2002 were at that
same university in 2017. Remarkably, among those who moved,
movement was as likely to a more prestigious as to a less pres-
tigious department. The same is true for both men and women.
Also, men and women were roughly equally likely to move to a
job that was not at a PhD-granting university. Moreover, younger
cohorts—who are still in the process of establishing themselves
within the profession—had higher proportions of taking posi-
tions at non-PhD-granting departments.

Status Change in Terms of Tenure and Promotions

Older cohorts had fewer women in terms of both those teaching
at PhD-granting departments and the pool of PhDs from which
such faculty are drawn. This has a downstream effect as most
full professors are men, largely because they disproportionately
come from older cohorts. A key question is whether these rep-
resentational differences can be explained over time by gender
differences in PhD production at universities that provide most
of the faculty who teach at PhD-granting universities. According
to Brown et al. (2017), female PhD students comprised nearly
half of the student body at the largest 20 departments in 2012;
however, this level of gender representation is not characteristic
of earlier cohorts.

became full professors. The table shows that except for the
earliest cohorts, within each cohort, women were less likely to
be full professors and more likely to be assistant professors than
men. Among all cohorts, 82% of men were full professors whereas
only 66.9% of women were full professors. In the youngest cohort,
50.7% of men were full professors whereas only 39.6% of women
were full professors.® Within cohorts, women were overrepre-
sented at the associate-professor rank.

ROLE OF CITATION COUNTS

We now discuss the role of citation counts in both present and
past placements. We conjectured that those with lower citation
counts within each cohort would begin and end at relatively lower-
ranked institutions. Within each cohort, we divided the faculty
in the MGF dataset into three groups (i.e., the upper, middle, and
bottom thirds of citation counts) based on the MGF lifetime cita-
tion count using data from the Web of Science. We also catego-
rized the data by gender.7

We compared faculty in the upper third of citation ranks to those
in the lower third, vis-a-vis the average rank of the department at
which they taught ca. 2002, on a scale from 1 to 97 in table 4, using
US News and World Reports departmental rankings. Lower num-
bers indicate higher-ranked departments. As shown in table 4,
those in the upper third of their cohorts, regarding their citation

Table 3
2017 Rank of Non-Emeritus Faculty in the 2002 MGF Dataset, by Cohort, with Further
Breakdown by Gender
Total Male Female

Assistant  Associate Full Total Assistant  Associate Full Total Assistant  Associate Full Total
1960-64 0.0% 2.6% 974% 100% 0.0% 2.6% 97.4% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0%
1965-69 0.9% 7.1% 92.0% 100% 1.0% 7.9% 91.1% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100%
1970-4 1.1% 8.5% 90.4% 100% 1.3% 9.4% 89.3% 100% 0.0% 34% 96.6% 100%
1975-79 0.8% 6.8% 92.4% 100% 0.5% 6.4% 93.1% 100% 2.0% 8.2% 89.8% 100%
1980-84 0.0% 13.3% 86.7% 100% 0.0% 11.3% 88.7% 100% 0.0% 20.0% 80.0% 100%
1985-89 0.3% 17.3% 82.4% 100% 0.0% 16.8% 83.2% 100% 1.3% 18.7% 80.0% 100%
1990-94 1.0% 26.8% 72.2% 100% 0.7% 23.7% 75.5% 100% 1.7% 33.9% 64.4% 100%
1995-99 31% 33.6% 63.3% 100% 2.1% 29.2% 68.7% 100% 5.3% 42.9% 51.9% 100%
Post-2000 6.6% 47.1% 46.3% 100% 2.7% 46.6% 50.7% 100% 12.5% 47.9% 39.6% 100%
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counts, were located at considerably higher-ranked universities in
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prestige level of the institution that a scholar taught at in 2002,
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as well as the likelihood of a shift to a more or less prestigious
institution in 2017.

Regarding gender effects, we examined those 2002 faculty
who still had non-emeritus status in 2017; when we controlled
for cohort, there was no statistically significant gender differ-
ences in retention at a PhD-granting university. There also were
no significant gender differences regarding whether these faculty
stayed at a non-R1 institution; however, there were significant

study, Zigerell (2015) suggested that much of the observed gender
gap is due to gender differences in citations among only relatively
few of the most highly cited articles.>

We want to conclude this article on an optimistic note.
Women are becoming an increasing proportion of faculty at
PhD-granting political science departments. Indeed, if present
trends continue, it is not unreasonable to expect gender parity
in hiring new faculty in the not-too-distant future.

Women are becoming an increasing proportion of faculty at PhD-granting political science
departments. Indeed, if present trends continue, it is not unreasonable to expect gender parity
in hiring new faculty in the not-too-distant future.

differences based on cohort.2c Moreover, looking at the full
dataset of 2017 faculty, we found that male scholars in younger
cohorts were more likely to advance to full professorship than
their female peers. These differences were not as strong in
older cohorts, but this may be due to the fact that there were
very few women in those cohorts to begin with.

When we added citation-count data, scholars with higher
citation counts relative to their cohort were more likely to be
at and stay at more highly ranked departments; this was true
for both men and women. However, women in the middle-third
group of citation counts relative to their cohort seemed to be
disadvantaged in department placement relative to the men in
their cohort.>

Controlling for citations still may understate gender effects.
Citation counts may suffer from gender bias as measures of
achievement and visibility. Much of the gender bias in academia
(i.e. tenure, promotions, etc.) stems from the gender bias in
citation counts. Because female scholars have fewer citations, this
gender citation gap makes women less likely (or take longer) to
be hired and promoted, less likely to achieve full professorship,
and more likely to leave academia (Hesli, Lee, and Mitchell
2012; Maliniak, Powers, and Walter 2013; Xu 2008).2> As such,
finding a way to fix the gender bias in citation counts in the
discipline can help alleviate much of the downstream gender
bias.

A note of caution must be added to a too-casual reading of
this literature. In particular, we argue for the importance of a
control for the date of PhD.»s We might expect that the men
who publish in a given journal, on average, are older than the
women who publish there, simply because of the historical
gender structure of the profession and the fact that those who
publish continue to include older (and often frequently pub-
lishing) as well as younger scholars. However, ceteris paribus,
we do not expect the number of citations for work in a journal
by relatively younger scholars to be as high as citations to work
in that same journal by more senior scholars—for example, those
whose work was read by many present faculty members since
their graduate school days. How much this potential confound
matters can be understood only by controlling for cohort when
making gender comparisons. It well may turn out that this
type of potential confound, although real, is simply too minor to
explain the considerable gender citation differences often found.
However, in reanalyzing the Mitchell, Lange, and Brus (2013)
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NOTES

1. This study of Masuoka, Grofman, and Feld (2007a) was an update of
work by Klingemann (1986) and Klingemann, Grofman, and Campagna
(1989).

2. See appendix A for information on errors in the original Masuoka, Grofman,
and Feld dataset.

3. See appendix B for a discussion of our method of gender coding and tables
showing 2017 status and gender for scholars in the 2002 MGF database. We
could not code for gender in a few cases; these individuals were omitted in
tables in which reference is made to gender.

4. See appendices C and D, respectively, for rank of faculty ca. 2002 and the list of
institutions for which we could calculate the department prestige level.

5. See appendix E for details on how we found information on each faculty
member, how we coded the current status of each, and how missing information

was handled.

6. Although this dataset is limited to those who were (ca. 2002) or are (ca.
2017) employed at PhD-granting institutions—and the results may not be
representative of overall patterns of promotion and tenure in US academia—we
note that those at PhD-granting departments are a substantial proportion of
all political science faculty. Despite the limited number of these departments,
they are, on average, much larger than the equivalent at colleges and in two-
year programs. Moreover, even if this were an unrepresentative sample, it
is a large and important dataset in its own right, especially because those
at PhD-granting departments comprise the majority of political scientists
who are actively publishing in research journals and who train most of the
profession. We view this data as complementary to the data referenced by
Hochschild et al. (2017) in a letter to the PS: Political Science & Politics editor.
Hochschild’s data, from the Digest of Education Statistics and APSA reports,
address the profession as a whole.

7. More than half of the 1970—74 cohort no longer has a full-time academic
position; the majority of those in earlier cohorts, especially those with PhDs
before 1965, is even more decimated. Of course, there is a dramatic decrease
in the proportion of deceased and emeritus faculty as we move from older
to younger cohorts. (The data are omitted due to limited space; see online
appendix F for details and the full table.)

8. See online appendix G for details.

9. See appendix H for more information about the list of professors, the non-
tenured people, those who went into administration, and those who pursued
non-academic routes.

10. See appendix I.
11. We must be careful in interpreting this percentage because all women in this
cohort are assistant professors, and not all assistant professors gain tenure.

Thus, if there are gender differences in the likelihood of achieving tenure
(see table 4), the proportion of women from this cohort may change.
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12. Data from the PS 400 (Kim and Grofman 2019) shows that, based on the
average citation numbers by gender among the tenured or tenure-track faculty
at PhD-granting departments in 2017, men are almost always cited more than
women in virtually all cohorts.

13. However, not all of the studies with these conclusions control for age effects.
For example, we expect that book editors are disproportionately senior faculty
and thus disproportionately male. However, how important such potential
confounds actually are—if at all—can be answered only by further empirical
work.

14. The table includes chairs, chancellors, and deans.

15. Available at www.usnews.com/best-graduate-schools/top-humanities-schools/
political-science-rankings. See appendix ] for further details on the coding of
university ranking.

16. Similarly, in a dataset developed by the APSA Presidential Task Force on
Women’s Advancement, Brown et al. (2017) found that women comprise
only one fifth of full professors but are a much larger proportion of assistant
professors. Overall, women are underrepresented in the academy (Ceci and
Williams 2011; Van Anders 2004) as well as in publishing and citation counts
(Mathews and Andersen 2001; Mitchell, Lange, and Brus 2013; Teele and
Thelen 2017; cf. Zigerell 2015) and assigned readings in course syllabi (Hardt
et al. forthcoming).

17. Many initiatives have begun to promote equal gender representation. See
appendix K for information on these initiatives.

18. The pattern is essentially monotonic across the three categories.

19. This is the youngest cohort, in which we expect to find the least difference
because they may have been hired primarily on “promise.”

20. See appendix L for the full table.

21. In this context, we note that Grofman (2009) found that gender differences in
faculty salaries for political scientists teaching at the University of California
essentially disappeared when we controlled for both date of PhD and citation
count.

22. Citation counts have grown in importance in tenure evaluations, but we still
think that citation-count differences in self-citations would not matter that
much because such data can be generated in a way that excludes self-citation.
However, that dismissal misses the point that failure to self-cite violates
the academic equivalent of Rabbi Hillel’s injunction about self-abnegation:
“If I am not for myself, who am I for?” As Wuffle (personal communication,
April 1,2018) pointed out: “Those who do not cite themselves fail to call attention
to papers of theirs that might be cited by others, thus diminishing their likely
professional visibility.” Of course, when looking at citation counts by gender, we
also must consider publication counts (especially in terms of cohort effects that
are linked to gender) because those with many publications will be able to easily
identify relevant publications of their own that they might cite.

23. In work outside of political science, Morgan (1998) called attention to the
potential for age and related effects to be confounding with gender.

24. In particular, ceteris paribus, articles by “famous folks” are more likely to be
read, and more of these folks are men because there were more men during the
earlier history of the profession. Thus, the citation “edge” that men appear to
have may be due to an age-based “halo” effect.
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