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I n an essay entitled “Variations on Ne-
gations and the Heresy of Black Femi-
nist Creativity,” Black feminist Michele
Wallace explores the difficulties of pro-
ducing and presenting a “black female
cultural perspective, which for the most
part is not allowed to become written in
a society in which writing is the primary
currency of knowledge” (Wallace 1990,
54). Although she anticipates that some
might find a defense of Black female
cultural and political criticism “elitist,”
she nevertheless remains, “convinced
that the major battle for the ‘other’ of the
‘other’ [i.e., Black women] will be to
achieve a voice, or voices, thus inevita-
bly transforming the basic relations of
dominant discourse. Only with these
voices—written, published, televised,
taped, filmed, staged, cross-indexed, and
footnoted—will [Black women] approach
control over [their] own lives” (66).
From this vantage point, the scholarly
work that has been published on gender
and Black politics and Black women in
politics gives voice both to the political
trials and triumphs of Black political
women and those scholars, male and fe-
male, who record and interpret their ex-
periences. Recently, there has been a
welcome growth in the number and vari-
ety of scholarly studies on gender and
Black politics and Black women’s politi-
cal experiences (see e.g., Smooth and
Tucker 1999; Harris 2001; Harris-
Lacewell 2001; Alexander-Floyd 2003;
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Hawkesworth 2003; Berger 2004; Han-
cock 2004; Simien 2006; Smooth 2006;
Brown 2007; and Jordan-Zachery 2007).
This more recent work builds on earlier
scholarship that provided a foundation
for Black women’s and gender studies in
political science (see, e.g., Prestage
1975; 1980; 1987; 1991; King 1977;
Terrelonge 1984; Lewis et al. 1985; Tate
1993; Braxton 1994; Gay and Tate 1998;
Cohen 1999; James 1999). Scholarly
work by political scientists on Black
gender politics and/or Black women in
politics is a critical intervention in aca-
demic discourse that seeks to give voice
to Black women in the way that Wallace
describes. Furthermore, though there has
been a recent surge of research on Black
women in the civil rights and Black
Power movements and even in contem-
porary political activism (see, e.g.,
Springer 1999; Collier-Thomas and
Franklin 2001), little is known about
Black female political participation in the
formal processes of government. By em-
phasizing the political life and history of
those Black women involved in the for-
mal political arena and the intersection
of gender and Black politics, recent
Black feminist scholarship in political
science gives a more complete picture of
the varied ways in which Black women
engage in politics. Importantly, these
scholars take up the mantle provided by
Jewel Prestage (1991) in her seminal
piece, “In Quest of African American
Political Woman,” which detailed the full
range of informal and formal politics in
which Black women have engaged, by
exploring a broad spectrum of political
participation by Black women in the
U.S. and globally and the gendered con-
texts in which they operate.

Given the advent of Black and
women’s studies over the past several
decades, it is especially curious that the
development of political science scholar-
ship centering on the experiences of
Black women is so limited. What ac-
counts for the much-lamented dearth of
literature on Black women in politics and
Black gender politics? How does the cur-
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rent state of political science in particular
and the nature of academe in general
conspire to limit the production, profes-
sionalization, and success of Black
women in political science? Why have
women and politics and Black politics as
sub-fields, two areas of study marginal-
ized within the discipline, themselves
marginalized the study of race and gen-
der, respectively? As the above com-
ments and questions suggest, to account
for the state of research on Black women
we must examine the state of Black
women political scientists.

Some may wonder why it is necessary
to begin a discussion on increasing Black
women’s and gender studies scholarship
in the discipline by focusing on the pro-
duction and professionalization of Black
female political scientists.! After all,
being a Black female is neither a prereq-
uisite nor a sufficient qualification for
studying Black women’s political partici-
pation or Black gender politics. Never-
theless, it is true that Black female
scholars have been those most likely to
investigate the politics in which Black
women engage and are embedded. This
connection is understandable, as Black
women scholars may have the most in-
vested in understanding these political
dynamics. Given this reality, it is neces-
sary to determine the factors that inhibit
and/or promote the professionalization
of Black female political scientists and
that affect their research production, ten-
ure and promotion, and wellbeing in col-
leges and universities. In what follows, I
identify several key constraints along the
professional trajectory for Black female
political scientists—their credentializa-
tion and professional development along
with the theoretical and political disposi-
tion of our discipline—that curtail and
constrain their scholarly voices and, thus,
the voices of those Black women whose
lives often form the basis of their work.
In doing so, I plot some of the necessary
steps in facilitating the future production
of Black female Ph.D.s and scholarship
on women and gender in Black and U.S.
politics, and present a constellation of
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research trajectories that can serve as a
frame for constituting Black women’s
and gender studies as a sub-field in polit-
ical science. Ultimately, I argue that a
Black feminist approach to institutional
transformation, one that buttresses men-
toring efforts with examination and alter-
ation of the day-to-day practices of
political science education and depart-
mental management, is necessary to in-
crease the number of Black female
political scientists and thereby facilitate
the production of scholarship on Black
gender politics and Black women as po-
litical actors. Notably, although I focus
on Black women, two important points
of clarification are in order. First, the
challenges Black women face with re-
gards to professional promotion extend
to women of color more generally; sec-
ondly, the disciplinary barriers to race,
class, and sex equality encountered in
political science prevail throughout the
academy. This analysis is relevant, there-
fore, to a broader range of scholars.

Challenges along the
Pipeline

Since racism, sexism, and class in-
equality pervade U.S. institutions and
culture, there are challenges that
would-be Black women political scien-
tists face along the entire course of their
careers, beginning at the undergraduate
level. Unsurprisingly, historically White
colleges and universities are particularly
hostile environments for Black women.
The racism and sexism they experience
in and outside of the classroom under-
mine their chances for achieving the kind
of academic success and preparation nec-
essary to make them viable candidates
for graduate study. For those women of
color from low socioeconomic or
working-class backgrounds, negotiating
the college terrain is made particularly
difficult. The critical nexus of material
resources, cultural capital, and informa-
tion and opportunity networks are part of
the hallmark of racial, gender, and class
privilege along the entire academic ca-
reer track. The existence of programs
and initiatives that provide contexts for
acclimation to undergraduate or graduate
study and the awarding of scholarships
or loans are beneficial, but ultimately
insufficient. In addition to access to ma-
terial resources, information and oppor-
tunity networks in particular are not
universally accessible and difficult to
obtain (Takara 2006, 466-7). People
from socio-economically privileged back-
grounds, for instance, have information
and opportunity networks via parents,
relatives, family acquaintances, and peo-
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ple in university settings who will pre-
pare them for getting into college, assist
them in succeeding academically, and
facilitate their entrance into academe.
Black women as a whole, on the other
hand, have an especially difficult time
finding mentors who will encourage
them to attend graduate school and assist
them in navigating that process. More-
over, even though there have been many
positive changes in terms of opening up
the ranks of our discipline to White
women and racial minorities, much of
what students get exposed to in a typical
curriculum in these settings is not struc-
tured or presented in a way that makes it
relevant to the Black experience. Too
often departments relegate the study of
race and gender to one or two courses.
And, when departments do offer classes
that discuss race and gender, they often
focus on the work of a handful of schol-
ars recognized in the discipline as op-
posed to the broad spectrum of
scholarship on women and politics and
Black politics. In contrast, while sexism
is still a limiting barrier in academe, one
of the reasons that historically Black col-
leges have been more successful in re-
cruiting Black students into the field of
political science (Ards and Woodard
1992, 253-5) is that the substance of
their curricular offerings is directly rele-
vant to the life experiences of Blacks.
They also provide students an environ-
ment unfettered by the assumption of
Black intellectual inferiority ubiquitous
at White institutions, in which students
can optimize their learning experiences,
get equipped for graduate school, and
find able mentors.

Those Black women who enter politi-
cal science graduate programs have a
related, but more pronounced set of chal-
lenges. First, as at the undergraduate
level, Black women are often assumed to
be academically ill-equipped or out-of-
place. Most Black women have more
than a few anecdotes that highlight the
deeply-ingrained racist and sexist ideol-
ogy permeating graduate programs. Pro-
fessors and even other students will
question, directly and indirectly, one’s
legitimacy as a scholar. Our presence is
seen as such a contradiction that people
will assume that we are student workers,
secretaries, or even common criminals as
opposed to graduate students. (One of
my friends referred to this as “academic
racial profiling.”) As Nirmal Puwar
(2004) explains in Space Invaders, the
entrance of minorities into traditionally
all White spaces marks them as “bodies
out of place.” Their presence highlights
the raced and gendered construction of
spaces in ways that simultaneously dis-
rupt and expose “the weight of the sedi-

mented past” (1). This special rupture
signifies the liminal space in which
Black and other women of color operate
within political science in particular and
academe more generally. Ella Edmond-
son Bell and Stella M. Nkomo, two
noted Black female scholars in the busi-
ness management field, argue that this
liminal state is best captured through
Gloria Anzaldua’s metaphor of the bor-
derlands and Patricia Hill Collins” work
on the outsider-within. Black women,
they argue, traverse two competing cul-
tures or a borderland space in which they
operate, but, as outsiders-within, not as
full members on equal footing with oth-
ers (Bell and Nkomo 1999). Signifi-
cantly, this “chilly climate” (Anonymous
and Anonymous 1999) Black women
encounter in graduate school is pervasive
throughout the academic pipeline.

A second difficulty stems from the
lack of career support. Mentoring is a
key tool in the recruitment and retention
of minorities (see, e.g., Roach 1999;
Johnson-Bailey 2004). Still, as the pro-
motion and reward structures become
increasingly less defined, Black female
graduate students and young assistant
professors find themselves more in need
of, but still short on, capable mentors.
One study conducted by the American
Sociological Association, for instance,
noted that although Blacks have greater
access to mentoring as undergraduates,
they have less access to mentoring par-
ticularly regarding publishing compared
to their White peers; this lack of mentor-
ing “is important for understanding later
career leakage since graduate school and
early career productivity has long-term
implications for academic careers”
(Spalter-Roth and Erskine 2007, 6).
Black women political scientists have
also historically lacked the formal peer
mentoring and networking that has been
critical to developing Black female
scholars and scholarship on Black
women in other fields.* Again the differ-
ential access to information and opportu-
nity networks proves critical. As Kathryn
Waddell Takara explains in “A View
from the Academic Edge,” “Since Black
women may be excluded from the infor-
mal but powerful social sphere where
networking and exchange of career-
building information are often shared,
they will lack the support and under-
standing accorded to members of the
dominant group” (Takara 2006, 465).

This lack of career support, in part,
explains the low number of Black
women who receive Ph.D.s and/or are
granted tenure in political science. More
specifically, as Table 1 details, of the
7,017 doctorates granted in political sci-
ence between 1996 and 2006, only 178,
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Table 1

Percentage of Black Women & Latina Ph.D.s Produced in
Political Science & Government (PS&G), 1996-2006

Black Women Latinas
Year (# of Black Women/Total PS&G) (# of Latinas/Total PS&G)
1996 1.9% 1.6%
(12/622) (10/622)
1997 1.4% N/A
(9/665) (D/665)
1998 3.0% 1.8%
(20/662) (12/662)
1999 2.0% 1.8%
(13/655) (12/655)
2000 2.8% 1.5%
(19/669) (10/669)
2001 2.0% N/A
(13/658) (D/658)
2002 2.5% 2.6%
(15/606) (16/606)
2003 3.9% 2.4%
(26/661) (16/661)
2004 2.4% N/A
(14/586) (D/586)
2005 3.2% 2.3%
(20/619) (14/619)
2006 2.8% 2.6%
(17/614) (16/614)
1996—2006 2.5% 1.7%
(178/7,017) (117/7,017)

D = suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information.

Note: (1) Counts are for all doctorate recipients regardless of citizenship status.
(2) Actual numbers provided in parentheses.

Source: NSF/NIH/USED/NEH/USDA/NASA, 2006 Survey of Earned Doctorates.

or 2.5%, were awarded to Black women.
Also, according to data provided by the
American Political Science Association
(APSA), only 77 Black women faculty
with appointments in U.S. political sci-
ence departments have tenure, including
only 19 ranked as full professors (see
Table 2). Importantly, as previously
noted, other women of color in the disci-
pline confront similar difficulties and
challenges to those that I detail herein.
The situation of Latinas in political sci-
ence is a case in point. The number of
Latinas receiving Ph.D.s in political sci-
ence has slightly increased since 1996,
but remains dismally low. Between 1996
and 2006, only 117, or 1.7%, of political
science Ph.D.s were awarded to Latinas
(see Table 1). Likewise, only 32 Latina
faculty with appointments in U.S. politi-
cal science departments are tenured (see
Table 2). Although Black men and Lati-
nos also fare poorly in terms of these
key indicators (Ph.D.s and tenure), Black
women and Latinas lag especially far
behind their male counterparts in terms
of promotion to the associate and full

professor levels (see Tables 1 and 2).
The lag between women and men of
color in terms of promotion is the result
not just of poor mentoring, of course,
but of other sexist social arrangements
within and without the academy, such as
preference for hiring or giving oppor-
tunities to male instructors, differing
expectations with regards to gendered
behavior, particularly regarding service
requirements, and differences in family
caretaking.® These trends are a tangible
outcome of the effects of race, class, and
gender inequality.

Notably, the barriers that Black
women face in political science in terms
of attaining Ph.D.s and gaining promo-
tion are present in other disciplines as
well. Only 2.8% of all doctorates
awarded between 1996 and 2006, for
instance, were awarded to Black women
(see Table 3). These numbers are espe-
cially low, given that Black women in
the U.S. comprise roughly 6.8% of the
U.S. population, according to the U.S.
Census Bureau (McKinnon and Bennett
2005, 1). The average for political sci-
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ence (2.5%) falls below the average for
all fields (2.8%) (see Table 3).” When
compared to other social science disci-
plines, namely history, sociology, and
economics, sociology has the highest
percentage of Black female Ph.D.s pro-
duced between 19962006 (4.7%), fol-
lowed by political science (2.5%),
history (2.0%), and economics (<1%). In
terms of the production of Latina Ph.D.s,
sociology ranks the highest of the four
social sciences in question (3.4%), fol-
lowed by a three-way tie for the other
three fields (1.7%). Interestingly, be-
tween 1996 and 2006, only sociology
generated a greater number of Black fe-
male and Latina Ph.D.s compared to
Black men and Latinos (4.7% compared
to 3.7% and 3.4% compared 2.5%,
respectively).?

In addition to dealing with a hostile
climate and insufficient mentoring, Black
women have limited options for pursuing
a specialty in Black gender studies and
Black women and politics. There is no
department of political science that has a
special emphasis on Black women’s po-
litical participation. While many depart-
ments are working to boost their number
of scholars who have expertise in Black
politics and women and politics, few
traditional political science graduate pro-
grams recognize these as official sub-
fields. Rutgers University is the only
institution with a formal Women and
Politics sub-field. Similarly, Howard
University and Clark Atlanta University
are the only two Ph.D.-granting institu-
tions with Black politics as a formal sub-
field. These settings offer a number of
advantages. They attract cohorts of stu-
dents who are invested in learning about
and contributing to these sub-fields, pro-
vide a more expansive array of course
offerings, and provide greater options in
terms of producing dissertation topics.
Nevertheless, these departments can still
present challenges for those who want to
study both Black politics and women and
politics. In other settings, graduate stu-
dents have to seek out programs that
have at least a core group of scholars
whose research and teaching overlap
with their own interests and with whom
they can work and then earn graduate
certificates in women’s studies or Black
studies programs through other parts of
the campus. In some cases, the demand
for courses and mentoring, particularly in
terms of developing dissertation topics,
can outstrip what professors are able to
supply, regardless of their commitment
level.

The success of some institutions in
recruiting and producing Black political
scientists suggests that there are lessons
to be learned that can be transformative
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Table 2

Faculty with Appointments in U.S. Political
Science Departments

Total Tenured

Table 4). These vari-
ous institutional sites
must be studied in
order to glean critical
parameters for insti-
tutional change and

Ethnicity ~ Assistant  Associate Full (Assoc & Full) to further enhance
Women such environments to
NR 156 109 85 194 maximize the pro-

AF 58 58 19 77 duction of Black
AM 2 1 1 female Ph.D.s., in
AS 57 36 16 52 particular.
cu 635 555 519 1,074 Once Black fe-
LA 38 25 7 32 males attain their
oT 61 21 10 31 Ph.D., their profes-
Total 1,007 804 657 1,461 :s1ona1 q§velopment
Men is conditioned by
NR 287 313 576 889 structural and institu-
AF 88 100 102 202 tionalized problems
AM 4 6 5 11 endemic to academic
AS 58 63 75 138 labor that are further
complicated by rac-
Ccu 1,064 1,247 2,228 3,475 ism. sexism. and
g‘l' g? 3(6) 3; 12; class challenges. The
Total 1,654 1865 3,100 4,965 attendant costs of

academic life (e.g.,

Note: NR = No Response, AF = African American, AM =
American Indian, AS = Asian Pacific American, CU = Cau-

casian, LA = Latino/a, OT = Other
Source: APSA

for political science education. Histori-
cally, Howard and Atlanta universities
have consistently been among the top
producers of Black Ph.D.s (Ards and
Woodard 1992, 253-5). More specifi-
cally, between 1996-2006 Howard and
Clark Atlanta universities were the top
two producers of Black Ph.D.’s in politi-
cal science, generating 65 and 49 Black
Ph.D.s, respectively, or 19.2% of total
political science Ph.D.s awarded to
Blacks (see Table 4). An important ques-
tion to consider is that if HBCUs have a
proven track record of recruiting, retain-
ing, and producing Ph.D.s, then what can
we learn from these institutions in terms
of recruitment and retention? Also, cer-
tain historically White institutions, such
as the University of Michigan-Ann Arbor
(Ards and Woodard 1992), have been
successful in recruiting and retaining
Black scholars, which include women.
Between 2002 and 2006, in fact, the Uni-
versity of Michigan-Ann Arbor, ranked
second, behind Howard University, fol-
lowed by third-ranked University of
Maryland and fourth-ranked Clark At-
lanta; notably, these four institutions
(Howard, University of Michigan-Ann
Arbor, University of Maryland, and
Clark Atlanta) produced 60 of the 183,
or almost 32.8% of, Black Ph.D.s
awarded during this timeframe (see
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conferences and re-
search trips), for
instance, can be dif-
ficult to manage,
particularly for Black
women from poor or
working-class back-
grounds. As Michelle
M. Tokarczyk and Elizabeth A. Fay ob-
serve in their edited volume Working-
Class Women in the Academy (1993),
“The first job search itself is formidable
to many students as they begin to experi-
ence the rounds of uncompensated pro-
fessional expenses” (12). They also note
“[T]here is often an expectation that
family will subsidize the fledgling aca-
demic. For those who are doubly not
gentlemen—women from the working-
class—these expectations represent diffi-
cult barriers” (13). The preference for
Ivy League minted Ph.D.s is also a con-
straining factor on the job market (12),
as Black women, particularly those who
are not from middle- or upper-class
backgrounds, make different choices (for
material and/or personal reasons) in
terms of where they secure their degrees.
Once in an academic position, trying to
prepare to teach new courses, serve on
committees, and jumpstart a research
agenda creates stress for most new fac-
ulty. But, being Black and female com-
pounds the difficulties of academic work
in a variety of ways (see, e.g., Turner
2002). We suffer from harassment from
students who are unaccustomed to and
uncomfortable with having Black women
as authority figures, and often lack insti-
tutional support in confronting these is-
sues.? Such harassment includes, but is

not limited to, “hate mail, hate speech,
constant questioning of qualifications,
personal attacks, and an increased level
of everyday undergraduate complaint
about teaching styles, grades, [and] read-
ing assignments” (Painter 2000). “ ‘Bitch,
go back to Africa,” ‘Black bitch,” and ...
‘I don’t want a colored teacher’” are
examples of verbal comments Pope and
Joseph record in their study of student
harassment of female faculty of African
descent (1997, 255—6). In addition to
these issues, Black women, like their
Black male counterparts, suffer from
“cultural taxation” (Padilla 1994, 26),
doing an unequal share of service work
by being asked to serve on committees
and perform other types of service, par-
ticularly to support and/or exemplify
diversity. This work, which in many
cases may be important and necessary
for the functioning of the institution, is
nevertheless not given as much weight as
research in evaluations.

Aside from these basic challenges to
producing scholarly work, Black women
political scientists are further constrained
by the conventions of political science
scholarship and limited access to pub-
lishing outlets. Political science research
is heavily invested in and wedded to
quantitative methodology, and this
presents a number of problems for those
producing research. Quantitative analysis
of Black women and politics is important
and necessary, but a full range of meth-
odological approaches is required to ade-
quately capture the political experiences
of Black women. In addition to re-
thinking theoretical frames, scholars have
found it necessary to use a variety of
methodological approaches to investigate
Black female political actors. Heeding
Audre Lorde’s caution that “the master’s
tools will never dismantle the master’s
house” (1984), students of Black women
in politics have expanded the application
of traditional quantitative methodology
and utilized qualitative and interpretive
methodologies as well. Those who utilize
quantitative methodologies, for instance,
have used these approaches to account
for race and gender in the political pro-
cess. And, indeed, there is a pressing
need to develop survey items that at-
tempt to measure gender dynamics as
opposed to sex and research projects that
focus on “contextual and culturally spe-
cific” research (Carroll and Zerilli 1993,
72). But, as Susan J. Carroll and Debra J.
Liebowitz have noted, “The choice to
use methods that are viewed as uncon-
ventional can be a difficult one for
women and politics researchers whose
scholarship is already viewed as marginal
to the discipline of political science”
(2003, 9). Their subject matter and
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Table 3

Percentage of Black and Latino/a Doctorate Recipients, by Sex and Selected Field of Study,

1996-2006
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006  1999-2006
Black males, all fields 22% 20%  1.9% 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 2.1%
(929) (857)  (819) (909) (881) (866) (856) (838) (973) (910) (929) (9,767)
Political science & govt  42% 29%  2.1% 41% 2.7% 4.3% 3.1% 2.0% 3.9% 2.9% 2.9% 3.2%
(26) (19 (14) @7) (18) (28) (19) (13) (23) (18) (18) (223)
History, general 1.9% 23%  2.0% 2.1% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 2.9% 2.6% 3.1% 3.1% 2.4%
(16) (22 (20) 1) (26) (24) (22) 27) (25) (29) (30) (262)
Sociology 33% 45%  42% 3.9% 5.0% 4.2% 3.8% 2.8% 2.2% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7%
(17)  (26) (23) 1) (31) (24) (21) (17) (13) (17) (20) (230)
Economics 2.9% 22%  26% 3.0% 2.4% 1.7% 2.0% 1.3% 2.7% 1.1% 2.4% 2.2%
(29) (23 (26) (28) (23) (16) (18) (12) (26) (12) (25) (238)
Black females, all fields 21% 21%  2.6% 2.8% 2.9% 2.8% 2.9% 3.1% 3.3% 2.9% 2.8% 2.8%
(896)  (904)  (1,091) (1,144) (1,215)  (1,143) (1,176) (1,260) (1,409) (1,272) (1,277)  (12,787)
Political science 1.9% 14%  3.0% 2.0% 2.8% 2.0% 2.5% 3.9% 2.4% 3.2% 2.8% 2.5%
(12) 9) (20) (13) (19) (13) (15) (26) (14) (20) (17) (178)
History, general 16% 16%  1.7% 1.2% 2.4% 2.5% 2.1% 2.1% 3.0% 2.2% 1.8% 2.0%
(14)  (15) (17) (12) (25) (26) (22) (20) (29) (20) (18) (218)
Sociology 25% 45%  3.3% 5.0% 5.2% 4.9% 5.5% 5.7% 4.3% 5.0% 5.0% 4.7%
(13)  (26) (18) @7) (32) (28) (30) (34) (25) (27) (29) (289)
Economics <1%  NA <1% <1% N/A N/A <1% <1/% <1% <1% <1% <1%
(6) (D) (10) (8) (D) (D) (5) (7) (9) (10) (6) (70)
Latinos, all fields 22% 2.3%  25% 2.4% 2.6% 2.5% 2.6% 2.9% 2.6% 2.7% 2.6% 2.5%
(935) (980) (1,061)  (991)  (1,069) (1,016) (1,040) (1,169) (1,087) (1,191) (1,202)  (11,741)
Political science 21%  2.3%  27% 2.4% 2.4% 1.8% 3.3% 3.0% 3.9% 3.2% 4.1% 2.8%
(18) (15 (18) (16) (16) (12) (20) (20) (23) (20) (25) (198)
History, general 28% 30%  1.7% 1.7% 3.2% 3.0% 2.7% 3.2% 2.4% 1.9% 2.2% 2.5%
(24) (29 (17) (17) (34) (31) (28) (30) (23) (18) 1) (272)
Sociology 25% 17%  26% 1.8% 2.8% 3.7% 2.0% 3.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.2% 2.5%
(13)  (10) (14) (10) (17) 1) (1) 1) (14) (13) (13) (157)
Economics 43% 48%  50% 5.7% 6.0% 6.6% 7.3% 6.2% 7.4% 6.5% 7.4% 6.1%
(43) (49 (50) (53) (57) (61) (66) (58) 1) (69) (76) (653)
Latinas, all fields 16% 17%  1.9% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.5% 2.6% 2.2% 2.5% 2.4% 2.2%
697) (715)  (817) (908) (893) (885) (987)  (1,048)  (938)  (1,084) (1,102)  (10,074)
Political science 16%  N/A 1.8% 1.8% 1.5% N/A 2.6% 2.4% N/A 2.3% 2.6% 1.7%
(10) (D) (12) (12) (10) (D) (16) (16) (D) (14) (16) (117)
History, general 13%  11%  1.7% 1.6% 1.3% 2.3% 1.6% 1.8% 1.6% 2.7% 2.1% 1.7%
a1y @ (17) (16) (14) (24) (17) (17) (16) (25) (20) (188)
Sociology 17% 16%  2.2% 3.7% 2.8% 4.1% 4.0% 4.7% 3.3% 4.7% 5.0% 3.4%
9) 9) (12) (20) (17) (23) (22) (28) (19) (25) (29) (213)
Economics 13% <1%  1.7% 1.3% 1.4% 2.3% 2.0% 2.0% 1.1% 2.4% 2.2% 1.7%
(138)  (10) (17) (12) (13) 1) (18) (19) (1) (25) (23) (182)

D = suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information.

Note: (1) Counts are for all doctorate recipients regardless of citizenship status. (2) Actual numbers appear in parentheses.
Source: NSF/NIH/USED/NEH/USDA/NASA, 2006 Survey of Earned Doctorates.

unconventional methodological choices
or applications make it that more diffi-
cult to find venues for publication (Car-
roll and Liebowitz 2003, 9). In their
research on comparative publication rates
for Black politics research, Ernest J.
Wilson III and Lorrie A. Frasure (2007)
make a similar observation. In a research
survey of political science, sociology,
history, and economics during two peri-
ods, 1970-1985 and 1986-2003, Wilson
and Frasure found that, although all

of the disciplines under examination
showed some increase in the number of
full-length articles on Black issues ap-
pearing in top journals in the more recent
timeframe, political science continued to
lag behind sociology and history (17—
18). Of the 2,272 articles published in

the American Journal of Politics, Ameri-
can Political Science Review, and Jour-
nal of Politics between 1970-1985, for
instance, “only 34 or 1.49 percent in-
cluded topics directly related to black
politics” (18). The same trend held be-
tween 1986-2003; for these same jour-
nals, “only 38 or 1.48 percent” of their
2,554 journal articles centered on Black
politics (18). Since subject matter mar-
ginalization and methodological conven-
tions restrict publication opportunities for
Black politics researchers and women
and politics researchers in general, schol-
ars who do work on gender and Black
politics and/or Black women in politics
are particularly taxed to find publishing
opportunities since their work bridges
two sub-fields seen as marginal in the
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discipline, women and politics and Afri-
can American politics. The small number
of sub-field specific journals available to
women and politics and black politics
scholars further complicates this situa-
tion. The Journal of Women, Politics, &
Policy (formerly Women & Politics),
Politics & Gender, and National Politi-
cal Science Review have served as im-
portant forums for research for women
and politics and Black politics, respec-
tively, but there is a pressing need to
create more publishing outlets and for
existing journals to publish more work
by and about Black women.

Finally, the scholarship on the political
lives of Black women and Black gender
politics has been constrained by their
marginalization within the women and
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Table 4

Top 15 Doctorate-Granting Institutions Awarding Political
Science Doctorates to Black Doctorate Recipients, 1990-2006

Total

Institution 1990-2006 1990-1995 1996-2001 2002-2006

All institutions 595 194 218 183
Howard University/DC 65 15 22 28
Clark Atlanta University/GA 49 21 21 7
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 30 6 8 16
University of Maryland 16 D D 9
Ohio State University 14 7 D D
Harvard University/MA 13 D 6 D
U of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 13 D 7 D
Claremont Graduate School/CA 11 D 6 D
Yale University/CT 1 D D D
University of Chicago/IL 1 5 D D
State Univ of New York-Binghamton 11 D D D
University of Florida 10 D D 5
University of Missouri-Columbia 10 D 6 D
Grad School & Univ Center, CUNY 10 D D D
University of North Texas 10 5 D D

D = suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information.

Source: NSF/NIH/USED/NEH/USDA/NASA, 2006 Survey of Earned Doctorates.

politics and Black politics sub-fields.
Other scholars have remarked on the
limited amount and development of re-
search on Black women’s political expe-
riences and Black gender politics and the
lack of interface between women and
politics and Black politics research (see,
e.g., Simien 2006). Often, scholars are
basing their work on threads of analysis
in a handful of articles or in some cases
one classic piece. This is true despite the
decades long call by Black feminists to
focus on the relationship between race
and gender and the current emphasis
throughout the academy as a whole to
incorporate race and gender analysis into
our research.

Ironically, many of the same criticisms
scholars in the women and politics and
Black politics sub-fields have made re-
garding the discipline as a whole, Black
feminists who study Black women and
politics are now making regarding these
sub-fields. Scholars within the Black poli-
tics and women and politics sub-fields,
for instance, have argued that politics is
inherently raced or gendered (see, e.g.,
Jones 1972; Pateman 1988). They have
argued that it is impossible to understand
the workings of political institutions, po-
litical behavior, or social change without
accounting for race or gender. Members
of both sub-fields have presented or uti-
lized critiques of the “scientific” assump-
tions that undergird positivism and/or
illuminated our understanding of the po-
litical function of political science schol-
arship itself (see, e.g., Carroll and Zerilli
1993; Jones 1977). They have forced dis-
cussion of critical issues, caused many to
re-think the way they conduct their re-
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search, and made room, however limited,
for the development of gender- and race-
based scholarship. Importantly, Black
feminist scholars have been and are in-
creasingly making those very same claims
within and across these two sub-fields.
We are saying that analysis of women and
politics that does not consider race and
analysis of Black politics that does not
include gender are, at best, inadequate;
we are demonstrating the theoretical and
explanatory value of such an approach
(see, e.g., Simien 2006; Smooth 2006;
Alexander-Floyd 2007; Jordan-Zachery
2007). We are insisting, as others have,
that it is necessary to examine the politi-
cal import of our work, particularly for
those of us who labor on the margins of
our discipline, for to exclude either race
or gender from political research is to
unwittingly support and affirm the un-
equal power relations that cohorts within
both sub-fields have worked so diligently
to unmask and unmake.

While a focus on race and gender is
necessary and will likely produce addi-
tional scholars and scholarship, an im-
portant caution is necessary: we not
only need to expand and develop the
body of scholarship on women and gen-
der in Black and U.S. politics, but to do
so in a way that ensures its integrity.
While some scholars ignore consider-
ations of Black women in politics and
Black gender politics altogether, others
give short shrift to the complexities of
Black women’s history and experiences
or are insufficiently grounded in the
multidisciplinary scholarship developed
on this subject. Anne DuCille’s assess-
ment of “the occult of true Black wom-

anhood” is particularly relevant here.
She writes:

Much of the newfound interest in Afri-
can American women [in the academy as
a whole] that seems to honor the field of
black feminist studies actually demeans
it by treating it not like a discipline with
a history and a body of rigorous scholar-
ship underpinning it, but like an
anybody-can-play pickup game played
on an open field. Often the object of the
game seems to be to reinvent the intel-
lectual wheel: to boldly go where in fact
others have gone before, to flood the
field with supposedly new ‘new scholar-
ship’ that evinces little sense of the
discipline’s genealogy. Moreover, many
of the rules that the academy generally
invokes in doing its institutional
business—making appointments, assign-
ing courses, promoting faculty—are sus-
pended when what is at stake is not the
valorized, traditional disciplines of west-
ern civilization but the more marginal, if
popular, fields within African American
studies [which center on Black women].
(DuCille 1996, 94-5)

Our focus on quantitative research can
leave us especially vulnerable to the
problems DuCille describes, as the temp-
tation is present to simply add Black
women as an extra variable for analysis,
without taking account of history or con-
text or being conversant with the politi-
cal theory produced on Black women’s
political experiences or Black gender
politics. The recent attention in our disci-
pline to incorporating intersectionality as
a research paradigm (Hancock 2007) is
in danger of giving way to the genealogi-
cal myopia DuCille describes, as scholars
aim to produce intersectional research
without a firm grounding in this long-
standing body of scholarship both within
political science and other disciplines

or a commitment to the social justice
project from which it emerged. As noted
earlier, quantitative analysis that focuses
on Black women is necessary and sorely
lacking. But, the complexity of gender
and Black women’s political experiences
cannot be adequately captured without
reformulating quantitative research tech-
niques and utilizing alternative methodol-
ogies. In any case, whatever methodology
is in place, scholars must be well-versed
in the scholarship and debates regarding
Black women’s and gender studies within
our own and other disciplines, specifi-
cally, and within feminist and womanist
theory, generally. As DuClille points out,
in the warped racial and sexual politics of
the academy, it is not uncommon for
those who merely dabble in the subject,
who have no real expertise regarding
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Black women or African American stud-
ies, to get jobs and publish. There are no
easy solutions to these dilemmas, but
ultimately “Training may be the critical
factor ... in terms of both the cultural
competence we must bring to the field
and the professional guidance we must
give to the students we bring into the
field” (119).

Toward Black Feminist
Institutional Transformation

Addressing these various levels of chal-
lenges will require a variety of responses.
First, efforts to increase the number of
Black women and members of under-
represented groups generally in political
science should build on the base of pro-
grams already in place by promoting ini-
tiatives for institutional transformation.
The American Political Science Associa-
tion (APSA)’s Ralph Bunche Summer
Institute, the APSA’s Minority Graduate
Fellows Program, and the National Con-
ference of Black Political Scientists” Grad-
uate Assistance Program have been
important means for recruiting minorities
and sustaining their graduate work. Also,
the adoption by the APSA of the mentor-
ing initiative begun by the Women'’s Polit-
ical Caucus constitutes a major advance in
the effort to support underrepresented
groups in our field. The Economics Pipe-
line Project (Collins 2000, 146), which
consists of mentoring, outreach, and sum-
mer programs, and the American Socio-
logical Association’s Minority Fellowship
Program (Spalter-Roth and Erskine 2007,
5-6), represent two examples of similar
efforts at increasing diversity in other so-
cial science disciplines. These various
programs, however, represent the first
generation of efforts to increase members
of under-represented groups within tradi-
tional disciplines. Despite their positive
effects, they are insufficient in counteract-
ing the interworkings of racism and sex-
ism within departments.

Increasingly, attention is being given to
not only supporting individuals through
training, mentoring, and financial support,
but to altering the environments in which
they operate. A second generation of ini-
tiatives is aimed at countering the institu-
tional racism and sexism that undermine
members of under-represented groups. In
this regard, political science can benefit
from responses to similar challenges in
terms of recruitment, retention, and pro-
motion experienced in other disciplines.
In recognition of the challenges that mi-
norities face at the undergraduate level,
for instance, members of the American
Sociological Association started the
Minority Opportunities through School

Transformation (“MOST”) program,
which conducted a multi-year pilot study
that “engag[ed] 18 departments in re-
examining and changing curriculum, cli-
mate, research training, mentoring, and
outreach” (Spalter-Roth et al. 2001, 6).
As aresult they have gone a long way in
terms of developing models for depart-
mental change throughout their
profession.

Similarly, the National Science Foun-
dation (NSF) has developed an AD-
VANCE initiative that focuses on
studying institutional barriers for women
in science and engineering. “With each of
the three types of ADVANCE awards [for
Fellows, Institutional Transformation, and
Leadership], NSF seeks to support new
approaches to improving the climate for
women in U.S. academic institutions and
to facilitate women’s advancement to the
highest ranks of academic leadership”
(“ADVANCE” 2002, 1). The broad-scale
model of institutional change embodied in
the ADVANCE program could be usefully
employed in our discipline. While the
APSA has worked to secure funding from
the NSF ADVANCE program to address
gender inequality in political science as a
discipline, the ADVANCE initiative is not
slated for implementation throughout
the discipline at the time of this writing.
Whether funded by the NSF or other
foundations, similar efforts in our own
field focused on discipline-wide, institu-
tional change would buttress the mentor-
ship, scholarship, and summer programs
already in place or being developed by
the APSA and the National Conference of
Black Political Scientists.'® As two anon-
ymous female authors relay in their piece
“Tenure in a Chilly Climate” (Anony-
mous and Anonymous 1999), it is impor-
tant to make visible how inequality is
sustained within departments, as a focus
on discreet cases trains our sights on the
perceived deficiencies of individuals,
“leaving intact the perception of control”;
they underscore that following the right
mentoring advice or dutifully fulfilling
research, teaching, and service require-
ments does not shield one from dis-
crimination or failed promotions (91).
Approaches that deal solely with equip-
ping individuals or examining discreet
cases fails to account for entrenched rep-
etition of patterns and norms, which
prohibit equality in the workplace. Signif-
icantly, political science as a discipline
could build a more comprehensive model
of institutional, disciplinary change by
adopting a Black feminist frame of refer-
ence. A Black feminist frame of reference
that viewed identity as mutually constitu-
tive would assess and address not only
gender inequality, but also class and racial
inequality as they impact our discipline.''
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We could then cast the penetrating ques-
tions posed by the aforementioned anony-
mous authors in a Black feminist vein:
“What if, rather than evaluating individ-
ual [White females or male or female
faculty of color] as successes or failures,
we evaluated individual departments?
What if those concerned with the status of
women [and racial minorities] in the pro-
fession looked beyond hiring records and
numbers [at the graduate and professorial
levels] and examined whether depart-
ments created an environment where
women [and minorities] could flourish?”
(93). How could we understand, more-
over, the often hidden operation of eco-
nomic disadvantage that compounds and
complicates the effects of racial and/or
gender inequality?'? Second, political
science departments must work to ensure
that race and gender politics are engaged
across the curriculum, as well as in
“Black politics” or “women and politics”
courses. Finally, given that the particular-
ities of Black women’s political participa-
tion and Black gender studies require
their use, those engaged in Black
women’s and gender studies should be at
the forefront of championing methodolog-
ical diversity within political science.
More specifically, we should help to cre-
ate an environment in which qualitative
and interpretive methodologies are appre-
ciated as important and legitimate in their
own right, and not viewed as secondary
or mere compliments to quantitative
methodology.

Conclusion

The urgency of dealing with these var-
ious issues and problems in the profes-
sional development of Black female
political scientists is highlighted by the
dearth of literature on women and gender
in Black politics. To be sure, the research
trajectories signaled by recent scholar-
ship on Black gender politics and Black
women in politics are merely suggestive
of the possibilities of research on these
subjects. The table below, “Framing
the Field of Black Women’s & Gender
Studies in Political Science” (Table 5),
captures a broader range of research
constituting the field of Black women
in politics. It provides a useful point of
engagement for those developing courses
or outlining research trajectories for this
important field of study.

Of course, one might ask: what are the
implications of enacting a Black feminist
approach to institutional transformation?
Why should the discipline as a whole
be concerned about the production of
Black female (or other women of color)
Ph.D.s.? The answer to these questions is
at least two-fold. First, the production of
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Table 5

Framing the Field of Black Women’s

and Gender Studies in Political Science

General Category Relevant to Political Participation

Current and Suggested Areas of Research

Theoretical explorations

Community based organizing
and participation

Political consciousness, ideology,
& voting behavior

Black female elected officials

Judicial system

Executive branch

International and comparative perspectives

Symbolic and media representations

arguments for expanding definitions of the political

critiques of assumptions that frame research

interpretations and applications of constitutive or intersectional models of identity

Black feminist readings and applications of canonical and contemporary political theory texts
investigations of sources of impetus for Black women’s political participation

analyses of gender-, class-, and race-based development of U.S. political institutions and
their implications for Black women

role of stigma and marginalization in shaping political participation among African American
women

origins and development of Black feminist and womanist politics

critical race pedagogy and other engaged pedagogies

sexuality

participation in internal political spaces/communities

participation and leadership in political movements and organizations

—origins, role, and function of Black women’s club movement and leadership and contri-
butions of Black women to the Civil Rights, Black Power, Feminist, and other social
movements

—gendered class norms and practices that shape, define, and/or limit Black politics

—gendered norms and practices/women’s roles & leadership within nationalist political
formations

political consciousness and resistance throughout various eras (from slavery to the present)

sources of racial and gender consciousness and processes of engendering and racialization
origins, effects, and manifestations of Black gender consciousness

Black feminist and womanist consciousness

political socialization

political psychology

political psychoanalysis

political ideology, especially women and gender in Black nationalist and conservative politics,
as well as Endangered Black Male/Black male crisis ideology

the Black gender gap, as well as general voting priorities and patterns

effects of various religious affiliations on development of raced-gendered consciousness and
voting behavior

theories of coalition building

sexuality

For all three levels of government—Ilocal, state, and federal

factors that facilitate and/or inhibit election of Black female candidates
—race & gender based perceptions of Black female candidates
—socialization

—structural barriers, as well as access to knowledge & resources
—elections systems

factors that indicate status and hinder or contribute to influence & power
—committee assignments

—perceptions of influence

race-gender norms of legislative bodies and their effects on participation and leadership of
Black female elected officials

policy priorities and administrative effectiveness

agenda setting and issue-articulation

Black female political leadership tendencies and strategies

negotiating the transition “from protest to politics”

party politics

legal philosophies and sentencing practices of Black female judges

resistance to inequities in the criminal justice system

legal mobilization against racism, sexism, and class inequality

critical race theory and critical race feminism (national and global applications)

extent and nature of participation of Black female advisors and cabinet members
nomination of political appointees
participation in and contributions to presidential commissions

Black women’s movements in comparative perspective
women’s roles in nationalist politics internationally and in development politics
transnationalism

the role of symbols or controlling images in the development of public policy

narrative (or discourse) analysis of gender and Black politics

Black feminist interpretations of popular culture

the interface between Black nationalism & the state

media representations and their impact on law, elections, political attitudes, and political
influence
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Black female Ph.D.s can be a key com-
ponent of the disruption of educational
practices that affirm inequality in our
political system and beyond. Second, as I
have argued throughout, the marginaliza-
tion of Black women (and other women
of color) is inseparable from the question
of scholarly production. Given that race,
class, and gender have been so central to
the development of U.S. political institu-
tions and discourse, it must take center
stage in the production of political sci-
ence scholarship if we are to render
meaningful and adept analyses of the

Notes

*T would like to thank Sue Carroll, Julia
Jordan-Zachery, Jeffrey Lowe, and Adolph Reed,
Jr. for their suggestions regarding the title and/or
data presentation; James Jennings, Angela K.
Lewis, Michael Jones-Correa, members of the
status committees on Blacks and Latinas/os in
the profession, respectively, for their positive
encouragement and leads on where to find data;
Valerie Martinez-Ebers for sharing her co-
authored work on Latinas/os in the profession;
Laura Gillman, two anonymous reviewers, and
members of the “Scribbling Women” writing
group, Gena Chandler and Emily Satterwhite, for
their extensive comments on earlier versions of
this work; and Michael Brintnall, Kayo Denda,
Maurya Green, and Kim Mealy for providing
data for this piece. An earlier version was pre-
sented at the 2004 Annual Meeting of the South-
ern Political Science Association in New
Orleans, Louisiana.

1. The increased visibility of Black women
political scientists professionally, most notably
the election of Dianne Pinderhughes as president
of the American Political Science Association,
bodes well for the discipline and for Black
women political scientists. Still, there is much
ground to be covered in terms of increasing the
number of Black women in the profession and
facilitating their professionalization and progress
through the professorial ranks.

2. In an anonymously co-authored piece,
“Tenure in a Chilly Climate,” two White females
in political science render a sobering account of
their experience of devaluation and hostility in
tenure track positions, noting that “some of
[their] experiences are likely to be common to
women and men of color” (91-2).

3. As Robin Smiles has quipped, “It take a
village to raise an African American doctoral
recipient” (Smiles 2004). Smiles points to sev-
eral “villages” that have contributed to increas-
ing the number of Blacks in academe, including
the Ford Foundation, the Leadership Alliance,
the Mellon Foundation, and the Ph.D. Project, a
highly successful initiative to recruit and retain
minorities into the business field. For more
information on the Ph.D. Project, see www.
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