
The Job Market and Placement in
Political Science in 2009–10
Jennifer Segal Diascro, Director, APSA Institutional Programs

.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

There may be no greater concern in political science
than the state of the job market. Particularly for
newly minted Ph.D.s, the number and type of jobs
available and their possibility of success on the mar-
ket are sources of great anxiety. Similarly, depart-

ment chairs, graduate directors, and dissertation chairs struggle
as they make choices about recruiting faculty and students and
determine how to advise their students as they progress toward
their degrees. These concerns are common in most years, but they
have been especially salient in the last several years, when the
economic downturn has affected nearly every aspect of higher
education. The purpose of this report is to present data that will
assist faculty and students in navigating the political science
employment landscape.

The report on the job market and placement in any given year
is based on two datasets. One is the APSA e-Jobs market dataset,
which includes all academic (and some nonacademic) advertise-
ments made between June and May of each academic year for fall
term starts. In this report, data from 2003–11 provide a longitudi-
nal and cross-sectional perspective on the market. The other source
of data is the APSA Graduate Placement Survey, which is admin-
istered in the fall to graduate directors, who provide information
about those of their students who were on the market in the pre-
vious academic year. Because of the timing of the survey, these
data are a year delayed. Thus, this report presents data about indi-
viduals in the placement class of 2009–10, who just finished their
first year of employment. Next year, the report will focus on those
individuals who were on the market during the academic year
that has just ended.

SIGNS OF RECOVERY IN THE POLITICAL SCIENCE JOB
MARKET
Table 1 presents the e-Jobs listings for the last nine years by the
type of position advertised. It is encouraging to see that 2010–11
marks an 11% increase in the total number of listings from the
previous year, a number nearly equal to the mean for the previous
eight years. Even during 2009–10, which recorded the greatest dip
in total jobs advertised in years, there were still more available
positions than there were candidates on the market (as reported
in the Placement Survey, see table 3). It appears that despite eco-
nomic difficulties, political science has not experienced the severe
supply and demand problem that other disciplines, such as his-
tory, have faced (Townsend 2010).

Among the several categories, we pay special attention to the
assistant professor listings, as these positions speak most directly
to the employment prospects of graduate students and junior fac-
ulty. Also, this permanent entry-level category is the most robust
indicator of the health of the market, because departments are
required to list all assistant professor positions in political sci-
ence with e-Jobs (see American Political Science Association 2008).
For these reasons, the rather precipitous drop in these positions
in 2009–10 would be particularly worrying if it were not for the
increases in both the total listings and listings for assistant pro-
fessors (up 15%) in 2010–11.1

It is worth noting that as a proportion of the total, the listings
for assistant professor also increased over this time period. Indeed,
as table 1 illustrates, the raw numbers may be misleading in terms
of the timing and the possible causes of the decrease in these
entry-level positions. While a sizeable reduction in these listings

Ta b l e 1
Job Listings with e-Jobs, by Position Type, 2002–10

ASSISTANT
PROFESSOR

ASSOCIATE
PROFESSOR

FULL
PROFESSOR TEMPORARY NONACADEMIC

OPEN AND
MULTIPLE RANKS OTHER POSTDOC TOTAL

YEAR n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

2002–03 489 55.4 30 3.4 34 3.8 122 13.8 10 1.1 164 18.6 34 3.8 — — 883 100.0

2003–04 547 50.6 37 3.4 55 5.1 169 15.6 14 1.4 178 16.5 59 5.5 21 1.9 1,080 100.0

2004–05 661 51.6 35 2.7 76 5.9 191 14.9 16 1.2 227 17.7 35 2.7 41 3.2 1,282 100.0

2005–06 685 48.3 42 3.0 94 6.6 217 15.3 30 2.1 231 16.3 61 4.3 59 4.2 1,419 100.0

2006–07 730 48.2 53 3.5 103 6.8 216 14.3 17 1.1 268 17.7 61 4.0 66 4.4 1,514 100.0

2007–08 715 45.0 36 2.3 103 6.5 241 15.2 37 2.3 292 18.4 89 5.6 75 4.7 1,588 100.0

2008–09 619 47.2 41 3.1 79 6.0 174 13.3 13 1.0 226 17.2 65 5.0 94 7.2 1,311 100.0

2009–10 445 41.2 40 3.7 114 10.5 198 18.3 12 1.1 126 11.7 58 5.4 88 8.1 1,081 100.0

2010–11 521 43.0 44 3.6 89 7.3 207 17.1 23 1.9 159 13.1 67 5.5 102 8.4 1,212 100.0

T h e P r o f e s s i o n
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occurred from 2008–09 to 2009–10, a look back at the previous
five years shows that a decline from 50% began before the current
economic difficulties.

Another measure of the health of the discipline is the change
in temporary (contingent) positions. Again, the raw numbers dis-
guise an overall pattern of small ebbs and flows in ads for these
positions as a proportion of the total listings for each year. Despite
the notable increase in temporary positions in 2009–10, the decline
in these positions in the latest market season is encouraging.

The listings that have experienced consistent growth over time
are post doc positions, which appear to be filled disproportion-
ately by international candidates, as indicated by the survey data
presented in the next section.

Perhaps the most curious piece of jobs data concerns the
increase in full professor listings in 2009–10, a time when listings
for assistant professors were at their lowest and temporary posi-
tions at their highest points, presumably because money was tight.
Part of this increase may be related to the need for full professors
in administrative positions (36%), but full professors were also
hired into academic positions.

Table 2 presents an overall picture of e-Jobs listings by aca-
demic and other fields. Generally, there are no surprises for the
most commonly advertised fields. However, the change from the
relative dominance of American politics over comparative and
international relations (IR) early in the last decade to the ascen-
dancy of IR in the most recent two years is striking. Interest in
hiring in IR—and the decline in American politics listings—may
have implications for the placement of different types of job can-
didates, as the survey data from 2009–10 suggest.

Of the 134 doctoral departments around the country that were
surveyed, 68 (51%) reported data on a total of 501 students who
were on the job market during the 2009–10 academic year (for a
list of these departments, see appendix). The vast majority of these
students were placed in an academic or nonacademic position
within or related to political science (n�436, or 87%). While larger
doctoral programs (those with more than 20 faculty) responded
at a higher rate than smaller programs, both are underrepre-
sented among respondents. As in the past, we have weighted the
data by department size, yielding 944 students on the market dur-
ing 2009–10 and 816 (86%) who were placed in an academic or
nonacademic position within or related to political science.

Candidate Characteristics
Table 3 presents characteristics of the 2009–10 placement class.
Not surprisingly, most of the class was white and male. Still, the
proportion of female candidates increased 2% over the previous
year to nearly 40% of the class, comparable to the most recent
data collected by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) on women earning doctorates in political science (39% in
2008–09; National Center for Education Statistics [NCES] 2010a).
For some context, the same NCES report indicates that in 2008–
09, women earned 45% of all social science doctorates, 59% of
anthropology doctorates, 34% of economics doctorates, and 60%
of sociology doctorates. Our own APSA Departmental Survey data
show that 38% of doctorates in political science were earned by
women in 2008–09.

Among U.S. citizens (69% of candidates in 2009–10), the diver-
sity distribution is largely unchanged from the previous year. Of
the class, 81% was white, 5% African American, 4% Asian/Pacific
Islander, and 4% Latino/a. The NCES does not report race and
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ethnicity data for specific disciplines within the social sciences
(see NCES 2010b) but the National Science Foundation (2010)
reports that 6% of U.S. citizens earning doctorates in political sci-
ence were African American.

Many political science doctoral programs count international
students as part of their student body. Nearly a third of the 2009–10
placement class were noncitizens or permanent residents (30%),
up 4% from the previous year. While in the past Koreans were the
dominant group of international students, Turkish and Chinese
students each outnumbered Koreans nearly two to one in 2009–
10, with Canadians and Indians close behind.

Most candidates studied comparative politics, followed by
IR and American politics. In 2009–10, candidates with a major
field in political philosophy rivaled those with a major field
in American politics. It is worth noting that graduate direc-
tors did not classify 5% of their students, either because these
individuals’ research did not fit into one of the fields pre-
sented or because the directors did not know the candidate’s
major field.

The vast majority of this placement class entered the market
with a doctorate in hand, but 9% pursued employment as ABDs.

Two-thirds of the class was new to the job market, and just over a
quarter were repeat candidates.

Placement Outcomes: Summary
In 2009–10, 816 graduate students found employment in political
science–related academic and nonacademic jobs. Among this
group, 396 (49%) were placed in permanent academic positions,
199 (24%) were placed in temporary positions, 151 (19%) took post
docs, and 70 (9%) took political science–related positions outside
academia. These data show interesting differences from the pre-
vious year: there was an 8% decline in permanent academic place-
ments and a 5% decline in nonacademic placements, but an 8%
increase in post docs.

There were also some notable changes from the previous year
in the types of institution in which academic appointments were
made. Among permanent academic positions, the distribution
remained largely the same, with nearly half made in Ph.D.-
granting departments, one-third offered in undergraduate degree
departments, and roughly one-sixth offered in MA-granting
departments. And, like before, less than 1% of permanent place-
ments were in community colleges.

Differences emerge with placement in contingent positions.
Whereas in the previous year, nearly half of these placements
were made in BA-granting programs, in 2009–10, there was an
even split in temporary placements between Ph.D.- and BA-
granting programs (38% and 39%, respectively).

The placement data reveal that comparativists make up a greater
proportion of permanent academic positions (31%) than do any
other group, with this percentage rising from the previous year by
several points. In contrast, the proportion of permanent IR posi-
tions dropped several points to 23%, and Americanists accounted
for one-quarter of the placements, as they did the year before. Polit-
ical philosophy remained unchanged at 10% of the permanent place-
ments, while the remainder of positions were filled largely by
candidatesinpublic law,publicadministration,policy,andmethods.

Among contingent positions, comparative, IR, and political
philosophy were the dominant fields. While post docs have pre-
viously been heavily comparative, in 2009–10, these positions were
held in nearly even proportions by comparativists and political
philosophers.

A more nuanced picture of placement outcomes is presented
in table 4 and will be the focus of the remainder of this report.

Placement Outcomes: Gender
Figure 1 illustrates the gender differences presented in table 3. As
in the previous year, placement in permanent academic jobs was
greater for women than men in 2009–10, although the difference
was less this year than in previous years. Women are certainly
keeping pace with men in competition for these highly desirable
permanent positions.

However, a closer look at the data reveals that women were
also placed in these positions as ABDs more often than were their
male colleagues. The proportion of ABDs for each sex was lower
in 2009–10 than in the year before, but women were placed with-
out their degree nearly twice as often as men were (see figure 2).

Furthermore, figure 3 illustrates that there may be some impor-
tant differences between women and men regarding the type of
academic institution by which they are employed. Most notably, a
greater proportion of women than men took positions at institu-
tions that offered BAs as their highest degree.

Ta b l e 3
Characteristics of Job Market Candidates,
2009–10 (N = 944)
CHARACTERISTIC n %

Gender

Female 374 39.6

Male 570 60.4

Race/Ethnicity

African American 38 4.1

Asian/Pacific Islander 118 12.5

Caucasian 626 66.3

Latino/a 56 5.9

Other 53 5.6

Unknown 53 5.6

Major Field

American Politics 178 18.8

Comparative Politics 290 30.7

International Politics 219 23.2

Methods 16 1.7

Political Philosophy 141 15

Public Administration 18 1.9

Public Law 7 0.7

Public Policy 30 3.1

Other 23 2.4

Unknown 24 2.5

Degree Earned

ABD 89 9.4

Ph.D. 855 90.6

Repeat Candidate

No 606 64.1

Yes 270 28.6

Don’t Know 68 7.2

.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
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Ta b l e 4
Characteristics of Outcomes, 2009–10

PERMANENT
ACADEMIC

TEMPORARY
ACADEMIC POST DOC

NONACADEMIC
POLITICAL
SCIENCE

NON–POLITICAL
SCIENCE NOT PLACED TOTAL

n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Gender

Female 167 44.7 68 18.2 49 13.1 31 8.3 6 1.6 53 14.2 374 100.0

Male 229 41.2 131 23.6 101 18.2 39 7.0 22 4.0 34 6.1 556 100.0

Race/Ethnicity

African American 19 48.7 7 17.9 3 7.7 5 12.8 0 0.0 5 12.8 39 100.0

Asian/Pacific Islander 54 45.8 21 17.8 12 10.2 6 5.1 7 5.9 18 15.3 118 100.0

Caucasian 261 42.4 142 23.1 101 16.4 54 8.8 21 3.4 37 6.0 616 100.0

Latino/a 32 58.2 14 25.5 5 9.1 2 3.6 0 0.0 2 3.6 55 100.0

Other 18 34.0 5 9.4 22 41.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 15.1 53 100.0

Unknown 13 25.0 10 19.2 8 15.4 4 7.7 0 0.0 17 32.7 52 100.0

Major Field

American Politics 99 56.6 36 20.6 15 8.6 7 4.0 7 4.0 11 6.3 175 100.0

Comparative Politics 124 43.2 60 20.9 47 16.4 25 8.7 6 2.1 25 8.7 287 100.0

International Politics 90 41.5 53 24.4 34 15.7 20 9.2 4 1.8 16 7.4 217 100.0

Methods 10 62.2 2 12.5 4 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 100.0

Political Philosophy 38 26.6 27 18.9 43 30.1 6 4.2 9 6.3 20 14.0 143 100.0

Public Administration 7 38.9 5 27.8 2 11.1 4 22.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 100.0

Public Law 5 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 100.0

Public Policy 15 51.7 7 24.1 0 0.0 5 17.2 2 6.9 0 0.0 29 100.0

Other 6 33.3 3 16.7 5 27.8 2 11.1 0 0.0 2 11.1 18 100.0

Unknown 2 8.3 6 25.0 2 8.3 2 8.3 0 0.0 12 50.0 24 100.0

Degree Earned

ABD 22 24.7 16 18.0 19 21.3 0 0.0 2 2.2 30 33.7 89 100.0

Ph.D. 374 44.4 183 21.7 132 15.7 70 8.3 26 3.1 57 6.8 842 100.0

Repeat Candidate

No 257 43.2 115 19.3 105 17.6 44 7.4 18 3.0 56 9.4 595 100.0

Yes 109 40.2 75 27.7 42 15.5 14 5.2 8 3.0 23 8.5 271 100.0

Don’t Know 30 46.2 9 13.8 4 6.2 12 18.5 2 3.1 8 12.3 65 100.0

F i g u r e 1
Placement Outcome by Gender, 2009–10

F i g u r e 2
Permanent Academic Placement: Degree
Earned by Gender, 2009–10
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This finding is perhaps surprising, given gender differences in
field of study relative to the priorities of doctoral programs in
2009–10. More women than men were comparativists (35% and
28%, respectively), and twice as many men than women were Amer-
icanists (23% and 12%, respectively) in a job market in which doc-
toral programs made 60% of their hires in the comparative and IR
fields, and only 15% in American politics. Still, BA programs hired
Americanists and comparativists in nearly equal proportions (27%
and 30%, respectively). Women had opportunities at both types of
programs, but they were hired more often than their male coun-
terparts by undergraduate programs. The data suggest that there
may be more than research specialty at work in these placement
differences.

Over 70% of job candidates of both sexes studied American,
comparative, or international politics, but among the other fields
of study, the data indicate that three times more men studied meth-
ods as their major field, and two times as many women studied
public policy.

Placement Outcomes: Race and Ethnicity
Figure 4 illustrates clearly that Latino/as were the most success-
ful job candidates in 2009–10, with nearly 60% placed in perma-
nent academic positions and the lowest number of all groups going
unemployed. This percentage marks an increase from the previ-
ous year in Latino/a gains in highly prized academic placements.

Perhaps the most notable change, however, is the decline
among African Americans in permanent academic placements,
from 65% of this group in 2008–09 to below 50% in 2009–10. These
candidates were also placed least often in post doc positions and
most often in nonacademic political science positions. While all
other race and ethnic categories also declined in their proportion
of permanent placements, the data show that greater proportions
of white and Latino/a candidates landed temporary academic posi-
tions, and that whites earned post doc positions at a higher rate
than any other group, except for international students (desig-
nated other).

As noted previously, 90% of job candidates went on the market
after earning their PhDs; similarly, 94% of candidates placed in

permanent academic positions had already earned their doctor-
ate. But a closer look at these placements by race and ethnicity
reveals that more black candidates—like women—were employed
as ABDs than were any other group (see figure 5). Not a single
Latino/a reported in this survey was placed as an ABD.

Moreover, blacks—again like women—who placed in perma-
nent academic positions were hired significantly more often by
BA-granting departments than were any other group and were
hired least often of all groups by Ph.D.-granting programs (see
figure 6). Unlike women, however, African Americans on the mar-
ket included a high number of candidates studying American pol-
itics, and so area of research may play some role in explaining
their employment in undergraduate programs.

Placement Outcomes: Women of Color
A final note on gender, race, and ethnicity concerns the data on
women of color. All such women were placed with greater fre-
quency than were white women. As discussed previously, Latino/as
were very successful in earning permanent academic positions.
But among women, this pattern is particularly evident; according

F i g u r e 3
Permanent Academic Placement: Placement
Level by Gender, 2009–10

F i g u r e 4
Placement Outcome by Race and Ethnicity,
2009–10

F i g u r e 5
Permanent Academic Placements: Degree
Earned by Race and Ethnicity, 2009–10

.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
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to the survey data, every Latina on the market was placed in an
academic position, and two-thirds were placed in permanent posi-
tions. African American women ranked second in terms of place-
ment rate, with 53% placed in permanent positions. Among Asian
and Pacific Islander women, 48% were placed in permanent posi-
tions, while 41% of white women secured these positions. African
American women fared worst among women of color in the
unemployed category, with 26% not placed, compared to 10% for
Asian and Pacific Islander as well as white women and 0% for
Latinas.

A closer look at placements for women of color reveals that
more black women went on the market as ABDs (11%) than did
Asian and Pacific Islander women (6%) and Latinas (0%); white
women had the highest proportion of ABDs on the market (15%).
Similarly, African American women were placed more often in
BA-granting institutions (58.3%) and less often in Ph.D.-granting
institutions (25%) than other women of color. More than half of
the female Asian and Pacific Islander candidates landed at Ph.D.-
granting institutions (55%), while 38% and 50% of Latinas were
placed at Ph.D.- and MA-granting institutions, respectively. White
women were evenly distributed between Ph.D.- and BA-granting
institutions (42% and 43%, respectively).

Placement Outcomes: International Candidates
The role that foreign candidates play on the market is important
for many reasons. In 2009–10, 38% of international candidates
were largely placed in permanent academic positions; while down
from the previous year, this proportion rivaled the 45% of U.S.
citizens who landed these permanent positions. Most notably, fully
40% of the post doc positions were filled by international job can-
didates in a market that has seen a steady increase in the listings
for these research positions over the last many years.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

The market in 2009–10 experienced some important declines in
the number of available positions, particularly at the assistant
level, but the signs of recovery in the most recent data are clear. It
is also evident that there is notable variation in the success that
job candidates experience on the market, particularly for histori-
cally underrepresented groups in political science. And with the
evolution of different types of positions—such as post docs and
contingent positions—it appears that the market and placement
terrain of the political science landscape are changing. With sub-
sequent placement surveys and improved tracking of listings
through e-Jobs, the APSA will continue to monitor these devel-
opments so that departments, faculty, and students will be able to
adapt to changing circumstances as they make choices about their
futures. �

N O T E

1. This number likely understates the proportion of assistant professor openings,
since the “Open and Multiple Ranks” category (see table 1) also includes some
assistant professor positions.
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APPENDIX: List of Graduate Program Respondents
Northwestern University

Ohio State University

Pennsylvania State University

Princeton University

Purdue University

Stanford University

SUNY, Binghamton

SUNY, Stony Brook

SUNY, Albany

Temple University

University of Arizona

University of California, Los Angeles

University of Chicago

University of Cincinnati

University of Colorado, Boulder

University of Connecticut

University of Florida

University of Georgia

University of Houston

University of Illinois, Urbana Champaign

University of Iowa

University of Kansas

University of Maryland

University of Massachusetts, Amherst

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities

University of Missouri, Columbia

University of Missouri, ST. Louis

University of New Mexico

University of Notre Dame

University of Pennsylvania

University of Pittsburgh

University of Texas, Austin

University of Wisconsin, Madison

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

Vanderbilt University

Washington University, St. Louis

West Virginia University

Western Michigan University

American University

Arizona State University

Boston College

California Institute of Technology

Clark Atlanta University

Columbia University

Cornell University

Florida State University

George Washington University

Georgetown University

Georgia State University

Harvard University

Indiana University

Johns Hopkins University

Kent State University

Loyola university, Chicago

New School University

New York University

Northeastern University

Northern Illinois University
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American Political Science Association

EDUCATION, PROFESSIONAL, & DIVERSITY INITIATIVES

The American Political Science Association (founded in 1903) is a membership association that provides 
resources for research, networking, and professional development to its 15,000 members in the U.S. and 
abroad in the political science discipline. The APSA Offi  ce of Education, Professional and Minority Initiatives 
off ers resources to students and faculty alike. APSA is dedicated to the promotion of excellence in the areas of 
education, professional development, and diversity.

Please share the following list of APSA programs with your departments, colleagues, and students
and visit www.apsanet.org/education for more information.

Education Programs and Initiatives
One key component of APSA's mission is to support political science education and to promote
high quality teaching and education about politics and government:

Graduate Student Outreach

Grants, Funding and Fellowship Resources

Political Science Education Organized Section

Committee on Civic Education and Engagement

Teaching and Learning Conference

Professional Development Programs
APSA seeks to enhance the professional development of its practitioners by providing academic
and non-academic opportunities for members:

APSA Mentoring Initiative

APSA Annual Meeting

Undergraduate/Graduate Student Membership

eJobs: APSA's online job database

eJobs Annual Meeting Placement Interview Service

Career Resources and pamphlets

Job Candidate Questions to Ask

Professional networking tools and newsletters

APSA Minority and Diversity Initiatives
Part of the APSA mission is to enhance diversity in the political science discipline. To that end,
APSA provides several programs and resources to assist students from underrepresented groups
who are considering an advanced degree in political science.

APSA Minority Fellows Program (MFP) (seniors or MA students)

Ralph Bunche Summer Institute (RBSI) (juniors)

Minority Student Recruitment Project (MSRP)

APSA Mentoring Initiative

For more information, visit www.apsanet.org
or contact epd@apsanet.org.

 1527 New Hampshire Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20036  |  202.483.2512 | www.apsanet.org
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