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Abstract 
The aim of this article is to provide the Italian Political Science Association (SISP) with an exploratory review of 
practices implemented within other national and international political science associations to assess and pro-
mote diversity, equity, and inclusion, through an in-depth focus on LGBTIQ+ scholars. To do so, the article 
reviews publicly available documentation, such as codes of conduct, equality plans, and monitoring reports pro-
duced by selected major political science associations (including APSA, PSA, and ECPR). Our review highlights 
the widespread lack of systematic data on LGBTIQ+ scholars in international political science and the im-
portance of complementing data collection within broader organizational mechanisms, such as institutional 
policies, political engagement, and active strategies of visibility. On this basis, we thus offer practice-informed 
observations tailored to the Italian context and aimed at supporting the development of a sustainable monitoring 
and inclusion agenda within political science associations. 

1. Introduction 
n a historical moment in which diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives are 
explicitly under attack and increasingly contested, higher education institutions 
face renewed pressures that directly affect minority scholars and research agendas. 

Recent evidence shows how anti-DEI legislation and political backlash are reshaping ac-
ademic environments, constraining the teaching and research of LGBTQ+ issues, and 
fostering environments of precarity and self-censorship among faculty (Goldberg, 
2024). Against this backdrop, this article seeks to address the following question: how do 
political science communities and organizations engage with DEI programs and initia-
tives, particularly with respect to gender and sexual minorities, within their institutional 
frameworks and professional practices? It does so with the goal of generating evidence-
based observations in order to inform the development of an inclusive agenda within the 
profession. Indeed, despite increasing attention to diversity, minority communities in 
political science often still struggle with structural and cultural barriers, such as implicit 
biases (Reinhardt et al, 2023). By providing an exploratory review of existing practices, 
our goal is to contribute towards the identification of feasible and effective strategies, 
both already pursued or yet to be followed, for fostering a more equitable and supportive 
academic environment – specifically within Italian political science, as addressed by this 
special issue.  

I 
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The literature on DEI within academia, particularly in political science, has gener-
ally focused on gender equality (Stapleton & Michelson, 2021). To encompass a more 
comprehensive array of identities, the inclusion of categories such as race, ethnicity, 
sexual orientation, gender identity, disability, and other forms of marginalization seems 
to be necessary (Briscoe-Palmer & Mattock, 2020). This is not only because these issues 
concern the practical lived experiences of scholars within academia, but also because at-
tention to such issues has itself become a matter of public debate and political 
contention. Hence, our review of existing DEI strategies in international political sci-
ence will specifically focus on the case of gender and sexual minorities, traditionally 
stigmatized both in the job and in terms of research interests. 

Thinking about DEI programs and initiatives in academia entails a broader reflec-
tion on the institutional and scientific dynamics of participation, representation, and 
legitimization of marginalized and discriminated groups. More specifically, promoting 
a diverse and inclusive institutional and scientific environment involves active engage-
ment to ensure equitable access to opportunities, resources, decision-making processes, 
and publications.  

Political science as a discipline and as a profession has been predominantly occu-
pied by white, male, and upper-class individuals from the Global North, shaping the 
discipline’s research agendas, methodologies, and institutional priorities (Lustick, 
1996; Erdmann, 2004; Gunaratne, 2009; Gorodzeisky & Leykin, 2022). This bias has led 
to significant gaps in scholarship, particularly concerning issues related to marginalized 
communities, despite recent developments indicating significant changes in the field 
(Donà, Pandardi & Prearo, 2025; Boncourt, Engeli & Garzia, 2020). In fact, the under-
representation of minorities (e.g., women, racialized groups, LGBTIQ+ scholars) is not 
merely a numerical problem: it involves the kinds of research questions investigated, the 
resources that are mobilized, and the interpretations accepted as valid within the episte-
mological paradigms that define the discipline. 

Specifically with regard to gender and sexual minorities, research on LGBTIQ+ is-
sues in higher education has increased over the past two decades, with a concentration 
in fields such as education, psychology, and sociology, as most studies focus on students 
or curricular inclusion (Renn, 2010). In contrast, systematic research on LGBTIQ+ 
scholars – their professional trajectories, experiences of inclusion or exclusion, and in-
stitutional positioning – remains limited. This gap is particularly evident in political 
science, where empirical studies focusing on LGBTIQ+ scholars’ experiences are dra-
matically scarce. This raises an empirical challenge: in the absence of systematic data, 
how can we identify and conceptualize the dynamics (and more particularly the obsta-
cles) that shape the careers of LGBTIQ+ academics, beyond professional merit alone, 
and in relation to their identity and research focus, which are often closely intertwined?  

Rather than providing a conclusive and normative answer to this question, this pa-
per aims to contribute to the debate by foregrounding the role of professional 
associations. It does so by reviewing actions, measures and initiatives proposed and 
adopted by political science associations (PSAs) to tackle these challenges, offering a 
map of existing practices. Our goal is not to provide causal explanations – such as histor-
ical trajectories, national political cultures, or organizational resources –, but to identify 
the range and scope of inclusion-oriented measures across major political science 
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associations, in order to helpfully inform the relevant debate currently ongoing within 
Italian political science and SISP. Thus, this article takes the form of a review essay.  

It is structured as follows. The first section assesses the specific dynamics of exclu-
sion of LGBTIQ+ scholars and studies within political science as a discipline. In the 
second section, we review the broader academic debate on DEI, with a particular focus 
on the representation of gender and sexual minorities in political science. The third sec-
tion reviews existing practices and mechanisms adopted by political science 
associations to identify and address gender and diversity-related issues. Finally, the con-
clusion summarizes the findings and discusses their implications for the discipline, with 
the goal of proposing initial recommendations for enhanced DEI in the specific case of 
Italian political science. 

2. Logics and mechanisms of exclusion: the case of LGBTIQ+ 
political scientists 

How widespread is the exclusion of minority scholars in political science? Because of en-
during structural barriers, women, racialized minorities, and specifically LGBTIQ+ 
political scientists keep facing enduring systemic exclusion within the discipline. These 
structural barriers, which limit access to funding, publishing opportunities, and profes-
sional recognition, do not just hurt the discipline as a whole by restricting the array of 
diverse viewpoints that constitute it, but also and perhaps most importantly by consid-
erably hindering the career prospects of these scholars.  

Evidence shows that structural barriers disproportionately affect women, especially 
in subfields traditionally dominated by men such as international relations and security 
studies. Drawing on a survey of 1,273 female PhD students and faculty members in polit-
ical science departments across the United States, Hinze (2023) documents that 43% of 
respondents perceive their gender as a disadvantage to their professional standing. No-
tably, this figure rises to 49% for women in PhD-granting institutions, reflecting a more 
pronounced exclusionary dynamic at the higher strata of academia. The barriers experi-
enced by women often manifest in the form of gendered isolation, which significantly 
hampers their access to critical career-enhancing resources such as mentorship, profes-
sional networks, and insider know-how. This isolation is particularly concerning given 
its implications for long-term career trajectories (Bosco & Feo, 2024), as mentorship and 
professional networks are integral to securing funding, publishing in high-impact ven-
ues, and gaining recognition within the field (Hinze, 2023). Despite incremental 
progress in women’s representation in political science, the culture within academic de-
partments often remains resistant to change. Male-dominated norms continue to 
dictate practices in hiring, promotion, and collaboration, perpetuating an environment 
in which women’s contributions are undervalued or marginalized (Stapleton & Michel-
son, 2021). 

The systemic underrepresentation and marginalization of racial and ethnic minor-
ities in political science also persist as critical issues. According to the American Political 
Science Association’s (APSA) Project on Women and Minorities (P-WAM), data from 
the 2018–2019 academic year reveal that 75% of political science faculty at the top 100-
ranked institutions are white. In sharp contrast, only 7.7% of faculty identify as Asian, 4% 
as Latin American/Hispanic, and 3.9% as Black/African American (APSA, 2019). 
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Furthermore, the disadvantages of racialized faculty members are not just limited to 
their numerical underrepresentation. Scholars of color are less likely than their white 
counterparts to secure research funding (Hoppe et al., 2019), publish in prestigious aca-
demic journals (Roberts et al., 2020), or achieve high citation rates for their work 
(Chakravartty et al., 2018).  

Moreover, a 2019 survey conducted among members of the International Security 
Studies Section (ISSS) of the International Studies Association (ISA) shows that only 
59% of scholars of color reported feeling welcome within the security studies community 
most or all of the time, compared to 73.9% of white scholars. Additionally, scholars of 
color were nearly six times more likely to report never feeling welcome. These findings 
underscore a persistent sense of exclusion that is exacerbated by perceptions of the ISSS 
as an insular and exclusionary “old boys’ network” (Mershon & Walsh, 2016). The sur-
vey further reveals that 45.2% of scholars of color described the section as “clubby” and 
46.2% as an “old boys’ club”, compared to only 28.6% and 23.2% of white scholars respec-
tively (Zvobgo et al., 2023).  

Additionally, and more dramatically, 32.5% of scholars of color report experiences 
of harassment and exclusion at ISA events, which nearly double the 16.5% reported by 
white scholars. Among those who experienced these incidents, 85% attributed them to 
their race. Regarding networking dynamics, findings from the 2019 ISSS survey reveal 
that scholars of color are 1.5 times more likely than white scholars to seek additional 
mentoring opportunities and institutional support. Nevertheless, despite this height-
ened interest, racialized scholars report fewer opportunities to participate in 
professional development initiatives, indicating a disparity in access to resources and 
mentorship (Zvobgo et al., 2023). Of course, scholars are not affected by single axes of 
discrimination: gender, race, and sexuality intersect in shaping differentiated experi-
ences of marginalization and access within the discipline. Acknowledging these 
intersectional positionalities is essential to fully grasp the structural dynamics at play 
and to design inclusive policies that respond to the complexity of scholars’ lived experi-
ences. 

Building on the above considerations concerning women and racialized scholars, 
LGBTIQ+ colleagues – which are of key interest to this review – also remain underrepre-
sented across all ranks of academia and often occupy precarious or temporary positions. 
APSA’s 2007 survey on the status of LGBTIQ+ individuals in the profession, which gath-
ered responses from 2,215 political scientists, illustrates this disparity in detail. The 
study found that 16.4% of LGBTIQ+ scholars were in visiting, adjunct, or instructor roles, 
compared to only 11% at the full professor level. These patterns suggest the persistence 
of a gendered “glass ceiling” and a “leaky pipeline” that, as in the case of women’s ca-
reers, limit LGBTIQ+ scholars’ advancement to senior academic positions (Novkov & 
Barclay, 2010; Naldini & Poggio, 2023). Regarding the way LGBTIQ+ political scientists 
navigate academic spaces, while 56% of LGBTIQ+ respondents in the APSA survey be-
lieved they had not experienced discrimination, 25% reported facing discrimination, and 
20% were uncertain. These percentages suggest that while overt acts of discrimination 
may be rare, subtler forms of exclusion, such as microaggressions, seem to remain per-
vasive (Novkov & Barclay, 2010).  
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Finally, this stigmatization also extends to the marginalization of LGBTIQ+ re-
search, further reflecting broader patterns of exclusion. A pioneer of the LGBTIQ+ 
politics strand of literature, Haider-Markel (2009) emphasizes the traditional marginal-
ization of LGBTIQ+ research within political science, which is historically more focused 
on dominant or traditional research interests. Ayoub (2022) highlights how LGBTIQ+ 
scholars face frequent accusations of conducting “politically charged” or “activist-ori-
ented” research, with their work often dismissed as “me-search”.1 Yet, this critique fails 
to recognize the epistemic value of positionality and embodied knowledge. LGBTIQ+ 
scholars navigate a structural paradox: their proximity to the subject is seen as a liability, 
while their lived experience constitutes a crucial epistemic asset. Thus, the stigma they 
face is not merely directed at their research interests or career choices, but rather oper-
ates at the level of embodiment and identity (Prearo, 2024), reinforcing mechanisms of 
exclusion that are embodied as much as epistemological. 

To sum up, the professional and research exclusion, marginalization, and stigmati-
zation of minorities is historically widespread and far-reaching in political science, often 
reflecting traditional substantive imbalances in the discipline’s interests (e.g., Pater-
notte, 2018) as well as an inadequacy in assumptions, methodologies, and priorities (e.g., 
Durand, 2021). This highlights the need to scrutinize the institutional responses devel-
oped within political science to address these persistent inequalities, at both national 
and international levels. 

3. Addressing DEI in higher education and political science 
The evidence discussed above aligns with a broader set of debates on DEI in higher edu-
cation. Over the past two decades, universities have increasingly institutionalized DEI 
frameworks, introducing equality plans, recruitment targets, mentoring schemes, and 
codes of conduct. Yet, scholars underline that the presence of such measures is not suf-
ficient to dismantle entrenched cultures of exclusion. When structural prejudice 
remains unaddressed, “diversity hires” often encounter the same obstacles as histori-
cally marginalized minorities in academia, leading to high turnover and stalled career 
trajectories (Gaiaschi & Musumeci, 2020; Duarte, Losleben & Fjørtoft, 2023). This dis-
juncture between formal policies and informal practices illustrates a key feature of DEI 
in academia: the persistence of cultural and epistemic norms that reproduce inequities 
despite institutional commitments. 

Within this literature, LGBTIQ+ scholars occupy a specific position. While much of 
the DEI agenda has centered on gender and race, research shows that LGBTIQ+ students 
and faculty continue to experience exclusion and obstacles in ways that exceed general 
diversity concerns. Trans and non-binary students are disproportionately subjected to 
harassment and exclusion, often leading to withdrawal from higher education (Gold-
berg, 2018; Freeman & Stephenson, 2023). LGBTIQ+ students from racialized or 
migrant backgrounds encounter compounded disadvantages at the intersection of sexu-
ality, ethnicity, and class (Raja et al., 2024). Faculty inclusion also remains uneven, with 
gaps in institutional preparedness, curricular integration, and mentoring opportunities 

 
1 The term “me-search” is used to undermine the academic legitimacy of research either grounded in 
personal or identity-related experiences (Harrison & Michelson, 2022), or on marginalized gender and 
sexual minorities, or both. See also Ayoub and Rose (2016). 
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(Murray et al., 2025). These dynamics highlight the epistemic invisibility of LGBTIQ+ 
issues within academic knowledge production and the institutional vulnerability of 
scholars working in these fields. 

At the same time, the current political climate underscores that DEI in academia is 
never insulated from broader societal conflicts. In the United States, for example, the 
spread of anti-DEI legislation has created hostile environments for faculty engaged with 
issues of race, gender, and sexuality. Recent surveys show that these measures not only 
constrain teaching and research but also contribute to self-censorship, declining wellbe-
ing, and increased attrition among LGBTQ+ faculty (Goldberg, 2024). The fact that DEI 
has itself become a political target demonstrates both its symbolic significance and its 
vulnerability to backlash.  

Taken together, this body of research demonstrates that LGBTIQ+ inclusion in ac-
ademia cannot be reduced to a generic extension of diversity frameworks. Instead, it 
requires proactive and intersectional measures that address cisheteronormative struc-
tures and acknowledge the epistemic value of positionality and embodied knowledge 
(Golubeva, 2025). Such recognition also raises the question of which institutional actors 
are best positioned to initiate meaningful change. Universities and funding bodies play 
a role, but professional associations occupy a particularly strategic position within the 
discipline. As organizations that regulate professional standards, provide networking 
and mentoring opportunities, and shape disciplinary priorities, they act as both epis-
temic and political actors. Their infrastructures and representational practices can 
either reproduce systemic inequalities or foster inclusive transformations (Zvobgo et al., 
2023). 

Focusing on political science associations, rather than solely on universities or pub-
lic policies, makes it possible to examine how disciplinary self-regulation operates and 
how collective professional identities are constructed and contested. For political sci-
ence, where systematic data on LGBTIQ+ scholars remain scarce, associations are a 
crucial but underexplored site for institutional innovation. By documenting existing 
practices across PSAs, this article seeks not to offer definitive explanations but to con-
tribute to an ongoing debate on how disciplinary organizations can advance equity and 
inclusion in ways that respond to the specific challenges faced by LGBTIQ+ political sci-
entists. 

4. PSA measures addressing discrimination, violence, harass-
ment, and exclusion 

What have political science associations done to address the exclusion or to promote the 
inclusion of political scientists belonging to minorities and minoritized groups? Over 
the last few decades, professional and political science organizations have progressed to 
tackle pressing concerns in their respective fields. Here, we provide an exploratory re-
view of this subject. We have taken into consideration the major political science 
associations (APSA, ECPR, EPSA, IPSA), as well as – given this paper’s interest in Italian 
political science – the Italian Political Science Association (SISP) and the British Politi-
cal Science Association (PSA), the latter by means of comparison and as a model for early 
intervention, at the national level in Europe, on such issues. Although the documents 
analyzed were not always the same across every association – insofar as they were not 
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available –, we included as many DEI a) codes of conduct, b) dedicated programs, and c) 
public reports as possible. Whilst we fully acknowledge the methodological limitations 
of our exploratory review, we still believe our initial and comprehensive attempt pro-
vides a considerable amount of useful information for our ultimate goal: providing 
helpful observations for SISP’s future policy elaboration on this matter. For a summative 
overview of many of the actions and practices discussed below, see Table 1. 

Table 1. Political science associations’ practices towards DEI 

Association Code of Conduct Program Report 

APSA 
 

New code of conduct; Project on Women and 
Minorities (P-WAM) 

Dashboard 
(Online: no LGBTIQ+ 
lens published) 

Ombudspersons at 
Annual Meetings 

ECPR 
 

Adopted Code of Con-
duct (revised 2021) 
with explicit policies on 
gender and sexual 
grounds 

-- 
Gender study (2024, 
yearly report since 
2016) 

EPSA 

One-page Code of 
Conduct; Mentoring LGBT Pro-

gram -- Ombudsperson for re-
porting 

IPSA 

Comprehensive Code 
of Conduct (2018) in-
cluding sexual 
harassment and sexual 
violence 

-- 

Gender Inequalities in 
Political Science 
(2025) 
 
Gender and Diversity 
Monitoring Report 
(2022, 2019, 2017, 
2011) 

British PSA Code of Practice – Di-
versity & Equality 

Equality, Diversity & In-
clusion (EDI) Strategy, 
including 10-year strat-
egy and EDI Working 
Group 

Report on Career Tra-
jectories and EDI in 
Politics and IR 
(2021, Online: no 
LGBTIQ lens) 

Italian SISP 

Ethical Chart promot-
ing diversity, gender 
equality, and non-dis-
crimination 

-- 

Articles published in 
Italian Political Science 
(IPS) 
 
Special issue IPS 
(2025) 

Source: own elaboration. 

One of the most critical forms of actions taken within political science is internal inves-
tigations into harassment. In 2017, APSA conducted an internal investigation into 
harassment acts reported at its Annual Meetings between 2013 and 2016. This effort, led 
by the Professional Ethics, Rights, and Freedoms Committee, aimed to identify the prev-
alence and nature of harassment within the discipline. The survey used the "Sexual 
Experiences Questionnaire" model, a widely recognized tool frequently employed in 
studies, especially in military settings. Distributed to APSA’s 13,367 members, the sur-
vey achieved an 18.1% response rate, with 2,424 completed questionnaires. Respondents 
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were asked about their experiences with three distinct categories of harassment: conde-
scending behavior or "put-downs”, inappropriate language or looks, and inappropriate 
sexual advances or touching. The results revealed troubling disparities, particularly 
along gender lines. Experiencing condescending behavior or "put-downs" was reported 
by 42% of women, compared to 22% of men; 30% of women were exposed to inappropriate 
language or looks, sexist remarks, leering, or sexist materials, compared to 10% of men, 
and inappropriate sexual advances or touching were reported by 17% of women versus 6% 
of men. The data also highlighted that 63% of all members reported no experiences of 
negative behavior, though only 51% of women fell into this category. Further analysis re-
vealed that women, younger professionals, and those without tenure were 
disproportionately affected. Additionally, graduate students and postdocs did not report 
significantly higher harassment rates compared to tenured faculty, suggesting that so-
cio-professional vulnerability, rather than career stage alone, played a critical role. 
Regular conference attendance and recent PhD completion were also identified as im-
portant predictors of harassment, particularly severe forms such as inappropriate sexual 
advances and touching. However, race and ethnicity did not significantly affect the rates 
of harassment (Sapiro & Campbell, 2018). In responses to open-ended questions, some 
participants shared that they had encountered such behaviors before the study’s four-
year timeframe. Notably, older women often noted that while they were no longer sub-
jected to such behaviors, they had faced them earlier in their careers.  

In response to the findings from this investigation, several political science associ-
ations have undertaken the additional effort of developing and implementing 
comprehensive Codes of Conduct, designed to foster a respectful and inclusive profes-
sional environment. The APSA Guide to Professional Ethics includes a robust section on 
"Sexual Misconduct, Harassment, and Discrimination Guidelines”, offering a detailed 
framework to define and address such behaviors. The guide categorizes offenses into 
sexual harassment, sexual violence, and sexual discrimination. Sexual violence is explic-
itly defined as "a particularly grievous form of sexual misconduct, including but not 
limited to sexual assault and rape", emphasizing that coercive sexual conduct is a crimi-
nal offense. EPSA, on the other hand, designated an Ombudsperson to handle 
complaints, ensuring accessibility and confidentiality for victims. Both the IPSA and 
APSA Codes feature detailed procedures for filing and resolving grievances. APSA’s ap-
proach includes provisions for confidentiality, protection against retaliation, and the 
involvement of its ethics committee in adjudicating complaints. These measures em-
phasize transparency and victim-centered solutions while ensuring accountability 
within the discipline. Similarly, the SISP Ethical Chart (2024) emphasizes nondiscrim-
ination and gender equality within Italian political science. It outlines principles for 
equitable academic evaluations and teaching practices, explicitly denouncing com-
ments or behaviors that undermine dignity based on personal characteristics such as 
ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation. In preparation for its 2024 Annual Conference, 
SISP also circulated a warning to ensure gender-balanced panels and intergenerational 
dialogue, reflecting its commitment to fostering inclusivity. 

Furthermore, structural reforms within political science associations have emerged 
as a critical effort to advance diversity, equity and inclusivity. The British PSA exempli-
fies such efforts through its Equality, Diversity & Inclusion (EDI) Strategy, which spans 
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a decade (2017-2027). This strategy integrates inclusivity into all facets of the organiza-
tion’s operations and governance. Notable initiatives include: fostering research spaces; 
supporting research by and about social minorities through targeted journals, confer-
ences, and awards; revising governance structures; enhancing oversight and 
accountability regarding diversity goals, and creating the EDI Working Group. Awards 
for scholarly contributions in gender studies were also promoted by APSA and ECPR. 

Finally, building on the points illustrated above, sound data collection and reporting 
seem to be essential to understanding and addressing systemic inequalities within aca-
demia. The British PSA’s 2021 report (Hanretty, 2021) on diversity in British political 
science offers a compelling case. It revealed that men represented 61% of political science 
staff (78% of whom were white), while women held only 29% of senior positions, and eth-
nic minorities accounted for 13%. It is noteworthy that gender and sexual minorities 
were not included in this data collection. 

Complementing this national-level initiative, the ECPR’s Gender Study reports for 
2023 and 2024, respectively the eighth and ninth in a longitudinal series launched in 
2016, offer a comparative view across a pan-European professional association. These 
reports track gender representation across participation, leadership, and editorial roles, 
enabling the identification of both areas of improvement and persistent gaps. In 2023, 
ECPR achieved or exceeded gender parity in 18 of 26 key categories (69%), including 78% 
of women among Teaching Assistants and 64% among prize recipients. In 2024, these 
figures remained strong in 17 categories (65%). Particularly notable are both the upward 
trend among Section Chairs at the General Conference (from 55% to 56%) and the 
maintenance of parity within the Executive Committee. At the same time, setbacks 
emerged. The proportion of published women authors declined from 35% in 2023 to 26% 
in 2024, and female prize recipients dropped sharply from 57% to 22%, although the 2024 
data are currently provisional.  

At the international level, IPSA has proactively monitored gender diversity through 
a Gender and Diversity Monitoring Report (Korkut & St-Laurent, 2022). According to 
the report, in terms of membership and representation, women now constitute a sub-
stantial portion of the membership in most of the large political science associations, 
averaging 38.6% across the most significant associations surveyed (more than 400 mem-
bers). However, there is considerable variation between countries, reflecting broader 
societal, cultural, and institutional dynamics that influence gender inclusivity in aca-
demia and beyond. For instance, the UK and Spanish political science associations have 
achieved gender parity or even exceeded it, with women making up 50% and 54.6% of 
their respective memberships. In contrast, political science associations in Japan and 
Korea report much lower female representation, with women comprising only 15.9% and 
17.3% of their memberships respectively. These disparities are rooted in long-standing 
gender norms and institutional structures within these countries. They not only restrict 
women’s participation in academia but also impede their representation in professional 
organizations like PSAs (e.g., Steele, 2016; Kim & Kim, 2021). 

The report also points to a considerable improvement in the representation of 
women in leadership roles within political science associations. As of 2022, women held 
50% of the presidencies, which corresponds to a significant increase from previous years. 
Furthermore, women constitute 39% of vice presidents, 40% of executive committee 
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members, and 58% of advisory board members. As for women’s participation in political 
science associations’ conferences, women represented 44% of panel chairs, 40% of par-
ticipants, and 54% of paper presenters at the most recent conferences. 

More recently the “Gender Inequalities in Political Science” survey conducted 
among IPSA’s individual members (IPSA, 2025) highlights that the barriers facing 
LGBTQ+ academics are not marginal or anecdotal, but systematic. Testimonies from the 
survey underscore how identity and research focus intersect to produce specific forms of 
vulnerability, often compounded by nationality, ethnicity, or other axes of inequality. 
While these initiatives and research signal progress in gender inclusivity, one persistent 
critical issue emerging from our exploratory review is the lack of data on diversity beyond 
gender. 

None of these reports includes data on LGBTIQ+ identities, since they continue to 
conceptualize inclusivity primarily through a binary gender lens. In fact, only a few as-
sociations, such as those in Ecuador, the UK, and the USA, systematically collect data on 
aspects such as race, ethnicity, LGBTIQ+ identities, and disability. This limitation high-
lights a broader challenge: while PSAs have begun institutionalizing commitments to 
inclusion through policies, reforms, and targeted initiatives such efforts remain con-
strained by a structural blind spot. Addressing these gaps requires investment in data 
infrastructures that capture sexual and gender diversity more comprehensively. 
It is noteworthy that in 2023, the ECPG Steering Committee launched an internal survey 
among its members that collected both demographic information – explicitly including 
sexual orientation and gender identity – and experiential data related to discrimination 
and harassment. Although the results of the survey were not made public, they served as 
the empirical foundation for the elaboration and formal adoption of the Guiding Princi-
ples and Ethical Framework at the 2024 ECPG Conference. The Guiding Principles are 
intended, as stated, to promote inclusion, respect, and transparency across all forms of 
participation, with a particular focus on supporting early-career scholars and mitigating 
structural inequalities. 

5. Conclusion 
Our article had the goal of providing SISP, and more broadly political science communi-
ties, with an exploratory review of existing initiatives to promote DEI in PSAs. Despite 
the methodological limitations of our preliminary overview, we believe that one of the 
main results that emerges is the beneficial role of data collection and availability on mi-
nority scholars for the development of effective and comprehensive policies. 
Associations that collect comprehensive and fine-grained data – on scholars’ identities 
and experiences – seem better equipped to formulate policies that address the specific 
challenges individuals face, especially (but not exclusively) those from minoritized 
groups.  

Of course, the aforementioned challenges related to collecting extremely sensitive 
data on stigmatized and marginalized minorities persist, and this should be made abun-
dantly clear for anybody seeking to attain data-driven approaches and solutions within 
political science associations. This challenge is common in LGBTIQ+ studies relying on 
survey data (e.g., Turnbull-Dugarte, 2020; Jones, 2021; Grahn, 2024; Prearo & Trastulli, 
2025), which are difficult to collect because of well-known issues such as the under-
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representation of sexual and gender minorities in self-reported data through conceal-
ment derived from social desirability bias, problematic question wordings and related 
response bias or dropout rates, and small sample sizes for LGBTIQ+ communities (e.g., 
Waite & Denier, 2019). It is easy to imagine that all of these problems of data sensitivity 
are exacerbated in even smaller circles, such as national academic and political science 
communities, where the personal and professional consequences derived from coming 
out are likely to be perceived as more tangible. Indeed, the risk of outing LGBTIQ+ schol-
ars might be perceived as even higher than usual, given the tight-knit nature of academic 
circles, compounding the methodological and data-collection issues at hand. Concerns 
about privacy, potential backlash, or the perceived sensitivity of these issues might ex-
plain the reluctance to collect data on LGBTIQ+ identities (Guyan, 2022).  

However, formulating questions on gender and sexual minorities following the best 
practices from academic and institutional specialists (e.g., FRA, 2024; 2020; 2013), in-
volving LGBTIQ+ associations and communities in the formulation of such questions 
(e.g., NYU Langone Health, 2022), and focusing the communication of political science 
associations on the benefits of data-driven practices for LGBTIQ+ scholars, can go a long 
way towards gathering greater and better information on sexual and gender minorities 
in the profession. 

Yet, collecting data is just one part of the equation to promote DEI in academia. As 
Lombardo and Meier (2022) argue, equality and, by extension, diversity policies are in-
herently political processes, embedded in power relations and subject to contestation 
and resistance. The success of such policies depends not only on the availability of em-
pirical evidence, but also on several complementary factors: a clear political will on the 
part of institutional actors; the presence of critical actors committed to advancing equal-
ity; the allocation of adequate resources and supportive legal and organizational 
structures; the capacity to overcome explicit and implicit resistance, including institu-
tional inertia and anti-gender mobilizations; and a continuous critical reflexivity in the 
power relations underpinning knowledge production and academic practices. Without 
sustained engagement on these fronts, even the most data-driven policies risk producing 
only superficial or symbolic change. It would thus be beneficial for PSAs not only to doc-
ument inequality but also to reflect on their own role in sustaining or challenging the 
hierarchical structures embedded in academic institutions, committing to structural 
and cultural transformations. 

As shown in our exploratory review, PSAs can act as key institutional actors with the 
capacity to shape and transform academic environments, exposing and addressing ine-
qualities. Their significance should go beyond issuing formal statements against 
discrimination, as it ultimately lies within their ability to leverage a range of mecha-
nisms: from systematic data collection and efforts to increase representation in 
leadership roles and academic events, to the establishment of diversity awards, mentor-
ship schemes, and financial support programs. To this end, we hope our exploratory 
contribution can be a useful starting point to foster a constructive conversation for PSAs’ 
DEI policy elaboration, including within SISP. 
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