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International Interactions
Public Administration Quarterly
Judicature
Journal of International Affairs
Asian Survey
Journal of Black Studies
Slavik Review
Experimental Study of Politics
China Quarterly
Political Science
Political Theory
Journal of Latin American Studies
Soviet Studies
European Journal of Political Research
Simulation & Games
British Journal of Political Science
Middle Eastern Studies
International Affairs
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Journal of Asian Studies
Political Quarterly
Government & Opposition
Political Studies

All journals
U.K.-based journals
U.S.-based journals
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James L. Sundquist, Senior Fellow Emeritus, Brookings Institution

I am deeply honored to be chosen
for the Pi Sigma Alpha award of this
distinguished organization, as well as
by Tom Mann's kind words. I'm
here by a lucky circumstance that the
rules for this award were changed; it
was designed, I understand, to honor
political scientists who entered public
service and rose to become Comp-
troller General or Ambassador to the
United Nations or otherwise dis-
tinguish themselves, but this year it
was opened to people who made the
transition the other way—from pub-
lic service to political science—so I
became eligible.

So I'm here by virtue of a lucky
accident. In fact, I'm here because of
a whole series of lucky accidents that
enabled me to even become a polit-
ical scientist at all.

The first accident was that I
fought part of World War II in the
Budget Bureau, of all places, and
met there a wonderful gentleman
named George Graham, who twenty
years later was Director of the Gov-
ernmental Studies program at Brook-
ings. I went to see him (I was work-
ing on Capitol Hill at the time), to
see if there was any chance I might
go to work for him. Well, he must

have given it some thought, for the
next time I saw him was three years
later and he suddenly asked me—
quite out of the blue—"How would
you like to come to Brookings and
write a book on Congress?" I mulled
that over for all of two or three sec-
onds before saying, "I 'd love to.
When can I start?" He said, "Of
course, this has to be approved by
the president of Brookings, Bob
Calkins. I'll talk to him and call
you." Pretty soon he called and told
me, "Calkins says OK. Can you
have lunch with me tomorrow and
we'll talk about it further?"
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So we did, and toward the end of
the lunch he said, "Oh, by the way,
you are about forty-five years old,
aren't you?" I said, "No, George,
I'm forty-nine." George's jaw
dropped, he sort of went pale, and
he said, "Oh, my gosh. I'll have to
go back to Calkins on that. But
maybe he'll approve it anyway." I
said, "He darned well better. After
your call yesterday, I went in to the
Secretary of Agriculture and turned
in my resignation." Well, pretty soon
he called back and said, "Every-
thing's all right. Calkins says that
under the circumstances he'll go
along.

So that was the second lucky acci-
dent: Brookings had such a primitive
personnel system in those days that
one could get hired without even
submitting a resume or an applica-
tion form or any other piece of
paper on which one's advanced age
would have had to be recorded.

The third lucky accident was that
George talked to me in the spring of
1965 instead of the fall, because by
fall Kermit Gordon had succeeded
Calkins as president of Brookings.
When my first book was sent to Ker-
mit in manuscript for approval, he
paid it some nice compliments and
then said, "You know, it's ironic,
but under the criteria we're applying
now, we never would have hired
you." From now on, he explained,
we were insisting that every staff
member have proper academic cre-
dentials. By luck, I got in just under
the wire, as one of Bob Calkins' last
acts, before the new management
took over.

Right away, I had an identity
crisis. I was entered in one of those
directories and one day a request
came in for me to bring my biogra-
phy up to date. After my name, the
next line said, "Occupation" and I
was entered as "Government Offi-
cial." Well, I thought, I'm not that
anymore. I could put "former gov-
ernment official," but that makes me
sound like a has-been. I can't put
down "writer," because I haven't
written anything yet. "Researcher"
isn't specific and has no dignity.
What in the world am I? So I took
my identity crisis in to George and
asked, "Can I call myself a political
scientist?" He said, "I guess you
can. Anybody can. There's nothing

like a bar exam for political scien-
tists." But I was still a little nervous
about it; I had only two under-
graduate courses in college that were
labeled political science. My graduate
degree was in public administration,
and I didn't know—and am not sure
yet—whether that is considered polit-
ical science. But I had an idea. "I'll
write a check to the American Polit-
ical Science Association and ask for

. . . I had an idea. 'Til
write a check to the
American Political Science
Association and ask for
membership, and if they
cash it, I'm in." I did,
and they did, and that's
how I became a political
scientist. Fifteen years
later, when I served a
term as Treasurer of the
APSA, I took one look at
the so-called treasury and
understood why they
would accept a $50 check
from anybody, no
questions asked.

membership, and if they cash it, I'm
in." I did, and they did, and that's
how I became a political scientist.
Fifteen years later, when I served a
term as treasurer of the APSA, I
took one look at the so-called trea-
sury and understood why they would
accept a $50 check from anybody, no
questions asked.

One of your officers suggested that
I reflect for a few minutes—but no
more than that—on political scien-
tists as public policy researchers,
looking back on my more than a
quarter of a century in an institution
dedicated to that objective.

First, where does a public policy
research institution find political sci-
entists to do its work? The ideal
recruit, of course, is a person who is
experienced in both public policy-

making and in research techniques.
But here we have a very small pool
to draw upon, in contrast to, say,
the field of economics. The Brook-
ings Economic Studies Program can
find top-flight academic economists
who have also been Director of the
Budget, such as Charlie Schultze and
Kermit Gordon himself; or Chairman
of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, like Arthur Okun; or Director
of the Congressional Budget Office,
Alice Rivlin. They have an enormous
pool of such people, because no
Cabinet officer worth his or her salt
—or any president, for that mat te r -
makes a policy decision without an
economist at his or her right hand
(and a lawyer at the left, of course).
But who needs political scientists?
Only in one subfield of political sci-
ence do they seem to need us: inter-
national relations. Top political sci-
entists find their way onto the staffs
of the National Security Council, the
State Department and the intelligence
agencies, and sometimes, like Jeane
Kirkpatrick, even become ambas-
sadors.

But on the domestic side, where
are the people with policy experi-
ence? There are some able political
scientists in the Congressional Re-
search Service and some of them,
such as Roger Davidson and Allen
Schick, have gotten deeply involved
in practical questions of designing
and reforming policy-making institu-
tions and systems. Charlie Clapp and
Steve Horn came to Brookings from
congressional staffs as background
for their research on Congress, and
Dick Nathan came with high-level
executive branch experience. But the
list about ends there. Even in the
field of public administration, sur-
prisingly few of the leading theorists
and researchers ever take Washington
assignments, the way the economists
do.

So public policy research institu-
tions have had a choice. Do they
take people with broad governmental
experience and try to make research-
ers out of them? Or do they seek out
the best available academic political
scientists and try to get them to do
public policy research?

You can make an argument for
the former. People who have been
involved in trying to run the govern-
ment are keenly, even passionately,
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aware of the weaknesses in our insti-
tutions, of what policymakers need
to know to make their decisions, and
of the gaps in their knowledge.
When they undertake research, they
are eager to find down-to-earth,
practical answers to real problems
that face the government every day—
which is what public policy research
is all about.

But can they do research? Occa-
sionally, over the years, when I was
feeling lonely as the only non-
academic in the Governmental
Studies program, I would remark
that there must be, among the hun-
dreds of bright people with rich gov-
ernmental experience, a few who
would be able to draw on that ex-
perience and bring insights that no
scholar who had spent his or her
whole career in a university could
possibly possess. The answer was
always, "You're probably right. But
how do you know which ones?"
How do you measure the research
and writing potential of someone
who has never researched and writ-
ten? Are they capable of writing any-
thing beyond their own memoirs?
Can they conceptualize their experi-
ence? Can they broaden their per-
spective beyond what their own gov-
ernmental role had been? There is no
sure way to find out.

So the answer always was, let's go
with the academics. At least, we
know whether they can write,
because we can read what they have
published. We know they can do re-
search, or they wouldn't be Ph.D.s.
So I became the last of what might
be called "old government hands"
recruited by the Governmental
Studies program, and that was
almost twenty-six years ago. Since
then, we have hired two very success-
ful non-Ph.D.s, Steve Hess and Jim
Reichley, but both were more profes-
sional journalists and free-lance writ-
ers than government types and they
had established their credentials by
having written books of Brookings
quality. Otherwise, I am sure, we
would never have taken the risk.

But recruiting public policy re-
searchers from academia has its
problems, too. The basic one is that
there has been a disdain within our
discipline for concrete, problem-
oriented, public policy research. As
in other fields of science, applied

research does not have a status equal
to that of pure research. In the study
of our institutions, applied research
means recommending institutional
reforms, and reform has become
almost a dirty word because it in-
volves value judgments and they, by
definition, cannot be scientific. Polit-
ical scientists who aspire to be true
scientists get their recognition for
their contributions to political
theory, not for what they contribute
to solving public problems. Theo-
retical works have a longer shelf life,
too. They may be cited decades
hence, while the applied research
becomes out of date as soon as a
public problem is resolved—which is

Political scientists who
aspire to be true scientists
get their recognition for
their contributions to
political theory, not for
what they contribute to
solving public problems.

rare—or changes character, which is
constantly. Moreover, academic re-
searchers know their next job is com-
ing from a university, not from gov-
ernment. So academics tend to see as
their audience their peers in the
academy, not the policy makers who
need their help and to whom the pro-
duct of a place like Brookings is sup-
posed to be directed.

I will give you two examples from
Brookings' own experience, and the
instances were so much alike that I
can deal with them together. In each
case, the researcher had tackled an
important, even urgent, practical
problem requiring decision by the
government. In each case, the author
wrote a manuscript consisting of
brilliant historical and analytical
treatments of the problem, with a
chapter or two placing it in its theo-
retical context. But in each case, that
was all. When we saw the finished
manuscript, I and some of my col-
leagues asked, "But where are your
recommendations?" One replied, " I
didn't set out to do a normative
study. I set out to do a behavioral

study." The other said, "I don't feel
I know enough about the subject to
make recommendations." We in-
sisted, "Whatever you set out to do
—and we don't see how the project
ever got approved on that basis—you
have spent two years of your life
studying this question. You know
more about it than anybody else
alive, or you should. There are re-
sponsible policymakers out there who
are struggling with this problem
every day and have to make deci-
sions. They need the best advice they
can get, which means they deserve to
get yours."

From this point the two cases
diverged a little. In one case, the
scholar peered through my door a
couple of weeks later and said, "You
know, this is fun. I've never tried to
make recommendations before, but
I'm really enjoying it." In the end,
this scholar came up with a final
chapter consisting of some sound
and practical recommendations that
eventually had an impact on a piece
of legislation. The other quite
honestly could not find a panaceatic
solution to the problem. A final
chapter was written, but it recom-
mended, in effect, only that the gov-
ernment do nothing but just continue
to improvise and observe the results.

That second case did at least serve
one purpose. When Bruce MacLaury
became president of Brookings, he
had to face the foundation and cor-
poration executives who dole out
money, and he kept getting asked,
"So you're a public policy research
institution. Well, tell us some of the
policies that the government has
adopted as the result of your re-
search." Bruce found that a tough
question. So he sent a memorandum
to the program directors—I was one
at the time—asking for illustrations
of our influence. I found it a tough
question too. Reviewing our Govern-
mental Studies program, I could dis-
cover only one instance where we
had clearly demonstrable influence:
Dick Nathan and his associates had
studied the Community Development
Block Grant program and proposed
a new formula for distributing the
money, and the administration and
the Congress adopted their proposal
practically intact. But for the rest, I
could only explain that our recom-
mendations normally went out into
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the great public domain of ideas,
where they mingled with everybody
else's ideas and lost their identity.
They might help to push governmen-
tal policy in a particular direction;
for instance, Dave Stanley's and
Hugh Heclo's writing surely devel-
oped and reinforced support for
what eventually became the Senior
Executive Service—but the chain of
causation simply could not be traced
so that we could say, "That was our
idea. Without us, it would not have
happened." But at the end of my
memo to Bruce I wrote that there
was one more case where the govern-
ment had followed our explicit
advice. Referring to the second case I
discussed a minute ago, I said, "We
recommended that the government
do nothing. And it did nothing."
Which is, of course, the recommen-
dation that always has the highest
probability of acceptance.

Up until the Persian Gulf war, at
least, the American people were con-
vinced that our political and govern-
mental institutions were performing
badly. Last spring's NORC poll
found only 15 percent of its respon-
dents had "a great deal of confi-
dence" in the Congress. That figure
hadn't been above 20 percent since
1973. And the executive branch
doesn't fare much better. It rated
only 23 percent on the "great deal of
confidence" scale. In an exit poll last
November, 76 percent of those vot-
ing were dissatisfied with the way
Congress was doing its job, and 65
percent said they trusted the govern-
ment in Washington "to do what is
right" only some of the time or
never. Newspaper reports from all
across the country said the voters
were angry. I think we can assume
that after our Persian Gulf victory
euphoria wears off and the people
look inward again at how well we're
handling our domestic problems,
confidence in our national govern-
ment will fall back to the appalling
levels of the last twenty years.

So the time is at hand to ask polit-
ical scientists everywhere what we
asked those two researchers I spoke
of: "What are your recommenda-
tions? You've spent your whole lives
studying these institutions. You know
more about them than anybody else.
Are they really malfunctioning? If
so, what can be done about them?

Are there things wrong with the
whole governmental structure that go
back to the Constitutional design
itself?" We need to restore applied
research in political science, in the
form of institutional analysis and
institutional design, to the status it
had at the very beginning of our dis-
cipline, when governmental reforms
such as designing civil service and
budget systems, modernizing Con-
gress, strengthening the powers and
staff facilities of the president, and
governors and mayors and city man-
agers, reorganizing government
departments, and so on occupied the

When Bruce MacLaury
became president of
Brookings, . . . he kept
getting asked, "So you're
a public policy research
institution. Well, tell us
some of the policies that
the government has
adopted as the result of
your research."

best minds in political science. And
again in the 1940s, when the APSA
set up its committees on congres-
sional reorganization and on political
parties. We should be analyzing and
appraising institutional performance
all the time, but it is especially urgent
now when our institutions are in
such low esteem. We need to exam-
ine our governmental system and all
of its parts and stimulate, and engage
in, a great debate as to how, where
we find them faulty, we can improve
them.

I am happy to say that we seem to
be moving in that direction. There is
a lot more high-quality institutional
analysis, the kind that leads to rec-
ommended reforms, being carried
out than was the case only a few
years ago. To name just a few books
of that type published by political
scientists in the past five years alone
(my list has a heavy bias toward
Brookings books, of course): There
is the Brookings symposium edited

by John Chubb and Paul Peterson
entitled Can the Government Gov-
ern?, which asks the right question
even if it could not come up with a
clear answer. There are other sym-
posia: Tom Mann's on the president
and Congress in foreign affairs, Jim
Reichley's on strengthening political
parties, Jim Thurber's on divided
government. David Magleby and
Candice Nelson have published a
book on financing congressional
campaigns, with the word "reform"
in the subtitle. Don Robinson and
James MacGregor Burns have books
recommending constitutional re-
form. Larry Sabato has one on
strengthening the parties. John
Chubb and Terry Moe have created
something of a sensation with their
quite specific recommendations for
reorganizing every school system in
the country. And there are two not-
able comparative works about to be
published—David Mayhew's compar-
ing the relative effectiveness of uni-
fied party government and divided
government in the United States, and
Kent Weaver and Bert Rockman's
edited volume of case studies com-
paring the performance of our sep-
aration-of-powers system with that of
various parliamentary governments
around the globe.

The problems of methodology in
studies of institutional reform are, of
course, enormous, and that has held
us back. Far easier to describe insti-
tutional behavior than to prescribe
reforms that might change it. There
is the law of unintended conse-
quences so often cited: Reforms
never work the way they were in-
tended, and often make things
worse, so better let well enough
alone. And how does one measure
the efficacy of governmental institu-
tions anyway? Weaver and Rockman
are pioneering a careful set of criteria
for measuring the adequacy of gov-
ernmental performance that I believe
will prove quite useful and can be
refined and built upon. In the mean-
time, I have been using a rather sim-
ple criterion myself: If the President
and the Congress, and both parties,
and the preponderance of opinion
outside the government say some-
thing is a problem that should be
dealt with—in other words, if there is
a clear national consensus—and the
government still fails to act effective-
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Iy, then the institutions are not per-
forming as they should. By that cri-
terion, the preeminent instance of
government failure is now, and has
been for a decade or more, our out-
rageous budget deficit. What has
been wrong with our institutions on
this question? Why can't we do bet-
ter than a Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
Act and a summit meeting that only
papers over the problem? Why has
the government been so impotent?
What are the institutional remedies?

What about divided government?
That has seemed to me to be at the
bottom of most of our problems, as
I have written elsewhere, because it
not only makes for deadlock and
delay but destroys the responsibility

and accountability that unified party
government offers. Mayhew doesn't
find the record of divided govern-
ment to be all that bad, but he
admits to methodological difficulties
in making his assessment.

Anyway, the appraisal, reform,
and redesign of institutions is the
great challenge for political science
today, in my view, and especially for
those in our discipline who live and
work at or near our national capital.
I hope we will rise to the challenge
and bear down on these questions of
institutional performance and institu-
tional failures and inadequacies.
And, when we do, let's have those
concluding chapters setting forth our
recommendations.

Running the Good Race, Part 1*
High Anxiety: Some Lessons for Graduate
Students Entering the Profession

John D. Harman, St. John Fisher College

Note

*Remarks presented at the spring meeting
of the National Capital Area Political Science
Association (in response to receipt of the
Association's 1991 Pi Sigma Alpha Award),
March 2, 1991.
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James L. Sundquist is a former Budget
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Senator, and Deputy Under Secretary of
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as a Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institu-
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mental Studies Program. He is the author of
six Brookings books, some of which contain
recommendations for institutional reform.

Editor's Note: From time to time PS
has featured articles advising job
candidates and junior faculty mem-
bers on how to run a good employ-
ment race in the academic market.
Beginning with this issue, we will
publish a series of articles on job
finding, teaching, publication, pro-
motion and tenure. Some of the arti-
cles will be new material, others will
be updates of previously published
essays. You are encouraged to sub-
mit articles to the series if you see
areas which have been overlooked or
deserve more attention.

After preliminary or comprehensive
examinations have been successfully
completed, questions about employ-
ment after graduation naturally arise.
"What kind of department should I
apply to?" and "What will they
expect of me?" are two crucial ones.
Answers to these should take into
account the following points.

First, the two main aspects of
political science are research and
teaching. Research generally trans-
lates into inquiry which results in the
delivery of papers at scholarly con-
ferences, and the publication of
books and articles in scholarly jour-
nals. It also often includes the secur-
ing of grants from government or

private sources to support this in-
quiry, an activity which brings addi-
tional resources into the college by
helping to pay for the researcher's
"institutional overhead" expenses
(secretaries, fringe-benefits, building
and maintenance costs, etc.). Teach-
ing consists primarily of the prepara-
tion and administration of course-
work, but can include activities such
as the supervision of internships,
independent study projects, and
graduate work, advising, reading
courses or tutorials, and the like.

Second, while colleges differ tre-
mendously in the emphasis they place
on these two aspects, they generally
fall into three groups—those which
emphasize research, those which em-
phasize teaching, and those which
expect both. The key to differenti-
ating them lies in the number of
courses required for a full load and
the amount of support given to
research and "professional activities"
(associated with dissemination of the
results of research)—travel money,
computer access, copying privileges,
telephone and mailing support,
teaching and research assistants, and
clerical support. Research-oriented
departments will usually have a mini-
mal teaching load—two courses per
semester/quarter is typical—and gen-
erous provision of professional activ-

ity/research support. Teaching-
oriented departments will usually
require substantially greater teaching
loads—four or five courses per
semester/quarter—with minimal pro-
fessional support. Departments which
expect both will fall between these
two extremes.

Each prospective political scientist
thus must answer for him/herself the
question of how much commitment
can be given to research or teaching.
Teaching and research both require
substantial effort to do well and are
certainly fundamental intellectual
pursuits. The answer arrived at re-
garding this question should deter-
mine the type of department to
which one applies.

Departmental Expectations

The question of departmental
expectations normally focuses on a
specific event—the tenure decision.
Most colleges grant tenure—perma-
nent appointments from which pro-
fessors cannot be fired without cause
—after some probationary period, in
most cases six years. This often coin-
cides with the decision to promote
assistant professors, typically to the
associate professor level. Most also
must release, or cannot reappoint,
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