
Association News

Shklar Appoints
Mansbridge 1990
Program Chair

APSA President-elect Judith N. Shklar,
Harvard University, has appointed Jane
Mansbridge, Northwestern University,
1990 program chair. The 1990 meetings
will be held in San Francisco, at the San
Francisco Hilton from August 30 to
September 2. The annual meeting last met
in San Francisco in 1975 when almost
2,500 attended a program organized by
APSA President Austin Ranney and Pro-
gram Chair William J. Keefe.

Anticipating over 3,500 attendees for
the 86th Annual Meeting, Shklar and Mans-
bridge have taken major steps to promote
cooperation and coordination in the 1990
program between Program Committee
Sections and the APSA Organized Sec-
tions. Mansbridge raises important ques-
tions surrounding the evolving relationship
between Program Committee Sections
and APSA Organized Sections, and the
organization and allocation of panels at the
annual meeting in an article in this section
of PS.

The theme of the 1990 program is
"Democratization." A plenary session is
planned on democratization in Western
and Eastern Europe, and Asia. Other
special interest panels may be organized
around the theme. The program will also
feature special program panels on History
in Political Science, and Intersections of
Theory and Practice

Editor's Note. Organized Sections are one of
the fastest growing and most vital elements
of the APSA Their rapid rise has profoundly

affected the organization of the annual
meeting in the last few years. Jane Mans-
bridge, Program Chair for the 1990 Annual
Meeting, has prepared the following essay
reviewing the relationship between Program
Committee Sections and Organized Sections
since the inception of Organized Sections in
1982

The Mansbridge article raises important
issues that will be discussed by APSA mem-
bers over the next few years

On the Relation
between Program
Committee Sections
and Organized
Sections
Jane Mansbridge
Northwestern University

CIntil fairly recently, the two separate
issues of the organization of the panels at
the annual meeting of the Association and
the allocation of those panels among fields
in the discipline had a traditional solution
Panels were organized by Section Chairs
appointed by the overall Program Chair,
who in turn was appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Association. These appoint-
ments were reviewed and approved by
the Council of the Association Panels
were allocated among fields in approxi-
mately the same proportions as they had
been the year before, and requests for
supplementary panels were usually grant-
ed
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In recent years, the number of panels at
annual meetings has proliferated, driven
by growing membership, the vitality of the
Association, and by the requirement in
many departments of Political Science that
a faculty member present a paper at a
panel at the annual meeting in order to
qualify for travel funds to attend that
meeting. That proliferation resulted even-
tually in so many panels being presented
that they could no longer fit in a single
hotel, and the audiences for each panel be-
coming smaller and smaller. At its Septem-
ber 1987 meeting, on the recommenda-
tion of a committee appointed to study
the problem, the APSA Council decided
that the total number of panels should be
limited to the number of rooms in the host
hotel. This decision to limit, implemented
for the first time in the 1988 meeting,
made the number of panels allocated to
each section an important political issue.

At the same time, the number of Orga-
nized Sections and Unaffiliated Groups
was growing. In 1982, the Association had
begun to encourage disciplinary fields to
organize as Organized Sections, instituting
newsletters and presenting panels orga-
nized by their own elected or appointed
committees. By 1983 there were six such
sections, by 1986 sixteen, and by 1988
twenty-two. The number of Unaffiliated
Groups, presenting panels in conjunction
with the annual meeting, grew from 3
groups presenting ten panels in 1968, to 38
groups presenting 83 panels in 1977, and
to 61 groups presenting 212 panels in
1983. The number then declined to 34
groups presenting 164 panels in 1987 and
39 groups presenting 101 panels in 1988.
Because both Organized Sections and Un-
affiliated Groups existed in part in order
to present panels at the annual meeting of
the APSA, their large and sometimes in-
creasing numbers helped swell the de-
mand for panel space

I. Organization of Panels, the Role of
Program Committee Sections,
Organized Sections, and Unaffiliated
Groups

At the same time as it recommended a
reduction of the overall number of panels

to those that could be held in one hotel, an
APSA committee composed of members
of the Council, the Organized Sections and
the Unaffiliated Groups also proposed a
formula distributing the responsibility for
organizing the panels in a given year in the
ratio of 50 percent to the Program Com-
mittee, 30 percent to the Organized Sec-
tions, and 20 percent to the Unaffiliated
Groups. This formula, applied at the 1988
meeting in conjunction with the mandated
reduction of panels to the number the
hotel could accommodate, seems to have
met, on the whole, with either approba-
tion or acquiescence.

In 1988, the incoming Program Chair,
Nelson W. Polsby, instituted as an experi-
ment a new system whereby the Organ-
ized Sections would for the first time
organize all the panels in their field at the'
annual meeting. After some adjustment
for the several fields that either did not
have an Organized Section in their area or
did not feel represented by that Organ-
ized Section, and further adjustment re-
garding the number of panels to which
each field was entitled, the 1989 Program
took place under a mixed system whereby
the Organized Sections structured the
program in those fields that had Organized
Sections and appointed Program Commit-
tee chairs on the traditional model struc-
tured the program in those fields that did
not have Organized Sections. While some
of the Organized Sections were extremely
pleased with this plan, there was great dis-
satisfaction in other quarters. After with-
standing barrages of complaints, Nelson
W. Polsby genially concluded that the
results of his idea had been, in his words,
"Only so-so."

For the 1990 meetings, many on the
APSA Council expressed a strong prefer-
ence for returning to the "status quo
ante," in which panels were allocated to
the Program Committee, Organized Sec-
tions and Unaffiliated Groups on a 50-30-
20 basis, and the Program Committee
Chair appointed chairs to structure the
Program Committee sections in the differ-
ent fields in the discipline. Accordingly, as
the 1990 Program Chair, I was given the
mandate to return to status quo ante and
select a Program Committee along the tra-
ditional lines
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However, as I began to talk to the mem-
bers of different subfields in the course of
selecting a Program Committee, it became
clear that returning to the status quo
would deeply disappoint members of
some of the Organized Sections. Active
members of the section on Public Adminis-
tration were the most perturbed, fol-
lowed closely by the section on Urban Pol-
itics, then the section on Law, Courts and
Judicial Process, and finally Political Parties
and Organizations. Many active members
of these four groups strongly felt that the
Organized Section should be responsible
for all the panels in their field. When I con-
sulted members of the Organized Sections
in other fields, as a rule they seemed to
favor instead some sort of balance be-
tween Program Committee sections and
Organized Sections.

As I listened to the reasons that mem-
bers of these four Organized Sections gave
for resisting a return to the status quo, I
concluded that the strong similarities of
perception in more than one group sug-
gested structural problems that transcend-
ed the histories or personalities idiosyn-
cratic to any particular group.

Because this question is potentially divi-
sive, I hope that it can be discussed
throughout the membership, and guidance
relayed to the Council for decision in
future meetings. In the section that follows
I will try to express as clearly as I can the
arguments people have made to me both
for the Organized Sections structuring the
program and for the Program Committee
doing so.

Organized Sections

The arguments for giving control to the
Organized Sections fall under the three
headings of reducing arbitrariness, pro-
moting democracy, and promoting mem-
ber involvement.

I) Reducing arbitriness. Several Orga-
nized Sections, particularly Public Adminis-
tration and Urban Politics, but also includ-
ing Law, Courts, and the Judicial Process,
organized as sections largely in response to
a history of having had appointed to chair
the annual program in their respective
fields section chair after section chair who

did not, in their view, share their interests.
In one class of cases, the person appoint-

ed as Program Committee Chair simply
did not give these fields as careful atten-
tion as others, perhaps because the chair
did not consider the fields as central to the
discipline as others, or perhaps because
the chair did not know many people in
these fields. In these cases the result was
that often the Program Chair did not con-
sult scholars in the field, and ended up ap-
pointing only a person whom the chair
happened to know.

In another class of cases, the Program
Chair either had particular interests him or
herself or appointed someone to chair the
section who had particular interests, e.g. in
rational choice, that many members of
the field did not share. In one year, for in-
stance, some active members in Public Ad-
ministration felt that papers with ap-
proaches other than rational choice had
less of a chance to be chosen. Some felt
that people were being appointed as
chairs of the Public Administration section
who were not sympathetic to the field,
and that the members of the field were
feeling increasingly, in the words of one
member, "shut off from the Association."
As one member told me, "We have for
years had [section chairs] who had a nar-
row definition of Public Administration,"
defining it either in terms of formal model-
ing or bureaucratic politics (agencies trying
to enhance their budgets). In another
arena, the Gaus committee one year
"came close to awarding [the award] to
someone who had very few ties to the
Public Administration field." As a result of
this history, some members left the APSA
for organizations like the Academy of
Management that appealed more directly
to their interests.

Similarly, Urban Politics has had a his-
tory of section chairs in the field tradition-
ally entitled "State, Local and Intergovern-
mental" connecting "with urban politics
scholars only on a hit-or-miss basis, mostly
miss." The section chairs typically reflect-
ed "the personal networks of a succession
of program chairs," and often reflected
"intergovernmental" interests rather than
urban ones. As one member put it,
"We've seldom had a person who headed
the section who knew urban politics."
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Finally, the Law, Courts and Judicial
Process group reported a somewhat simi-
lar, though not so extreme, history. In that
field, there are four relatively distinct sub-
fields, one that focuses on judicial process,
one usually called "Law and Society," one
identified with constitutional law, or "doc-
trinal analysis," and one concerned with
jurisprudence and political theory. Some
active members of that section feel they
have had appointed over them too many
section chairs in the "constitutional law,"
or even in the "Law and Society" camp.
One member told me, "People in Judicial
are sensitive. We get assigned people [for
section chairs] that no one in Judicial
knows."

When these patterns hold, it is impor-
tant not only how the section chairs act,
but how people in the field think the chairs
are going to act. People in the field take
the appointment of a person with a per-
spective different from their own as a sig-
nal that their work will not be wanted or is
devalued. Several people from Organized
Sections therefore suggested that at the
very least the program committee chair
should consult with people in the field to
ensure that individuals known to be hostile
to certain approaches in the field are not
named to chair the program committee
section in that field.

2) Promoting democracy. The Orga-
nized Sections are not necessarily more
democratic in a formal or procedural
sense than the Council of the APSA itself.
The APSA requires that Organized Sec-
tions have a constitution providing for
regular elections (though the Association
does not require rotation in office). These
elections, like the elections to the APSA
itself, often consist of members who have
expressed willingness to serve running un-
opposed. The President of the Organized
Section often appoints the Organized Sec-
tion program chairs, just as the President
of the APSA appoints the Program Com-
mittee Chair of the APSA in any given
year. While the presidencies of the Orga-
nized Sections usually rotate, sometimes
the lower but important offices, like secre-
tary and treasurer, remain the same per-
son for administrative convenience for
several years. Because there is not usually
a great supply of people willing to do the

work of organizing a section, the circula-
tion of elites may sometimes occur within
a rather small group. In short, while the
Organized Sections are indisputably demo-
cratic procedurally, they are not uniformly
more democratic on this dimension than
the APSA Council itself.

The Organized Sections are, however,
more democratic in the sense of being
more accessible. As one member of the
Organized Section on Political Parties and
Organizations put it, "The sections are ac-
countable. . . . If people are upset, they
can come to meetings and raise hell about
it." Because they are decentralized, the
Organized Sections also feel, at least to
many members, more democratic and less
elitist than the APSA. (The reader should
know at this point that the views I express
here are the views of active members of
these organizations, and a very small sam-
ple thereof. I advance them here not as
representative of the membership, but as
putting forward an argument that I believe
we should take seriously.)

3) The Organized Sections are also
under pressure to be accountable through
the fear of exit. In the worst case, a sec-
tion with fewer than 100 dues-paying
members cannot legally, under APSA
rules, continue to exist. In less extreme
cases, not having sufficient numbers of ac-
tive members to publish a newsletter or
carry on other functions of a section
undermines the sections viability. In con-
trast to the program committee section
chairs, who are appointed for one year
and may feel no institutional responsibility
except, perhaps, to the discipline as a
whole, organized section program chairs
know that the viability of their section
depends on its responding to the prefer-
ences of its members and potential
members.

Decentralizing authority to the Organ-
ized Section lets the sections take control
of their destinies and gives their member-
ship a shot in the arm. As one person in
Public Administration put it, the Organ-
ized Sections' desire to put the program
together "should be interpreted as a sign
of health and vigor," and encouraged, not
resisted. Here are some people eager to
throw themselves into these tasks; that
energy should be tapped, fostered and
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appreciated
Beyond these three considerations of

reducing arbitrariness, promoting democ-
racy and promoting member involvement,
people in the Organized Sections also
argued the practical point that a division of
responsibility between Program Commit-
tee Sections and Organized Sections
would be extremely cumbersome, the
consultation required causing a much
larger total of work.

Moreover, in response to potential
charges of narrowness, several Organized
Sections pointed to convincing evidence of
breadth, from their own choice of Pro-
gram Chairs to the range of panels that
they brought together for the 1989 annual
meeting. One member of the Public Ad-
ministration Organized Section suggested
that the Organized Sections continue to
arrange the panels for the APSA annual
meeting, with the understanding that if
complaints about narrowness arose, the
responsibility could be divided at that
point

Program Committee Sections

The arguments giving to the Organized
Sections the total arrangement of panels at
the annual meeting can be summed up as
the political and intellectual dangers of
feudalism.

I) Political dangers. Many members of
the Association with whom I have spoken,
along with many members of the Council,
have expressed fears that the Organized
Sections could come to represent only the
"joiners" in the Association or those who
felt most strongly the responsibility for or-
ganizing the subfield, and that self-selection
might lead to a relatively homogeneous
group doing the organizing. That homoge-
nity might take shape around a spot on the
left-right political spectrum, or around
some concept of what the field is sup-
posed to be. While "raising hell" in the
Organized Sections, or organizing a separ-
ate section to represent another perspec-
tive is always a possibility, in conflictual
situations many Association members
seem to prefer exit over voice. Those
members, accordingly, prefer to be repre-
sented by having panels organized by

scholars appointed by a Program Commit-
tee Chair, even granting the possibilities of
random variation that this procedure en-
tails, rather than by scholars appointed by
an Organized Section. (Again, I should
point out that the people with whom I
have talked are by no means a representa-
tive sample of the membership. It is com-
pletely unclear how many members in sec-
tions like Public Administration and Urban
Politics—the two sections where active
members' feelings run strongest in favor of
Organized Section control—favor or are
comfortable with a program shared with
the Program Committee.)

Observers of associations in other disci-
plines that have radically decentralized,
like the American Educational Research
Association, report that in these associa-
tions the sections can tend to become self-
perpetuating oligopolies.

2) Intellectual dangers. Supporters of the
Program Committee Sections also argue
that the traditional process has built into it
several features that promote intellectual
diversity and intellectual excitement.

First, the very variation in the back-
grounds of Program Committee Chairs
that causes anxiety in some sections does
produce different "takes" on the fields in
different years. This divergence from the
way the mainstream may conceive of a
field can be seen as good rather than bad.
It may even be a loss to the profession to
avoid appointing anyone as program chair
who is hostile to one or more approaches
in the field. While we should urge inclusive-
ness and plurality upon our chairs, we
should also recognize that occasional chairs
with a vision they want to pursue, even a
vision that disadvantages other perspec-
tives, can be a vitalizing intellectual force.

Second, a Program Committee Chair
can, by using personal networks, some-
times convince people to give panels who
would otherwise not do so. While this is
also true of Organized Section program
chairs, the networks are often different,
and the resulting diversity is a net gain fop
the profession.

Third, the very "elitism" of the Program
Committee process can produce out-
comes by which the profession can gain by.
In my own case, for example, I certainly
did not know which people were doing
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exciting and intellectually stimulating work
in all the fields of the discipline. So I got on
the telephone, phoned people culled both
from my personal friends in the different
fields and from a general knowledge of the
prominent people in those fields, and
asked, "Who's good?" The process was
the essence of the old boy network. But
asking "Who's good?" does usually pro-
duce a list of people who are generally
thought to be the very best in the field,
and those who are thought to be the best
often do have good ideas for panels. They
often do have a nose for originality and
excitement. They often do know what
really good work is being done before it
has been published, so they can bring
together this and that idea that others did
not know was being worked on, or this
and that scholar whom others did not
realize had something in common.

The process, which works in part
through a network of the most established
scholars, produces a list of section chairs
that often overrepresents the most pres-
tigious universities. This overrepresenta-
tion, however, is somewhat limited by the
implicit rules the Program Committee
Chair tries to follow (but due to lack of in-
formation I did not always succeed in fol-
lowing): I) not appointing anyone who has
chaired the section before, 2) not appoint-
ing anyone not tenured, 3) not appointing
anyone in one's own university, 4) con-
sciously considering diversity in approach
and in academic background.

Conclusion on Organization

I conclude that there are good argu-
ments on both sides, and that we need
both kinds of things. I also conclude that
feelings run so high in some fields, like
Public Administration, that it would do a
lot of damage to return, without more
consultation than I have been able to do in-
formally, to the 50-30-20 formula.

I therefore proposed in April to the
APSA Council, and the Council accepted
my recommendation, that for the 1990
meetings we use, on an experimental basis,
a formula providing that when there are
Organized Sections in a field, the Program
Committee and Organized Sections would

have the de jure right to split the panels
allocated to the field 50-50. In practice,
however, I propose that the Program
Committee Section chairs and Organized
Section program chairs within a field work
closely with one another, allocating the
panels between them, in consultation with
the Program Committee Chair, as they
think best meets the needs of the field.

I propose that the Association set up a
committee to review this question, consult
with people in the different fields, and con-
sult with the members of the Ad Hoc
Committee on the Structure of the Annual
Meeting—Joseph Cooper, Stephen Elkins,
Charles Jones (chair), Manus Midlarsky and
Barbara Sinclair—to suggest what arrange-
ments might be best for the future. While
stability of decision is certainly an asset, I
am convinced that there has not been
enough discussion of this issue in the pro-
fession. Reactions to first drafts of this arti-
cle have tended to favor a simple return
to the status quo ante, but no one cay say
at the moment what the general reaction
might be after deliberation.

Unaffiliated Groups

So far, I have not discussed the role of
unaffiliated groups. One member of an
Organized Section has suggested to me
that their role be reduced to less than 20
percent. Others have strongly defended
the present allocation to Unaffiliated
Groups. The major argument for reserving
at least 20 percent of the program for Un-
affiliated Groups is that these groups pro-
vide the most obvious and easily accessible
outlet for new ideas that at any time might
challenge the existing structure. While op-
portunities for getting a hearing for a new
approach might be stymied by the vagaries
and the elitism of the Program Committee
process or by the field definitions of the
Organized Section process, almost any
group can ask for the opportunity to pre-
sent a few panels as an Unaffiliated Group.
If those panels are well attended, these
groups will have a good chance asking for
more the next year. Eventually, their ideas
might become incorporated into one or
the other of the official processes, but as

September 1989 661

https://doi.org/10.1017/S104909650003122X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S104909650003122X


Association News

an organization they might want to con-
tinue on an unaffiliated basis, free from the
restrictions that the Association imposes
on Organized Sections, or open primarily
to ideas compatible with their own
perspectives. Unaffiliated groups tap a
form of intellectual energy that neither the
Program Committee process nor the
Organized Section process is always able
to tap.

II. Allocation of Panels among
Disciplinary Fields

Part of the intensity of feeling about the
annual meeting, among both members of
Organized Sections and members of fields
without Organized Sections, has derived
from the concern that if a field did not
have an Organized Section to protect its
interests against the inroads of other fields,
its allocation of panels would be steadily
eaten away by those who were better
organized. In an era of expanding numbers
of panels, it seemed reasonable that any
group with the energy to organize could
have panels without depriving any other
group. Now that we have a restricted
number of panels, the enterprise becomes
a zero-sum game. In an analogy with spec-
tators standing to see at a football game,
one can at least imagine an APSA in which
members all have to spend a great deal of
energy organizing against one another to
protect their rights to their panels, but no
one is better off than before they all orga-
nized.

The resulting politicization of the proc-
ess might, of course, bring to the agenda
important questions about, for example,
which fields make a greater contribution
to the discipline. The conflicts that ensued
might also generate greater interest and
participation in the Association than
before. A democratic theorist and a politi-
cal scientist ought to think twice before
suggesting tha t any issue be
"depol i t ic ized." Nevertheless, the
political energies of the members of the
Association might also be used in ways
that met their real interests better than
protecting the number of panels in their
fields against one another. If this is so, it
might be useful to depoliticize the issue by

finding a way of allocating panels among
fields that most people thought was
relatively reasonable, but that was also
open to some negotiation.

Conclusion on Allocating Panels
among Fields

The 1987 Ad Hoc Committee suggested
that panels be distributed among the dif-
ferent fields on the basis of (I) past num-
ber of panels allocated to a particular field
of interest, and (2) relative attendance at
panels in previous years. The second fac-
tor allows for gradual shifts over time, as
fields whose panels generate more interest
get a few more panels the next year and
those that generate less interest a few less.

To these two factors I might suggest in-
stituting a third, advisory only, based on a
poll of the members of the Association, in
which each member gets 6 votes, to be
cast for any subfield in proportion to inten-
sity. A member could cast all 6 votes for
one field, or distribute the votes among
fields. The results of the poll would have
no formal or legal status, but would have
the advantage of providing information
about interest in the subfields throughout
the profession. It would be useful to have
such a measure because (I) total attend-
ance at a field's panels in any given meeting
is partly a function of how many panels are
offered in comparison with other fields
rather than a pure measure of interest,
and (2) the measure of field interest in the
APSA Biographical Directory is not specific
enough to use for this purpose.

The overall goal would be to come up
with a way of distributing panels among
fields that most members would consider
relatively fair.

Plea for Deliberation and Response

It has become clear to me, as I've
phoned around to different members of
the profession, that each field and subfield
in political science has its own history, sore
points in which are often activated by the
allocation of panels at the annual meeting.
A committee of working size, no matter
how carefully constituted, cannot under-
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stand the particular history, needs and vul-
nerabilities of each subfield. Accordingly, I
hope that members of the Association
reading this account will talk about the
issues with others in and outside of their
own fields, debate the merits of various
allocations between Program Committee

Sections and Organized Sections, and
write or in other ways contact members
of the APSA Council or Cathy Rudder,
APSA Executive Director, filling them in
on issues that the committee should take
into account and suggesting solutions for
their field and the discipline as a whole

Ed/tor's Note: The following list pairs Program Committee Sections with corresponding APSA
Organized Sections. As you will see, the matches can only be approximate given our freedom to
define and redefine the basic units of the discipline

APSA Sections 1990

Program Committee Sections

1 Political Thought and Philosophy
Historical Approaches

George Kateb
Dept of Politics
Princeton University
Princeton, NJ 08544
(609) 452-4860

2 Normative Political Theory

James S. Fishkin
Dept. of Government
Burdine Hall 536
University of Texas at Austin
Austin, TX 78712-1087
(512)471-5121

3 Formal Political Theory

Thomas Schwartz
Dept. of Political Science
UCLA
Los Angeles, CA 90024
(213)825-1972

4 Methodology

Nathaniel Beck
Dept of Political Science
University of California, San Diego
Lajolla, CA 92093
(619)534-4296

Gary King
Dept. of Government
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138

•(617)495-2027

Organized Sections

A Political Methodology

Nathaniel Beck

Gary King
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5. Legislative Processes and Politics

D. Roderick Kiewiet
Division of Hunnanities and Social

Sciences
California Institute of Technology
Pasadena, CA 91125
(818)356-4032

6. Executive Politics

Jeffrey K. Tulis
Dept. of Government
Burdine Hall 536
University of Texas at Austin
Austin, TX 78712
(512)471-5121

7 Political Behavior
(includes electoral behavior, public
opinion, political psychology and
socialization)

Larry M. Bartels
Dept of Political Science
University of Rochester
Rochester, NY 14627
(716)275-7840

Shanto lyengar
Dept of Political Science
UCLA
Los Angeles, CA 90024
(213)825-5536

8 Political Organizations

Bernard Grofman
School of Social Sciences
Univ of California, Irvine
Irvine, CA 92717
(714)856-6394

Byron Shafer
Dept. of Politics
Nuffield College
Oxford University
Oxford OX I INF
UNITED KINGDOM
(0865) 278509

9. Public Law and judicial Politics

Gregory A. Caldeira
Dept. of Political Science
Ohio State University
223 Derby Hall
Columbus, OH 43210
(614)272-4476

B. Legislative Studies

Burdett Loomis
Dept. of Political Science
University of Kansas
Lawrence, KS 66045
(913)864-3523

C. Presidency Research

Peri Arnold
Dept. of Government and International

Studies
University of Notre Dame
Notre Dame, IN 46556
(219)239-7312

D Political Parties and Organizations

James L Gibson
Dept of Political Science
University of Houston
Houston, TX 77204

(7l3)749-4322(o)
660-8813 (h)
747-8638 (FAX)

BITNET' POLSBR@UHUPVMI

E. Law, Courts and judicial Process

Stewart A. Scheingold
Dept. of Political Science DO-30
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195
(206) 543-2377
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292-2880 (messages)
BITNET: TS6532@OHSTMVS

10. Constitutional Law and Jurisprudence

Sanford Levinson
University of Texas Law School
727 East 26th Street
Austin, TX 78705
(512)471-3273

471-5151

11 Public Administration

Martha Derthick
Woodrow Wilson Department of

Government and Foreign Affairs
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22901
(804)924-3192

12- Urban Politics, State Politics,
and Federalism

Martin Shefter
Dept of Government
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 255-6767

13. Public Policy

Deborah A. Stone
Brandeis University

F Public Administration

Frank J. Thompson
Graduate School of Public Affairs
SUNY at Albany
135 Western Avenue
Albany, NY 12222

G. Federalism and Intergovernmental
Relations

Ellis Katz
Center for the Study of Federalism
Temple University 025-25
Philadelphia, PA 19122
(215)787-1482

Robert Thomas
Dept. of Political Science
University of Houston
Houston, TX 77004
(713)749-4887

H- Urban Politics

Bryan D. Jones
Dept of Political Science
Texas A&M University
College Station, TX 77843
(409) 845-8833
(BITNET' H553BJ@TAMVMI

I. State Politics and Policy

Virginia Gray
Dept of Political Science
1414 Social Science Bldg
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, MN 55455
(612)624-4144

J. Policy Studies

B Guy Peters
Dept of Political Science
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Heller School
Waltham, MA 02254
(617)736-3838

14. Politics and Economics

Margaret Levi
Dept. of Political Science
DO-30
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195

15. Race, Gender and Ethnicity

Jennifer Hochschild
Politics Department
Princeton University
Princeton, NJ 08544
(609) 452-5634

16. History and Political Science

Amy Bridges
University of California, San Diego
Dept. of Political Science Q-060
La Jolla, CA 92093
(619) 534-4909

17. Comparative Politics of
Developing Areas

Ruth Berins Collier
Institute of International Studies
Moses 215
Univ. of California at Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720

18. Comparative Politics of
Advanced Industrial Societies

Peter Hall
Center for European Studies
Harvard University
Busch Hall
27 Kirkland Street
Cambridge, MA 02138
(617)495-4303

495-8509 (FAX)

Germaine A. Hoston
Dept. of Political Science
The Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, MD 21218
(301)338-7531 (o)

338-7540 (PS)
243-5983 (h)
467-4033 (FAX)

University of Pittsburgh
Forbes Quad. 4T20
Pittsburgh, PA 15260
(412)648-7285

K. Women and Politics Research

Pamela Johnston Conover
Dept. of Political Science
Hamilton Hall 070a
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3265

L. Comparative Politics

John R. Freeman
Dept. of Political Science
University of Minnesota
1414 Social Science Bldg.
Minneapolis, MN 55455
(612)624-4144

624-6018

M. Politics and Society in
Western Europe

George Ross
Sociology Dept.
Brandeis University
Waltham, MA 02254
(617)736-2636
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19. Domestic Politics and Foreign
Policies of Communist Regimes

Vivienne Shue
Dept. of Government
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 255-3856

20. International Collaboration

Michael W. Doyle
Dept. of Politics
Princeton University
Princeton, NJ 08544
(609) 452-4760

21 International Conflict N. International Security and

Deborah Larson A r m s C o n t r o l

Dept. of Political Science Paul R. Viotti
UCLA P.O. Box 138
405 Hilgard Avenue U.S. Air Force Academy, CO 80840
Los Angeles, CA 90024 (719) 472-2270
(213)206-5286

22. National Security

Stephen M. Walt
Dept. of Political Science
University of Chicago
5828 S. University Avenue
Chicago, IL 60637
(312)702-8050

23. International Political Economy

James A. Caporaso
Dept. of Political Science, DO-30
University of Washington
Seattle, WA98I95

24. Foreign Policy Analysis

Jack Snyder
Institute for War and Peace Studies
420 W. 118th Street
Columbia University
New York, NY 10027
(212) 854-8290

25 Intersections of Theory
and Practice

Kim Lane Scheppele
University of Michigan
Institute for Public Policy Studies
466 Lorch Hall
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Ann Arbor, Ml 48109
(313) 764-7507 (IPPS)

747-1098 (law school)
662-4695 (h)

O Foundations of Political Theory

Robert Grafstein
Dept. of Political Science
Baldwin Hall
University of Georgia
Athens, GA 30602
(404) 542-2057

P. Representation and Electoral Systems
Joseph F. Zimmerman
Graduate School of Public Affairs
SUNY at Albany
135 Western Avenue
Albany, NY 12222
(518)442-5378

439-9440

Q. Conflict Processes

Randolph Siverson
Dept. of Political Science
University of California at Davis
Davis, CA 95616
(916)752-3078

Robert Jackman
Dept. of Political Science
University of California at Davis
Davis, CA 95616
(916)752-0966

R. Politics and the Life Sciences
Joseph Losco
Dept. of Political Science
Ball State University
Muncie, IN 47306
(317)285-8780

S. Religion and Politics
Lyman A. Kellstedt
Dept. of Political Science
Wheaton College
Wheaton, IL 60187
(312)260-5129

T Applied Political Science
Howard J Silver
COSSA
1652 I Street, NW, Suite 91 I
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Washington, DC 20006
(202)887-6166

U. Science and Technology Studies

Norman J. Vig
Dept. of Political Science
Carleton College
Northfield, MN 55057

V. Computer Users

Michael L. Vasu
Dept. of Political Science and Public

Administration
North Carolina State University
Raleigh, NC 27695-8102
(919)737-2481

Call For Papers:
1990 Annual Meeting

Policies and Deadlines

Paper proposals and offers to appear as
discussants or panel chairpersons must be
submitted as early as possible. The dead-
line for receipt of submissions is December
I, 1989. Proposals for whole panels are
welcome, but persons with suggestions for
panels should get their requests in early.

Please write directly to the appropriate
section Program Committee and/or
Organized Section chairperson(s) listed
below. More general inquiries of sugges-
tions may be addressed to:

Jane Mansbridge, Center for Urban Af-
fairs and Policy Research, Northwest-
ern University, 2040 Sheridan Road,
Evanston, Illinois 60201; (312) 491-8726
(Program Chair).

Ann Peyser or loanna Iliopulos, APSA,
1527 New Hampshire Avenue, NW,
Washington, DC 20036; (202)
483-2512-

Prospective participants should be
aware of two APSA Council policies-

(I) Acceptance of a proposal by the

Program Committee obligates you to
preregister (with appropriate fee) prior
to June 1, 1990. If you fail to preregis-
ter, you will not be listed in the full pro-
gram

(2) Participants may appear on two
(but no more than two) panels in any
capacity—chairing a panel, acting as dis-
cussant or presenting a paper. This rule
applies to APSA Program Committee
panels, APSA Organized Section
Panels, and Unafflliated Group panels.

Coordination of Program Committee
and Organized Section Panels

You are encouraged to submit paper
proposals to Program Committee Sec-
tions and the corresponding Organized
Section. If you apply to several Program
Committee Sections, or apply to Program
Committee Sections and Organized Sec-
tion Panels, please inform each section
chairperson that yours is a multiple appli-
cation. Also, in that case, please notify the
other section chairpersons as soon as you
have accepted an invitation for participa-
tion in another section

1990 Program Committee Sections

Section leaders of the 1990 Program
Committee will announce their proposed
programs below:
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