Found Women

other crusades for constitutional revision
and prison reform. She actively opposed
the Boswell amendment which gave elec-
tion boards of '‘good ole boys’’ the power
to deny the vote to persons they judged
not to be of "‘good character.”

Farmer's life goal as teacher, scholar and
activist was to increase representation and
participation, especially of women, in Ala-
bama public life. A scholar of Alabama
politics, she led several successful cam-
paigns of her own and many of her stu-
dents, inspired by her words and example,
went on to careers in public administra-
tion, social work and teaching. Hallie
Farmer's greatest success was that her
voice was heard.

About the Author
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T he November 1983 edition of Changing
Times published a listing of the most highly WILLIAM E. THOMPSON
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regarded doctoral programs in 32 aca-
demic disciplines based on a five-volume
study of the National Academy of Sci-
ences. This study, entitled ““An Assess-
ment of Research-Doctorate Programs in
the United States,"" reviewed 2,700 Ph.D.
programs in 32 disciplines from anthro-
pology to zoology.

The ratings reported by Changing Times
combined two key measures of reputation
from the National Academy of Sciences’
study. The first, ‘‘Faculty Quality,”
assessed how professors around the coun-
try rated their peers in the same discipline;
the second, “'Program Quality," assessed
how well the faculty thought each program
educated research scholars and scientists.
Changing Times combined these two mea-
sures and derived a ranking of the top 10
percent of the programs in each discipline,
For the discipline of political science Chang-
ing Times listed the top eight departments
based on scores derived from the National
Academy of Sciences' study. Following the
assumptions of the Changing Times article,

the ten schools with the highest combined
JOSEPH V. HICKEY scores produced a list of political science’s
““academic elite,”” the ten '‘best’ pro-
grams in the country.

Given the subjective nature of the eval-
uation process which produced the acad-
emy's ratings, we suspected the top ten
departments might be substantially linked
to each other by hiring each other's gradu-
ates, and hence, enhancing each other's
reputations. We also suspected that
among the academic elite there might be
a high degree of academic inbreeding—
the hiring of graduates from one's own
program (Bair and Thompson, 1983; Bair,
et al., 1986).

In 1966, a comprehensive evaluation of
graduate education by the American
Council of Education was published (Cart-
ter, 1966). The Cartter report concluded
that the leading departments could be
identified using either an objective or a
subjective approach because the two kinds
of data corroborated each other (Cartter,
1966, p. 5). In 1969 the American Council
of Education (ACE) conducted a reputa-
tional survey of 36 graduate programs
which included political science. Partici-
pants were also asked to rate the quality
PHILIP L. KELLY of graduate faculty and the effectiveness of
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doctoral programs in their discipline. Par-
ticipants were also asked to estimate
changes in these programs, either positive
or negative, over the previous five years.
In terms of the perceived quality of gradu-
ate faculty, the top twenty-two institutions
were then listed in rank order. In addition,
the relative rankings of these same institu-
tions based on surveys conducted in 1957
and 1964 were also given (Roose and
Anderson, 1970, pp. 56-57).

The National Academy of Sciences, in
“An Assessment of Research—Doctorate
Programs in the United States: Social and
Behavioral Sciences,” evaluated the qual-
ity of 83 doctoral programs in political sci-
ence in 198! (Jones and Coggeshall, 1982).
The assessment was based on sixteen
measures, twelve of which were deemed
“‘objective.” The remaining four *‘subjec-
tive'' measures were based on a reputa-
tional survey of faculty members con-
ducted in April 1981 in which 249 political
scientists were asked to participate. One
hundred and fifty-two (6| percent) did so,
- with sixteen listing themsefves as specializ-
ing in international relations (|| percent),
one hundred and seventeen in political sci-
ence (/7 percent) and nineteen in the
other/unknown category (13 percent). A
majority of respondents had earned their
highest degree prior to 1970, and a major-
ity held the rank of full professor (Jones
and Coggeshall, 1982, p. 110).

A comparison of the results of the
National Academy of Sciences' study and
the 1969 ACE survey, which included pre-
vious surveys in 1957 and (964, revealed
substantial stability in the perception of
faculty quality and quality of graduate pro-
grams over much of the last three dec-
ades. From {957 until today only one
political science program, Rochester’s,
that was outside the elite during most of
the period was able to enter the top ten.
Minnesota, ranked 9th in 1957, fell out of
the top ten in 1964 and 1969, but regained
its elite ranking in 1981. The others may
have shifted their relative positions within
the top ten over the last twenty-five years,
but throughout this period they have
retained their elite status

There may be several- possible reasons
why perceptions regarding the quality of
graduate programs in political science have
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Table |. Percentage of Faculty
From Top-Rated Schools

%

Rank Elite N
| Yale University 735 34
2 University of Michigan,

Ann Arbor 555 54
3 University of California,

Berkeley 79.5 44
3 University of Chicago 750 28
3 Harvard University 789 38
4 MIT 78.1 32
5  Stanford University 654 26
6  University of Wisconsin,

Madison 68.6 35
7 University of Minnesota 4.4 29
8  University of Rochester 846 {3

remained fairly consistent. In our view, the
consistently high reputational ranking en-
joyed by top-rated programs is directly
linked to the composition of their faculties
and the highly subjective nature of the sur-
vey results.

Using the American Political Science
Association's Guide to Graduate Study in
Political Science (1982), the full-time facul-
ties of the ten highest ranked political sci-
ence departments were examined. The
item of primary interest was where full-
time faculty members at these institutions
had received their doctoral degrees.

In analyzing the faculties of political sci-
ence's top-ranked departments, it soon
became obvious that there were numer-
ous interrelationships among departments
in terms of where the faculty had received
their doctoral degrees. Table | lists the
top-ranked departments and indicates the
percentage of full-time faculty who re-
ceived their doctoral degrees from one of
the “'elite’” departments on the list (which
would include those who received their
degree from the same department where
they are currently on the faculty).

As can be seen in Table |, all of the top-
ranked departments had a substantial pro-
portion of their faculty who had received
their Ph.D. degree from a member of the
“*Academic Elite."”” University of Rochester
had the highest percentage of degree hold-
ers from among the top-ranked depart-
ments (84.6%), and the University of Min-
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Table 2. Percentage of
Own Graduates on Faculty

% N
Yale University 265 34
University of Michigan,

Ann Arbor 222 54
University of California,

Berkeley 204 44
University of Chicago 179 28
Harvard 500 38
MIT 125 32
Stanford University is 26
University of Wisconsin,

Madison 86 35
University of Minnesota 69 29
University of Rochester 00 I3

nesota had the lowest (41.4%). Most of
the schools had anywhere from 2/3 to
over 3/4 of their faculty who had grad-
uated from one of the prestigious
programs.

Table 2 addresses the issue of academic
inbreeding among the top-ranked political
science programs. Berelson (1960) and
Caplow and McGee (1965) have demon-
strated that a high degree of inbreeding
among elite schools is not accidental.
According to both studies, if elite pro-
grams are to maintain their prestige rank-
ing, they cannot hire a large number of
Ph.D.s from lower ranked departments,
and this would include faculty from up-
wardly mobile ‘‘middlemen’’ programs

Table 3. Number and Source of
Ph.D.s for Faculty of
Academic Elite Departments

Source Number
Yale 43
Michigan 27
Berkeley 20
Chicago 32
Harvard 60
MIT i
Stanford 16
Wisconsin N
Minnesota 8
Rochester 2
Total . 230
672

whose elite credentials have yet to be
established. Gross (1970) in his study of
sociology departments found that the
higher the prestige of a department, the
greater the proportion of home-grown
graduate faculty. With some modifica-
tions, Shichor's (1970) study confirmed
Gross's findings. He found the relation
between departmental inbreeding and the
prestige of a department to be curvilinear,
with the highest and lowest ranking de-
partments having the highest rates of in-
breeding, while mid-level departments
were found to have the lowest rates. Not
surprisingly, in regard to inbreeding, find-
ings from political science programs were
almost identical to those of sociology.

As can be seen, Harvard University had
the largest percentage of their own gradu-
ates on their full-time political science fac-
ulty (50.0%). Yale University, University of
Michigan, and University of California also
had rather large percentages of their own
graduates on their political science staffs
(26.5%, 22.2%, and 20.4%, respectively).
Interestingly, the University of Rochester
had not hired any of its own graduates.

Tle Ten political science

peaduate propéms whick
were Top rdaded . The
1981 National Acadeny of
Sciences sudy are wn-
Aoubiedly shong progama.

Table 3 looks at the number of Ph.D.s
produced from each department who
were represented on the full-time faculty
of one of the elite departments in 1981-82.
Harvard had 60 of its graduates in faculty
positions in one of the elite political science
departments. Yale and Chicago followed
with 43 and 32, respectively. Minnesota
and Rochester had the least with 8 and 2,
respectively.

Political science departments must com-
pete with each other for qualified stu-
dents. Moreover, their graduates’ employ-
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ability hinges on each department’s na-
tional reputation. The ten political science
graduate programs which were top-
ranked in the 1981 National Academy of
Sciences study are undoubtedly strong
programs. However, our data suggest that
a rather small group of ten institutions
tend consciously or unconsciously to en-
hance each others’ reputations by hiring
each others’ graduates. When elite faculty
are asked to rate their peers at other
schools they are, to a large extent, rating
their former professors and/or students. In
other words, there are a total of 333 full-
time faculty in the political science elite.
and 230 of them graduated from these dis-
tinguished programs.

. . thore dne 4 161l of 333

230 of them bave paduated

(mm ‘JZJ E‘ﬂt

fropémg.

There are at least two ways of explain-
ing the high ranking of elite programs over
the decades. On the one hand, elite pro-
grams produce the largest number of
graduates and because it may enhance
prestige, their graduates typically promote
the notion that their schools are the best.
This seems to be true whether elite gradu-
ates move to mid-level or even low-rank-
ing departments. In fact, studies may
prove that elite hired by non-elite—which
are the majority—stand to gain the most
by promoting the elite status of their alma
maters in competition for tenure, promo-
tion and salaries.

On the other hand, tradition may also
explain the persistence of the elite. That is,
once reputations are formed and certain
institutions  benefit from them, those
institutions make every effort to maintain
their elite status. Ironically, not only do
elite faculty rate their own programs
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highly, but so also do large numbers of fac-
ulty from less prestigious institutions who
overwhelmingly accept these reputational
rankings without questioning their subjec-
tive nature.

. rot ol Ao olite
{Aasaywmo«m

rogpran bighly, but 10 also
prom less prestigions
fropénas.

Are the ten highest ranked programs
indeed the best Ph.D. programs in political
science? Or, do they merely have the larg-
est number of faculty members in the dis-
cipline and a vested interest in perpetuat-
ing the notion that they are academically
best? Our data suggest that the latter is
true. Two final comments seem in order.
First, we contend that because of their
subjectivity, current ranking systems are a
detriment to the profession. They may
impede professional mobility, reward
status over achievement and result in pro-
grams (area studies, for example) of lesser
renown being bypassed, although they
may merit as high or higher recognition
than those of the elite. Secondly, it is our
belief that current ranking systems contain
serious distortions and misrepresenta-
tions. Because they have the potential of
doing as much harm as good, we recom-
mend that as they are presently con-
stituted all systems of departmental rank-
ing should be routinely ignored.
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T he first issue of the Journal of Politics was
published in January 1939. Launching a
regional quarterly journal in the waning
years of the 1930s depression took single-
minded determination and a belief that
political science and government in the
South should have a major voice on the
national scene. Some would have said, and
many did, that it would be a foolhardy and
pointless venture.

At the Tenth Annual Meeting of the
Southern Political Science Association in
November 1937 at Chapel! Hill-Durham, a
Committee on Publication was appointed
to explore the feasibility of an SPSA jour-
nal. The Chairman of that Committee was
Roscoe C. Martin from the University of
Alabama.

Before leaving that meeting in Novem-
ber 1937, the Chairman had spoken at
length with each Committee member and
sounded each out on various aspects of
the tasks confronting them. Although
there was much work to be done, those
men desiring a publication would keep
noting in communications that a target
date for the first issue ought to be no later
than January 1939 if there was to be a jour-
nal at all. That meant a daunting series of
impossible deadlines had to be met—one
of Chairman Martin’s most exasperating
but fruitful methods of work. The final
report recommending the establishment
of the Journal of Politics to the then presi-
dent of the Southern Political Science
Association, Dr. A. B. Butts, Chancellor of
the University of Mississippi, was written
and sent by Martin on July 23, 1938, just
nine months after the Committee had
been appointed.

PS: Political Science and Politics

https://doi.org/10.2307/419748 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.2307/419748



