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ABSTRACT A considerable amount of research exists about political science careers at com-
munity colleges and liberal arts institutions, as well as about training and hiring practices
across different types of institutions. However, there is virtually no commentary available
on political science careers at comprehensive institutions, where a significant proportion
of those in the field will spend their professional careers. The primary goal of this article is
to initiate a conversation about working at a comprehensive university, which has both
similarities to and important differences with Ph.D.-granting universities and liberal arts
institutions. In doing so, we seek to highlight and discuss unique subtleties and complex-
ities in the areas of teaching, research, and service that may provide insight into careers at
comprehensive institutions and assist those who may be seeking or have just gained aca-
demic positions at such institutions.

Doctoral students anticipate a variety of possible
career paths after defending their dissertations and
transitioning from students to teachers. Some may
envision small liberal arts colleges where close
teaching relationships combined with limited

research expectations are the norm. Others may imagine them-
selves at doctoral-granting research institutions with lighter teach-
ing loads, first-rate graduate assistants, and research expectations
that focus on producing an ample quantity of publications in highly
regarded outlets. Between these two visions, though, lie numer-
ous other types of institutions along the university spectrum. A
considerable number of political scientists will spend their aca-

demic careers at comprehensive institutions where the highest
degree offered is the master’s degree. These institutions may
embody the best and worst of both liberal arts and research
universities.

On one hand, comprehensive universities—especially public
universities—are regularly described in research and commentary
as “greedy institutions” that demand the teaching emphasis of a
small liberal arts college and the research expectations of a major
research university (Wright et al. 2004; Ball et al. 2004; Hender-
son 2007).1 Faculty members’ time is malleable, and unlike the
time of professional staff at universities, there is no additional
financial cost for asking faculty members to increasingly provide
services such as assessment and other quality-assurance activi-
ties. As Currie, Harris, and Thiele note, there “are always students
who need more help . . . more books and articles to read . . . more
research that needs to be published . . . [and] ideas that need to be
researched” (2000, 271). Additionally, Henderson (2007) con-
cludes that faculty members can become easily discouraged at
state comprehensive universities, where the lower prestige of the
institution can pose a barrier to research ambitions. Another
researcher concludes that faculty at comprehensive universities
must also themselves be “comprehensive,” or balanced, in the areas
of teaching, research, and service to be successful (Darden 2007).
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On the other hand, careers at comprehensive universities offer
scholars opportunities that may not exist at either liberal arts or
research universities. Henderson and Buchanan (2007) and Darden
(2007) argue that comprehensive universities offer excellent oppor-
tunities for pedagogical research, and they encourage institutions
to recognize such work as an important form of scholarship when
making promotion and tenure decisions. Similarly, Ball et al.
(2004) conclude that undergraduate research through faculty men-
toring and co-authoring is an important scholarly outlet at com-
prehensive institutions that also ought to be recognized for tenure
and promotion.

There has been considerable pedagogical commentary about
the profession regarding political science careers at both commu-
nity colleges (Brudney 2001; Brudney 2002; Douglas 2002) and
liberal arts institutions (Mathews-Gardner et al. 2008; Deardorff
et al. 2001; Hanley 2008), as well as research comparing training
needs and hiring practices across different types of institutions
(e.g., Rothgeb, Spadafore, and Burger 2007). In addition, Roth-
geb and Burger (2009) have conducted a comparative analysis of
tenure requirements at BA, MA, and Ph.D. institutions, and they
conclude that tenure requirements at MA-granting institutions
are comparable to BA-granting institutions in terms of teaching,
but for service and research, MA-granting institutions typically
fall between BA and Ph.D. programs. However, virtually no other
commentary is available that focuses on political science careers
at comprehensive institutions. It would be a mistake to assume
that careers at comprehensive institutions are simply a compro-
mise between liberal arts and research institutions. The differ-
ences are often more subtle and complex, and they are certainly
worthy of further commentary and research. In a 2006 survey of
1,524 higher education institutions,2 42% of students were enrolled
in an MA-granting university, compared to 41% enrolled in a
BA-only institution and 10% enrolled in a Ph.D.-granting insti-
tution (Chronicle of Higher Education 2008). These numbers sug-
gest that openings at comprehensive universities make up a
significant portion of potential jobs for political scientists. Our
goal in this article is to highlight and discuss those subtleties
and complexities to provide some insight into political science
careers at comprehensive institutions, as well as to assist those
who may be seeking or have recently gained academic positions
at such institutions.

Our definition of a comprehensive university is consistent with
the definition used by the Carnegie Foundation, which considers a
comprehensive university to be one in which the master’s degree is
typically the highest degree offered for a variety of fields (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement ofTeaching 2009).3 Comprehen-
sive universities are common in public university systems. For
instance, California’s 10 public universities, including UC–Berkeley
and UCLA, offer Ph.D.s, while the state’s 23 regional comprehen-
sive universities, such as California State University’s Chico or
Channel Islands branches, are comprehensive universities and offer
only master’s degrees. Private comprehensive universities such as
James Madison University, Pepperdine University,Valparaiso Uni-
versity, or Marquette University may offer a range of master’s
degrees, along with limited doctoral programs. Although we focus
here on institutions that offer a broad variety of master’s degrees,
ourconclusionsarelikelytoberelevantfor institutionsthataremore
narrowly focused in one or two dominant fields. All of the authors
have recently worked or are currently working at comprehensive
universities. In addition, two have previously taught at undergrad-

uate liberal arts institutions, and one is employed at an institution
that has transitioned from a comprehensive university to a
Carnegie-classified“researchuniversity”—that is,aninstitutionthat
demonstrates a high level of research activity. The article begins
withanoverviewofteachingatcomprehensiveuniversities.Wethen
discuss scholarship and end with a brief word on service.

TEACHING

Although research requirements vary widely across comprehen-
sive universities, in most cases, a faculty member’s work is shaped
by his or her teaching. Teaching is the primary duty of most fac-
ulty members at comprehensive universities, who carry teaching
loads similar to those found at liberal arts universities (Chronicle
of Higher Education 2008). According to a fall 2003 survey of fac-
ulty, approximately 66% of work-time at both comprehensive and
liberal arts universities is spent on teaching, compared to 46% at
doctoral institutions (National Center for Education Statistics
2008a, table 250). This same survey also considered teaching loads
and found that 36% of faculty members at comprehensive univer-
sities teach three classes per semester and 24% teach four classes
per semester. These figures are similar to those found for faculty
at liberal arts universities, at which 30% teach three classes and
28% teach four classes per semester. On the other hand, faculty at
research universities are likely to have lower teaching loads, with
nearly 41% teaching two classes per semester and 28% teaching
one class (National Center for Education Statistics 2008a, table
250). Based on these results, faculty members at comprehensive
universities have teaching loads nearly identical to those of fac-
ulty at liberal arts universities.

However, teaching loads can vary dramatically depending on
a number of factors, including the academic culture, publishing
expectations, the presence of a strong faculty union, and oppor-
tunities for reduced teaching loads. Regarding the criticism of com-
prehensive universities as “greedy institutions,” calls have been
made to reduce teaching loads to enable faculty to meet research
expectations. Some institutions provide reduced teaching loads
as an incentive to conduct research.

However, the teaching load alone is not the only measure of
the amount of teaching done at comprehensive institutions.
Another yardstick is the number of different classes taught each
year. Some faculty at comprehensive institutions may teach four
to six different courses each year, unlike faculty at research insti-
tutions, which typically demand less classroom teaching time. At
the same time, faculty members at comprehensive universities
are less likely to teach courses outside of political science or their
main fields of study. At liberal arts universities, faculty may be
more likely to work in a social science department and, indeed,
may be the only political scientist on staff, requiring them to be
conversant in all subfields of the discipline. At comprehensive
universities, it is easier to teach within one’s subfield or area of
expertise. Nonetheless, highly specialized teaching is rare—a fac-
ulty member in American political institutions may be asked to
teach subjects such as the presidency, Congress, or political behav-
ior. While there are more opportunities for specialization, com-
prehensive universities often have larger class sizes than liberal
arts universities, especially for introductory classes. Faculty mem-
bers at both comprehensive and liberal arts universities may be
expected to teach research methods, whereas at a research univer-
sity, such a course would be assigned to a highly specialized
colleague.
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Political science faculty members at comprehensive institu-
tions may find their work to be very similar to that of their col-
leagues at liberal arts colleges—there are often opportunities to
build close relationships with undergraduates, particularly with
junior- and senior-level students. Moreover, undergraduate
research mentoring is growing more common at these universi-
ties, encouraging close faculty-student relationships. In addi-
tion, many comprehensive institutions offer reduced teaching
loads for faculty in exchange for mentoring activities, such as
academic advising, internship coordination, chairing of MA stu-
dents’ committees, and undergraduate research oversight and
mentoring.

Finally, undergraduate teaching at comprehensive institu-
tions may provide a different set of perspectives for examining
student preparedness and critical thinking and writing skills.
Ph.D.-granting institutions are often highly competitive for ad-
mission, drawing in some of the best high school students.
Many liberal arts colleges are also well-known for being highly
selective. On the other hand, a good number of comprehensive
universities, particularly those with a clear mission to foster under-
graduate education, may have lower admission standards. Hen-
derson has found that the typical state comprehensive university
has students who are less well-prepared than students at research
universities or elite liberal arts colleges, which partly contributes
to lower retention and graduation rates (2007, 7). Dalbey (1995),
writing about Eastern Michigan University, states that many stu-
dents at this comprehensive university are first-generation col-
lege students or commuters, or work full-time while going to
school. More broadly, more minorities and first-generation col-
lege students are enrolled in public comprehensive universities
than research or liberal arts universities (National Center for
Education Statistics 2008b; Warburton, Bugarin, and Nunez 2001).
What these findings suggest is that in some ways, comprehen-
sive universities may be more diverse than other institutions in
terms of both the student body and, perhaps more importantly,
academic skills. Clearly, retention of students is a very important
concern at comprehensive universities. Faculty at comprehen-
sive universities need to be aware of the challenges facing many
students and should work toward identifying students who may
benefit from such services as a writing center or a study skills
workshop. One strategy is to provide feedback on student perfor-
mance early in the term to help target students who may need
additional attention. In sum, undergraduate teaching can be more
challenging in some ways but may also be very rewarding.

GRADUATE-LEVEL INSTRUCTION

Graduate-level instruction at comprehensive institutions is
another unique area of our work that often contrasts strongly
with teaching at doctoral institutions and liberal arts universi-
ties. First, it is notable that comprehensive institutions often
require graduate instruction to take place in the seminar format
and demand oversight of MA theses and comprehensive exams,
which is a very different set of responsibilities compared to the
liberal arts teaching experience. As a result, the use of more
advanced readings from professional journals and the ability to
approach research topics with much stronger emphases on epis-
temological, theoretical, and substantive questions are natural
expectations of graduate-level instruction. Graduate seminars also
offer formal and informal opportunities to assist in the socializa-
tion of graduate students into the profession, which is especially

useful for those students planning on pursuing doctoral work.
A comprehensive university may also offer graduate degrees
in public administration or other interdisciplinary fields, creat-
ing another level of diversity among the graduate student
population. Finally, comprehensive universities may offer less
opportunity to teach specialized graduate courses than research
universities; therefore, a faculty member may be expected to offer
the same seminar each year.

Students in many MA programs are quite different from Ph.D.
students and offer their own set of opportunities and challenges.
In general, we find that our MA students have a wide array of
professional and academic goals. Many MA students are inter-
ested only in the terminal MA degree and have no broader research
or teaching interests. Many first-year MA students are investigat-
ing graduate school to determine if they do want to pursue the
Ph.D. Some are returning for the job advancement that an MA
degree can provide, especially in the field of public administra-
tion. Many MA students must pursue their degree on a part-time
basis while they balance work, family, and other responsibilities.
Moreover, many introductory political science graduate students
are only one semester beyond their undergraduate studies. For all
of these reasons, MA graduate instruction entails a unique set of
opportunities and challenges and is very different from doctoral-
level instruction.

With new MA students, a considerable mentoring effort is often
required to integrate them into political science graduate pro-
grams, in which the expectations for student performance change
considerably from those of the undergraduate years. These stu-
dents’ limited backgrounds in research methods and research
design often require teachers to find a balance between what stu-
dents are capable of accomplishing and what standards are appro-
priate to the program; as a consequence, graduate students may
need more one-on-one attention. Such mentoring can be espe-
cially challenging when dealing with students who are especially
partial to applied research and may be resistant to research direc-
tions that include tests of more theoretical literature.

These issues are especially prominent in the context of over-
seeing the MA thesis, which normally involves much student men-
toring in the early stages of framing research. MA thesis oversight
is a particularly unique responsibility and is significantly differ-
ent from the supervision of an undergraduate honors thesis, for
which undergraduate research expectations still apply. Many of
the same teaching and mentoring skills that are used in oversee-
ing a dissertation apply to overseeing the MA thesis: one needs to
be able to assist the student to frame large bodies of literature,
create research hypotheses, and determine what are and are not
appropriate data for the project. This graduate mentoring can con-
sume a considerable amount of time, but for instructors at com-
prehensive universities, this work is often most relevant for the
thesis student who is likely to continue graduate school beyond
the MA degree.

Graduate mentoring also must be placed in the broader con-
text of mentoring and service at the undergraduate level, which
is another regular facet of one’s professional life at the compre-
hensive institution. While we have devoted much of our discus-
sion to aspects of teaching MA students, the teaching focus at a
comprehensive university is still oriented primarily to the under-
graduate, which means that faculty members may also be engaged
in undergraduate activities and mentoring. At comprehensive
institutions, many departments have active student groups,
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organizations, and simulation programs that require faculty over-
sight. Many political science departments at comprehensive insti-
tutions also foster a culture of faculty accessibility, under which
students may freely seek a faculty member’s counsel beyond spe-
cific office hours. In this regard, the departmental culture of avail-
ability to students is much more like the liberal arts environment
and is quite different from the environment of many doctoral
institutions, in which faculty are required to hold no more than
two office hours per week and can maintain an arms-length rela-
tionship with students.

A final point we wish to reiterate regarding graduate student
mentoring that has been common in our experiences is the nec-
essary skill of and interest in integrating the MA student who
may have an interest in Ph.D. studies into the wider profession.
In this respect, our jobs more closely resemble that of faculty at
doctoral institutions, who must advise students about publish-
ing, conference presentations, and various networking opportu-
nities. Mentoring can take several significant forms. Faculty might
ask a student to co-author a conference paper or article. This type
of experience can pay dividends for the student by demystifying
the publication process. As well, for students who anticipate mov-
ing on to a doctoral program, mentors might encourage them to
join professional associations to increase their knowledge of the
discipline and expose them to research beyond their own depart-
ments. At the same time, given that many of our MA students do
not aspire to continue beyond the program, faculty are also often
asked for broader professional advice about fields outside of aca-
demia. Such guidance can be especially difficult to provide for
those of us who have spent all of our professional lives in academia.

RESEARCH

Apart from different teaching experiences at master’s institu-
tions, the research aspect of work at a comprehensive university
often differs considerably from that which takes place at many
liberal arts institutions and doctoral-granting programs. At the
same time, we must note that professional research expectations
vary widely across MA-granting institutions. Some departments
require professors to have multiple publications in peer-reviewed
outlets in order to gain tenure and promotion, while other depart-
ments are considerably less demanding about where and how
much research has been published.4 In this respect, it is difficult
to generalize about how departments at comprehensive universi-
ties view and value research achievements.

Nevertheless, in our own experience, research is always an
important facet of professional life at comprehensive institu-
tions. This focus is supported by a study indicating that compre-
hensive institutions have asked faculty to increase their research
productivity (Henderson 2007), and we anticipate that the value
of research achievements at such institutions is only likely to
increase. Even though the teaching load at these schools is heavier
than at doctoral-granting institutions, there are many examples
of scholars at comprehensive institutions who are able to main-
tain a high level of research productivity. Unlike many liberal arts
institutions, where teaching demands, undergraduate service
responsibilities, and the absence of a strong research culture can
derail a faculty member’s research ambitions, comprehensive insti-
tutions preserve the possibility of a very active scholarly research
agenda, if not demand it in the form of peer-reviewed publica-
tions. We maintain that one can work at a comprehensive insti-
tution with a reasonable expectation of sustaining an aggressive

research agenda. We believe that this is possible as a result of an
array of factors.

First, the presence of graduate schools at comprehensive insti-
tutions often creates an environment in which research is more
openly part of the academic culture, and in this respect, scholarly
productivity is encouraged and actively supported. Graduate
schools at comprehensive institutions experience many of the same
pressures as doctoral institutions, which require faculty to be
actively engaged in research or service work in the broader pro-
fession to bring external recognition to the university and depart-
ment. Moreover, in a competitive market for prospective students,
graduate schools need faculty members to excel in their research
endeavors to help maintain visible and attractive graduate pro-
grams. In addition, many graduate schools actively oversee com-
petitive research grants and awards and may provide support for
collaborative research work with graduate students. In compar-
ing our professional work experience and academic culture at com-
prehensive institutions with that in our previous jobs at liberal
arts universities, the research climate at the comprehensive insti-
tution appears to be both markedly different and more actively
supportive of productive scholarship and research.

Many comprehensive institutions offer faculty research sab-
baticals and various forms of development leave, as well as course-
release time—incentives that are often strikingly absent from
liberal arts institutions, where the dominant teaching culture may
not permit temporary leaves from teaching. Such breaks from
teaching can be extremely rewarding and productive in terms of
maintaining and building on one’s research program. At the same
time, the practice of taking a semester off from teaching during
the probationary period—which is more common at Ph.D.-granting
institutions for assistant professors prior to a third year review or
faculty members who have just joined the department—is rarely
routine at comprehensive institutions. Faculty at comprehensive
institutions also rarely receive summer research salaries. This com-
pensation is far more common at doctoral institutions, and thus,
summer teaching opportunities can become a financial necessity
at comprehensive institutions.

Another factor related to research life at comprehensive insti-
tutions is the kind of teaching one may be asked to do, which can
affect a research agenda. Deardorff et al. (2001) note that faculty
at liberal arts institutions are often asked to be generalists, because
these schools frequently expect professors to teach across the sub-
fields in political science and sometimes outside the field. This
finding squares with our own work experiences at liberal arts uni-
versities. However, at the comprehensive institution, such prac-
tices are much less common. Although one’s teaching load can
still be considerable when compared to doctoral institution loads,
a professor rarely needs to be a generalist or teach across a num-
ber of political science subfields. Rather than teaching across mul-
tiple subfields, a comprehensive university is very likely to expect
faculty to teach many topics within a subfield. For instance, an
international relations scholar who is primarily trained in global
political economy may be expected to teach other courses such as
American foreign policy, international organizations, and research
methods. Even so, this scenario is more conducive to research
than a situation of teaching multiple subfields or courses outside
of the discipline. This point is significant, because a more focused
teaching role may permit one to more easily meld teaching
and research interests together, thus expending less time on
course instruction that is far outside of one’s immediate research
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interests. Jobs at comprehensive institutions are still generally
teaching-oriented, but more focused teaching can make it easier
to follow a research agenda during the regular academic year.

At our own institutions, the presence of very active and ambi-
tious research agendas among junior faculty members is not
uncommon. Certainly, some faculty members work to publish in
order to move to a more research-oriented institution, but in our
experience, junior faculty members are increasingly entering the
profession with the expectation that research is a critical element
of their professional lives under the model of the “teacher-scholar.”
The teacher-scholar concept seems much more widely accepted
across the profession today and is also evident in liberal arts insti-
tutions (Deardorff et al. 2001). The idea of a faculty member serv-
ing as a “teacher” alone with no external role in the profession
and without an active research agenda seems less and less accepted
at comprehensive institutions. The view that active scholarship
helps promote improved teaching is increasingly common and is
reflected in the way that many junior faculty members approach
their jobs.

The presence of introductory MA graduate students may also
provide the possibility for collaborative research experiences that
are often not available in undergraduate education alone. Most
comprehensive graduate programs employ graduate assistants who
can assist faculty with various research requests or relieve faculty
from some classroom duties. In addition, graduate students who
enter with solid writing and research skills may also be able to
conduct research alongside a faculty member, which can rarely be
done even with the most talented undergraduates, unless he or
she has had extraordinary training in research design and meth-
ods. At comprehensive institutions, where graduate programs and
graduate curricula are in place, the odds for collaborative research
with MA students increase significantly, especially when these
students are seeking admission to Ph.D. programs.

SERVICE

The area in which “greediness” is most frequently experienced
and maligned is service. Service is a more focused endeavor at
comprehensive institutions than at liberal arts schools, where it
primarily takes the form of departmental service. Simply put, in
smaller departments, service is divided among fewer faculty mem-
bers. Departments at liberal arts schools are often multidisciplin-
ary, and hence, a political scientist may be expected to serve on
search committees for other disciplines. Departments at compre-
hensive universities do not usually require cross-disciplinary ser-
vice, but they do often need faculty to serve on search committees
for other subfields in political science. Faculty who join a depart-
ment at a comprehensive university need to be flexible and well-
versed in the entire discipline.

Within the department, there is also a tendency for faculty to
be generalists in the area of service. Often, junior faculty find it
difficult to refuse “invitations” for service assignments. We have
seen departments in which untenured faculty members carry the
bulk of the service load, even on personnel matters such as chair-
ing search committees. More commonly, junior faculty members
may receive time-consuming service assignments such as assess-
ment, curriculum, and advising of student clubs. In a larger,
research-oriented department, it may be easier for a junior faculty
member to politely refuse onerous service, since he or she was
clearly hired for his or her scholarship. However, comprehensive
institutions, where departments are smaller and teaching is empha-

sized, likely will not tolerate outright refusal of service assign-
ments. Departments with healthy environments for junior faculty
often include tenured faculty who are willing to shield newly hired
members from unduly heavy service.

Refusal of departmental service should not be a regular occur-
rence for tenured or untenured faculty members at a comprehen-
sive institution. Service is more important than the material credit
one may gain from it. Faculty members at all stages of their careers
need to contribute to the social fabric of the department. Many
faculty at comprehensive institutions find ample opportunities to
use service assignments to gain insight into the world of univer-
sity administration. This perspective is very useful for someone
who thinks that he or she may want to move into administration
at a later point in his or her career. In departments with graduate
programs, for example, service as a graduate chair can offer an
opportunity to get a feel for administrative work. Liberal arts insti-
tutions generally do not provide such opportunities, and research
universities often rely on the most senior members of the depart-
ment for leadership positions. Because we work most closely with
our immediate peers, service to the department is arguably the
most important type of service. For faculty in departments in which
service is distributed equitably and few, if any, members feel a
sense of over-assignment, service can be rewarding for its own
sake and for its provision of a positive work environment. Com-
prehensive institutions offer more opportunities for department
service without the jack-of-all-trades responsibility demanded by
liberal arts institutions.

Outside of the department, at the college and university level,
comprehensive universities can offer further stimulating service
opportunities. College committees are often composed of faculty
members elected by a general college-wide vote. Service on these
committees can provide insight into the politics and practices of
other departments, as well as the views of the dean and associate
dean. On many of these committees, faculty have an opportunity
to shape college policies. At smaller comprehensive universities,
committees that exist at the college level at a comprehensive insti-
tution may actually be organized at the university level. This struc-
ture produces a different dynamic and may not provide the same
chance to work with other social scientists and others from your
own unit. College- and university-level service at comprehensive
universities therefore resembles service at research universities
more closely, although service may not be given as much recogni-
tion as it receives at research institutions. One side benefit of such
service is that these activities allow the political scientist to engage
in the university’s political process. For some faculty, and espe-
cially those at comprehensive institutions where extensive ser-
vice is possible, these experiences can be highly rewarding, because
the activities may parallel a faculty member’s own teaching or
research interests, as in the case of the study of coalition building,
diplomatic bargaining, or norm creation.

Faculty at many comprehensive universities are covered by col-
lective bargaining agreements. Active participation in union ser-
vice can be rewarding in the opportunity it provides to influence
the improvement of working conditions and faculty compensa-
tion, and to network with union activists at other institutions. At
institutions without collective bargaining, there is often a faculty
allianceassociatedwiththeAmericanAssociationofUniversityPro-
fessors. Additionally, many of the matters pursued by unions can
be handled by faculty senates. Unions, faculty alliances, and fac-
ulty senates are fundamental players in grievance and due process
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procedures at most universities. At the comprehensive institution,
unions and faculty alliances offer essential service experiences in
many of the most important decisions made within the university.

While department, college, and university service are para-
mount, comprehensive institutions may also expect faculty mem-
bers to obtain and maintain a significant profile in the profession.
Research is an obvious way to achieve this objective, but service,
too, can provide opportunities. One form of professional service
that many faculty members at comprehensive institutions pursue
is service or leadership in scholarly organizations, such as regional
groups or substantively focused associations within national and
international professional organizations. For example, faculty can
provide professional service by helping manage and organize
regional meetings of the International Studies Association and
related regional political science associations. General social sci-
ence associations also hold national and subnational meetings.
At liberal arts institutions, faculty members may not have enough
time to devote to this type of service on a regular basis; at research
institutions, service at this level is often discouraged. For a faculty
member at a comprehensive institution, this variety of profes-
sional service is a way to create publicity for your institution in
the discipline and also further your own career by gaining service
experience and build contacts.

Last, similar to faculty at liberal arts universities, faculty mem-
bers at comprehensive institutions may be expected to maintain a
higher profile in the community than peers at more research-
focused institutions. Community service can involve a wide range
of activities, from media interviews to delivering a talk to a gen-
eral audience. Community service may not be a major part of a
research university’s mission, but this is often not the case with
comprehensive institutions, which hold high expectations in this
area.

CONCLUSION

Our primary goal for this article is to initiate a conversation about
working at a comprehensive university. In our discussion, we note
similarities and differences among comprehensive universities and
liberal arts and research universities. Of course, great variation
exists across comprehensive institutions, but some unique aspects
of teaching, research, and service are shared by all of these schools.
Although few graduate students may picture themselves working
at a comprehensive university, a large number of faculty positions
are filled at these institutions. Therefore, newly minted assistant
professors should carefully consider the many rewards and chal-
lenges unique to these universities. �

N O T E S

1. The description of a “greedy” institution has also been applied to other con-
texts such as the U.S. military (Soeters, Winslow, and Weibull 2003). Much of
the literature applying this concept draws directly or indirectly on the now-
seminal metaphoric use of “greedy institution” adopted by Coser (1974). Coser
considers an institution greedy when it demands “undivided commitments” to
activities that are ostensibly voluntary.

2. Data provided by the Chronicle of Higher Education include enrollment in com-
munity colleges and specialized institutions. We have excluded those numbers
from the total to determine enrollment percentages, so that we are comparing
enrollment in three types of institutions: BA, MA, and Ph.D.

3. The Carnegie Foundation’s classification has evolved to expand both the types
of institutions within each category and the bases for comparison (e.g., gradu-
ate instruction, size, setting; see McCormick and Zhao 2005). In some ways,
this broader definition complicates the use of such classification.

4. A related issue involves the education of colleagues about the quality of spe-
cialized journals, since usually only a handful of faculty members works in any
one subfield of political science.
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