
encouraged us to emphasize explanation
and generalization in our research. This
is the legacy of Presidential Power into
the 21st century. 

The Kennedy School
There is an important a prescriptive

element in Presidential Power. Neustadt’s
central motivation for writing the book
was to offer advice to presidents to help
them help themselves with their strate-
gic problem of power, and he remained
interested in the challenges of govern-
ing. His framework highlighted the pres-
ident’s operational problem of self-help
in thinking about influence strategically.
Neustadt’s fundamental question is how
best to think about the possible effects
of the president’s own choices on his
own prospects for personal influence
within the institutional setting of the
presidency.

Neustadt never drew a distinction be-
tween policy and process, and was more
interested in training public servants than
in doing political science. He felt tying
scholarship to governing was important,
because governing is the primary reason
we study politics. Given his interest in
the applied mission of political science,
he moved to Harvard in 1965 to help
transform the Graduate School of Public
Administration into the Kennedy School
of Government. He was the School’s as-
sociate dean and the first director of its
Institute of Politics. Among other things,
he developed the Institute’s Fellows pro-
gram that has brought many top political
minds to Harvard. 

Equally important, Neustadt was one
of the principal architects of the
Kennedy School’s early development.
He was active in articulating the
School’s mission, hiring its faculty, de-
veloping its curriculum, establishing a
research agenda for the School, and de-
signing and building the new graduate
school campus. He forged relationships
with academics, administrators, political
figures, and students and developed
scholarship and teaching that would be
useful to men and women involved in
governing.

Continued Public Service
Throughout his career, Neustadt served

as consultant to presidents, including
Kennedy, Johnson, and Clinton, federal
agencies, commissions, and legislative
committees. During the 1960s, he was on
the Democrats’ platform committees and
was a consultant to the Bureau of the
Budget, the State Department, the De-
fense Department, the Rand Corporation,
and the Atomic Energy Commission. In

1972, he was the chair of the Democra-
tic National Convention’s platform com-
mittee, and in 1977–1978 he was a con-
sultant to the president’s reorganization
project in the Office of Management and
Budget. In 1988, 1992, and 1996, 
Neus-tadt chaired the Advisory Commit-
tee to the Commission for Presidential
Debates.

He studied U.S. and British decision
making regarding the Skybolt missile
system at the request of President
Kennedy and published a book entitled
Alliance Politics on the issue in 1970.
In 1999 he published the declassified
report to the president as Report to
JFK: The Skybolt Crisis in Perspective.
The Epidemic That Never Was (1983),
written with Harvey V. Fineberg, fo-
cused on the Ford administration’s poli-
cymaking regarding the effort to immu-
nize the population against the swine
flu. Thinking in Time (1986), co-au-
thored with Ernest May, offered a
widely-heralded primer on how to use
history in making decisions and won
the Grawemeyer Prize for Ideas Con-
tributing to World Order. He also wrote
transition memos for the Kennedy, Rea-
gan, and Clinton administrations. 
Collected in one volume by Charles O.
Jones (Preparing to be President), the
memos (plus a new essay by Neustadt)
provide key insights for understanding
the critical process of launching a new
administration.

An Exceptional Individual
There was much more to Neustadt

than his many professional accomplish-
ments. He was an energetic man with a
delightful sense of humor. Above all he
was a warm and caring human being.
His home on Cape Cod bordered a
pond, and he liked to paddle a canoe
silently over to sunbathing turtles and
count them before they sensed his pres-
ence. He held strong opinions, but ex-
pressed them gently. He was a devoted
teacher, and two generations of students
adored him for both his brilliance and
his personal warmth. 

He had an extraordinary willingness
to help others—colleagues, young schol-
ars, and students. He read whatever he
was asked to read and was a master-
fully constructive critic. Neustadt re-
mained actively engaged in presidential
studies, lecturing and writing until the
very end of his life. While living in
Britain, he was a frequent lecturer at
universities and professional meetings,
always willing to accept invitations and
be helpful.

Neustadt had the good fortune to be
married to two exceptional and loving
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women, to whom he was a devoted hus-
band. After “Bert” Neustadt died of MS,
he married Baroness Shirley Williams,
the Liberal Democratic Leader in the
House of Lords, in 1987. He kept a
home at Wellfleet on Cape Cod, but the
couple lived most of the time in England. 

A Lasting Legacy
Neustadt received many honors in ap-

preciation for his contribution to under-
standing the presidency. In 2002, the
Smithsonian Institution awarded him the
Paul Peck Presidential Award for distin-
guished service to the presidency. The
Presidency Research Section of the
American Political Science Association
named its award for the best book on
the presidency for him. He also re-
ceived the Association’s Charles E.
Merriam Award, given to a person
whose published work and career repre-
sents a significant contribution to the art
of government through the application
of social science research, and its 
Hubert H. Humphrey Award in recogni-
tion of notable public service by a po-
litical scientist. 

As a scholar, Neustadt wanted his re-
search and writing to be useful to prac-
titioners, while contributing to political
science. As a teacher, he wanted to train
others for public service. There can be
no doubt that he achieved all these
goals. The most influential figure in the
study of the presidency for more than
four decades, his insights about govern-
ing, his dedication to public service, his
extraordinary decency, and his personal
example provide a lasting legacy.
Richard Neustadt enriched our lives and
our profession, and we are much the
worse for losing him. 

George C. Edwards III
Texas A&M University

Roy Pierce
Roy Pierce died in Ann Arbor, Michi-

gan on October 24, 2003 at the age of
80. With his passing the profession lost
one of its outstanding scholars in the
field of French politics and one of its
most creative practitioners of genuinely
comparative research. As Professor
Emeritus of Political Science at the
University of Michigan, he continued to
be a productive scholar and teacher to
his last weeks. He regularly attended re-
search seminars and lectures, com-
mented on colleagues’ work, and was at
his office daily working on his own re-
search, book reviews, and graduate the-
ses, into summer, 2003. He met with
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one of his doctoral students 12 days be-
fore his death to make sure that she had
access to the data she needed for her
dissertation. His article, “Modeling Elec-
toral Second Choices: Thwarted Voters
in the United States, France and Rus-
sia,” published in Electoral Studies in
June 2003, continued his research into
the voting behavior of citizens when
they faced second-best choices. He was
at work on a study of LePen’s unex-
pected strength in the first ballot of the
French presidential election of 2002. 

Pierce was born in New York City,
attended public schools there, and grad-
uated in 1940 from DeWitt Clinton
High School, where he began to study
the French language. His eventual mas-
tery of that language was remarkable,
enabling him to feel at home in two
cultures. Though he was offered schol-
arships to Columbia and New York Uni-
versity, the spirit of adventure took him
to Deep Springs Junior College in the
California desert, attracted by its work-
study program and its spirit of social
idealism. There he developed a great
love for the open spaces of the Ameri-
can West, which eventually extended to
a fascination for the Antipodes. He en-
joyed hiking through his beloved Tetons
in Wyoming, and in later years went on
hiking trips to Alaska, the Arctic, the
Russian Far East, and Antarctica.

Pierce began his study of comparative
politics in the spring of 1946 as an up-
perclassman at Cornell University, a war
veteran fresh from three years in the
United States Air Force in the China-
Burma-India Theater. In 1947, he mar-
ried Winnifred Poland, a graduate stu-
dent in history at Cornell, who has had
a life-long interest in colonial history
and genealogy. Just last year he 
co-authored an article with her decipher-
ing “The Multiple Dimensions of the
More Story,” the tale of the immigration
of a passenger on the Mayflower from
whom Mrs. Pierce is descended.

From the start, Pierce was a goal-
oriented student. Little more than four
years after entering Cornell as a junior,
he received a Ph.D. degree there with a
dissertation on “The Rassemblement du
Peuple Français,” the political move-
ment that hoped to bring De Gaulle
back to power in France. In the inter-
val, he had spent a year doing fieldwork
in France. He was convinced, even as a
young graduate student, that a serious
dissertation on French politics required
a year’s residence in France, and was
forever after committed to the proposi-
tion that the study of politics must be
rooted in the study of the broader civi-
lization within which politics operates.
His work reflected that depth of knowl-

edge of context, and he imparted that
standard to his graduate students.

Pierce began his teaching career at
Smith College and was on the faculty
of the department of political science at
the University of Michigan since 1956.
He also taught as a visitor at Columbia
University (1959), Stanford University
(1966), the University of Oslo, Norway
(1976), and the Ecole des Hautes
Etudes en Sciences Sociales, Paris
(1978), and as a Fulbright Lecturer at
the University of Nice, France (1960). 

Pierce’s interest in comparative poli-
tics was shaped by the Second World
War. His Air Force service in India and
China, when he was barely 20 years
old, was a formative exposure to the
unfamiliar world beyond the boundaries
of the United States. The collapse of
European democracy and the challenge
of recreating it aroused his intellectual
curiosity in graduate school and guided
his life-long interests. And the intellec-
tual migration of European social scien-
tists to the United States, which the war
produced, influenced his education di-
rectly. This cadre of émigré scholars
reinvigorated the European intellectual
roots of American political science. 
Several shaped Pierce’s early work: Carl
Friedrich (who had come earlier), 
Ferdinand Hermens, Paul Lazarsfeld,
Karl Loewenstein, Franz Neumann, 
Sigmund Neumann, and, above all,
Mario Einaudi, who was Pierce’s 
dissertation supervisor.

Pierce’s scholarship reflected these in-
tellectual origins. His research publica-
tion record includes over 30 articles,
three major books, a textbook, two im-
portant translations, and chapters in 10
other volumes. His work focused on
European political systems, on European
theorists, and on the predicaments of
liberal, representative democracy, with
the French political experience at the
center. But over the course of a produc-
tive lifetime, he published work that
went far beyond its intellectual origins.
Grounded solidly in European political
theory, in direct observation of 
European political phenomena, and in
the comparative approach that interprets
phenomena in one country by compar-
ing them with their counterparts else-
where, his work increasingly incorpo-
rated new methodologies, using that
term in its broadest sense. 

At the beginning of Pierce’s career,
the substantive tasks facing students of
comparative politics were formidable.
The political world had been remade by
the Second World War and basic infor-
mation was lacking in our journals and
our textbooks about constitutions, politi-
cal parties, structures of government,

electoral systems, and interest groups
outside the United States. As an under-
graduate, Pierce had to use a text
hastily assembled after the end of the
war by the faculty of the military acad-
emy at West Point. Published work on
contemporary European politics, let
alone politics in Africa and Asia, was
sparse. There was a great deal of basic
work to be done.

Pierce’s first publication was the
translation and editing of a manuscript
on the French Fourth Republic by a re-
markable young French political scien-
tist, François Goguel. It was a major
undertaking for which Pierce received
scant acknowledgement (1952). Bringing
authoritative French views to the atten-
tion of the English-speaking world was
always a part of his endeavor, his desire
to interpret French politics authentically
to his colleagues in this country.
Pierce’s own early research dealt with
various aspects of French politics: the
constitutional debate in postwar France,
elections, the impact of DeGaulle on the
French party system, the movement to
supranational European cooperation, and
contemporary French political thought.
The capacity to choose important sub-
jects, to treat them lucidly, and to fol-
low scholarly procedures resting on
“tacit assumptions and silent premises”
(Eckstein 1963, 30) was evident from
the beginning in Pierce’s work.

But Pierce’s kind of work was not al-
together fashionable. It began in a
decade of methodological controversies
stimulated by the Comparative Politics
Committee of the Social Science Re-
search Council. The controversies were
marked by the writings of Roy
Macridis, who disparaged what he
called “the traditional approach” to the
study of comparative politics which he
found to be “essentially noncomparative
. . . descriptive . . . parochial . . . [and]
static” (1955, 7–11). He proposed an
ambitious agenda designed to broaden
the field to include non-European politi-
cal systems, to abandon “the traditional
emphasis upon governmental institutions
in order to study politics as a social
function” and to aspire to “an exhaus-
tive compilation of data in common cat-
egories and the formulation of hypothe-
ses that can be tested” (1955, 22). It
was this agenda that led to the 
structural-functional approach to com-
parative politics, exemplified at the level
of scholarship in a series of nine edited
volumes published under the auspices of
the SSRC by Princeton University
Press. Surveying the controversies,
Harry Eckstein worried that they were
“distracting its practitioners from sub-
stantive tasks” (1963).
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Pierce was not distracted by these
controversies. By the end of the 1950s,
his interests took a turn to French intel-
lectual history, a turn that seems remark-
able by the standards of specialization
that exist in our profession today. How-
ever, the study of comparative politics
and political theory in this sense were
closely connected in the European tradi-
tion. Pierce’s interest in Contemporary
French Political Thought (1966)—the ti-
tle of his first book—reflected his con-
viction that the French political system
was only a contemporary manifestation
of values and choices that grew out of a
long intellectual history. He regarded po-
litical theory and empirical analysis as
necessarily connected, not in the way
that some scholars today consider deduc-
tive theory to be a necessary precursor
to empirical study. Rather, he believed
that empirical findings and political the-
ory must inform each other. Pierce saw
in traditional political philosophy the re-
sources for understanding the essentials
of political systems, their coherence, and
their development. He had a recurring
interest in the writings of Raymond
Aron. In 1990, under the title 
Democracy and Totalitarianism (1990),
he retranslated and reintroduced a set of
19 lectures given by Aron at the Sor-
bonne in the academic year 1957–1958.
Pierce observed that three decades after
Aron had given these lectures, “his
analysis makes it possible to understand,
better than any other analytical scheme I
know, the logic of the dramatic political
transformations that have been taking
place in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe since the late 1980s” (1990,
xviii). Pierce related Aron’s ideas to the
theoretical endeavors of the structural-
functionalists in comparative politics 
in the United States led by Gabriel A.
Almond. He suggested that the weakness
of Almond’s structural-functional cate-
gories was their inability to discriminate
between totalitarian and non-totalitarian
regimes, while the weakness of Aron’s
categorization of party systems was that
it could not by itself discriminate among
constitutional-pluralist regimes. His ver-
satility in moving between political phi-
losophy and the study of political insti-
tutions was rare even in his own
generation. While he did not construct
broad analytical frameworks to guide re-
search, he had the sophistication to draw
on traditional political philosophy and
contemporary political thought to focus
his interest in the empirical study of po-
litical institutions.

In the mid 1960s, Pierce became a
major participant in the approach to
comparative politics that was taken at the
University of Michigan by political sci-

entists who refused to accept the propo-
sition that the methodologies successful
in studying American politics were un-
suitable for studying politics outside the
United States. That refusal to draw geo-
graphic boundaries around research meth-
ods reduced the barriers between the
subfields of American and comparative
politics. The department at Michigan was
splendidly situated for this purpose in the
1960s, having become the center for the
study of American voting behavior and a
magnet attracting European scholars ea-
ger to acquire the methodologies that had
made this study so successful. In this at-
mosphere extraordinarily fruitful collabo-
rations developed, some between scholars
of different nations and some between
scholars with complementary specialties.
The collaboration between Pierce and
Philip E. Converse was of the latter 
kind.

Converse and Pierce designed a study
of political representation to take place
during the French national election of
1967, consisting of interviews with a
sample of Deputies in the National As-
sembly and also a sample of voters in
their districts. They planned to compare
the roll-call votes of these Deputies in
the subsequent Assembly with actual
opinion in their districts. But in late
spring of 1968 the French people went
to the barricades in Europe’s largest
popular uprising of the century. Presi-
dent de Gaulle dissolved the Assembly
before it had served a full year and
called for new elections. At first Pierce
and Converse were crushed, but they
soon realized that events now allowed
them to add a before-and-after study of
the uprising. They raced back to re-
interview their original sample of
Deputies and voters in the summer of
1968, adding a smaller follow-up in
1970. In the end, they had three times
as much data as they had originally 
collected, and it took 20 years to com-
plete the project. The result, Political
Representation in France, a 1,000-page
book published by Harvard University
Press in 1986, won the Woodrow Wil-
son Award for the best book published
in political science that year.

There were differences in what each
author brought to the collaboration.
Pierce was an expert in French politics,
read Le Monde every day, and was inti-
mately familiar with the French political
scene. Converse was an authority on
survey research and statistical inference,
co-author of the path-breaking study
The American Voter (1960). But Con-
verse recalls that in the course of their
collaboration, Pierce picked up the com-
plex canon of do’s and don’ts in survey
research with lightning speed, and later

in Paris he administered their French
field work in high style. He was a vora-
cious forager into new techniques. Con-
trary to most scholars as they move
through their careers, Pierce had a su-
perb feel for how new techniques
should and should not be used, or how
to adjust them to his needs intelligently.
Converse regarded it as a virtuoso per-
formance. The collaboration was free of
controversies, making perfect use of the
complementary talents of the co-authors. 

Political Representation in France is a
many-sided book. It is a book about
French political parties and about how
voters perceive these parties, about
French elections when they are con-
ducted under a plurality system with two
ballots, about the events of 1968 that
constituted a major crisis in the French
political system, and, finally, and most
importantly, about the relationship be-
tween constituency opinion and behavior
in parliament. It is built on an unprece-
dentedly complex data set consisting of a
three-wave panel survey of opinion in a
sample of parliamentary constituencies
and, for the first two waves, matching
interviews with their candidates for the
National Assembly. It lays out the analy-
sis of these data with an attention to de-
tail and with a clarity that serves as a
model of analytical candor. One reviewer
described it as “conversations with the
empirical evidence” and as “a prototypi-
cal exemplar of grounded theory, in
which theory speaks to the data and the
data speak to theory” (Eulau 1987, 210).
The book is an extraordinary example of
sustained work, having occupied its au-
thors for a generation. In a discipline
where research is often done in short
time periods and is reported in journal
articles, it reminds us of the value of co-
herence and comprehensiveness that can
be achieved only in books of long gesta-
tion. While it is a study of a single 
political system, it interprets its most 
important findings in comparative per-
spective, making unusually sophisticated
efforts to establish equivalence between
the structure of French and American
elections.

That comparative perspective was ev-
ident again in Pierce’s last book, Choos-
ing the Chief: Presidential Elections in
France and the United States (1995).

His skill at discerning “functional
equivalence” between different institu-
tions, issues, and events, the result of a
lifetime of professional practice, is evi-
dent throughout the book and illumi-
nates the two most highly developed
presidential systems in the western
world. In the 10 years after his retire-
ment in 1993, Pierce published not only
this book, but major contributions to
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books on European Community decision
making (1994), on political representa-
tion (1999), and on the influence of po-
litical leaders on election outcomes
(2002), as well as the article on
“thwarted voters” in the U.S., France,
and Russia (2003).

The gradual convergence between
American and comparative politics in the
profession was advanced by Pierce’s
work and is illustrated by his career. As
a young scholar, Pierce’s first order of
business was to gain a profound knowl-
edge of the language and culture of the
French society whose politics was the
subject of his doctoral dissertation. He
knew the value of trained observation
and description. Since his subject was
the relatively unfamiliar politics of
France, that was a particularly important
aspect of his enterprise. Furthermore,
Pierce became convinced of the connec-
tion between theory and empirical re-
search, regarding theory in its broadest
sense as political philosophy, contempo-
rary political thought, as well as episte-
mology. He found in theory a source of
research questions, methods for answer-

ing them, and a guide to the interpreta-
tion of research observations. He never
let methodological considerations in the
sense of research techniques guide his
substantive interests, but in the course of
his career he became a sensitive method-
ologist. Finally, he was unusually imagi-
native in dealing with problems of cross-
national equivalence, recognizing that
identity in the names of things does not
assure the equivalence of the concepts
they connote. That is undoubtedly the
most challenging aspect of engaging in
multiple levels of analysis without which
comparative research is impossible.

Pierce was a quintessential scholar,
undistracted by the non-scholarly tempta-
tions of the academy. His work exempli-
fies tough standards for sound compara-
tive research: politics must be understood
in the context of the civilization that pro-
duced it, research must proceed from
deep observation and description, the in-
terpretation of empirical data requires
knowledge of theory broadly conceived,
and conceptual equivalence cannot be
taken for granted when systems them-
selves are variables. The broad range of

scholarly skills that Pierce developed was
always rare and is ever less likely to be
found in single scholars in the future.
Major comparative research increasingly
requires broader collaboration and a
more complicated research infrastructure
than existed when Pierce entered the pro-
fession. That is why Pierce’s accomplish-
ments deserve such special attention. For
it was his own remarkable versatility and
his own persistent dedication to the craft
of comparative research that made it pos-
sible for him to make an absolutely dis-
tinctive contribution to the reintegration
of comparative politics within political
science. He made that contribution in the
most admirable and most durable man-
ner, not by prescription but by singular
example.

Gerhard Loewenberg, 
University of Iowa

Philip E. Converse, 
University of Michigan

Ken Kollman, 
University of Michigan
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Jack C. Plano

Jack C. Plano, professor emeritus of
political science at Western Michigan
University, the best known academic
political lexicographer in the United
States, died on November 21, 2002
from complications of Parkinson’s dis-
ease. He was born in Merrill, Wisconsin
on November 25, 1921 and died four
days short of his 81st birthday. 

Plano received business training at
Merrill Commercial College in 1940,
and worked at the Rock Island Arsenal
in 1941–1942, assigning and shipping
armaments to U.S. forces in different
zones. He joined the U.S. army in
1942 and was assigned to the Corps of

Engineers. During the war, he served
in the European Theater of Operations
and participated in the Normandy and
Northern France campaigns. Following
his discharge, he attended Ripon 
College, where he was granted a B.A.
in 1949, and the University of Wiscon-
sin, where he received an M.A. in
1950 and a Ph.D. in 1954, majoring in
international relations. 

He came to Western Michigan Uni-
versity in 1952, where he served with
distinction for 35 years in a variety of
positions. He was chair of the political
science department from 1979 to 1984.
He taught international relations, inter-
national organization, and American for-
eign policy courses at the undergraduate

and graduate levels. He was also deeply
involved in the American government
area of the department. In that connec-
tion, in 1962 he designed a new type of
encyclopedia-dictionary, The American
Political Dictionary, which was widely
adopted as a supplemental text for basic
courses in American government. En-
tries in the dictionary were organized in
topical chapters similar to texts, begin-
ning with a tightly constructed defini-
tion paragraph and followed by a para-
graph, labeled “significance,” that laid
out the importance of the term. At
Plano’s passing in 2002, this book was
in its 11th edition and still the basic
supplemental text in American govern-
ment.
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