
P erspectives on Politics opened for
business on June 1, 2002, with my-

self as editor and two Ph.D. students as
part-time assistants.1 The book review
editors, Susan Bickford and Greg
McAvoy, were already working with
Lee Sigelman, editor of the American
Political Science Review; they and their
student assistants moved to join 
Perspectives for its first issue, published
in March 2003. The journal has now
published four issues and we are hard
at work on the fifth.

This report covers submissions and,
where possible, their disposition from
June 1, 2002, through July 31, 2003.2

Structure of Perspectives on
Politics

Perspectives on Politics has a some-
what different editorial structure and re-
view process from the usual academic
journal, in keeping with the American
Political Science Association’s effort to
create a journal that publishes distinc-
tive types of articles.3 There is not a
large editorial board; instead, we have
five associate editors (one for each of
the major subfields of the discipline)
who are deeply involved in defining
Perspectives’ substantive foci and in
creating the journal’s decision-making
procedures. They also participate in the
pre-review process and help solicit sub-
missions, as described below. The jour-
nal’s pre-review process, and its overall
model for receiving and reviewing pa-
pers, is more like that of an acquisitions
editor for a university press than that of
a typical journal editor. That is, the as-
sociate editors and I welcome short pro-
posals and invite individuals to submit
articles, in addition to receiving draft
manuscripts over the transom. I turn
down many drafts and proposals before
review on the grounds that they are in-
appropriate for the journal’s distinctive
profile or are of demonstrably poor
quality. Many proposals receive a sub-
stantive response suggesting ways to de-
velop the paper so that it fits Perspec-
tives’ mission, improves its quality, and
boosts its appeal to a wide readership.
Some draft articles receive the same
kind of response, usually in consider-
able detail.4
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Additionally, we solicit brief essays
from journalists, actors in the public
arena, political scientists working out-
side the academy, and others whose
experience or insights will, I hope, be
of great interest to members of our
discipline. (Such pieces are published
in the “Perspectives” section, reserved
for short, incisive essays that get in,
make a point, and get out.)5 I also so-
licit review essays about collections of
syllabi or other “texts,” and both the
book review editors and I solicit book
review essays. After consulting with
me, the associate editors invite submis-
sions and develop symposia for the
journal. In order to avoid conflicts of
interest, the book review editors do not
accept proposals to review particular
books. We do on occasion consider
proposals for wider-ranging book re-
view essays. Book reviews are not ref-
ereed; review essays are, as described
below.

Most, although not all, manuscripts
that have been submitted after an ini-
tial round of revision get reviewed
(and some manuscripts are reviewed
without any preliminary revisions).
Manuscripts go through the standard
double-blind review process. We gener-
ally seek three readers for each paper,
at least one of whom is an expert in
the topic and at least one of whom is
knowledgeable about the subfield but
not centrally involved in the same seg-
ment of it. If manuscripts cut across
subfields or disciplines, we seek re-
viewers from the various relevant are-
nas. We invite authors to recommend
referees, without guaranteeing that we
will use their suggestions. If one re-
view of a paper is negative and the
others strongly and persuasively posi-

tive, I sometimes accept the paper or
ask the author to “revise and resub-
mit,” with detailed comments about
what changes seem necessary. If the
first two reviews are negative, I reject
the paper without waiting for the third
review.6 I occasionally send a paper
out to a new reviewer after it has been
resubmitted in response to the initial
round of reviews, but I often do not
even send it back to one of the initial
reviewers, relying instead on the asso-
ciate editors for most final decisions.

Book review essays, syllabi review
essays, most commentaries in sym-
posia, and most essays solicited from
non–political scientists are also re-
viewed. In such cases, reviewers often
know the author of the essay (but not
vice versa); they are asked for com-
ments to improve the paper rather 
than for a bottom-line decision about
publication. 

This introduction is necessary to
make sense of the data below, since
our categories do not exactly match
those of a standard academic journal.
Two final prefatory notes: First, we do
not categorize all papers by approach,
as does the APSR.10 Articles using
highly technical methods or distinctive
specialized vocabularies are not appro-
priate for Perspectives on Politics; in-
stead, we seek manuscripts that are 
accessible to virtually all political sci-
entists, as well as articles with a mix
of methods. Second, we seek manu-
scripts that cut across conventionally
defined subfields of the discipline or
even across disciplinary lines. For pur-
poses of this report, we have catego-
rized papers according to a primary
subfield, but note that these groupings
are, intentionally, very inexact.11
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Table 1
Submissions, June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003, in Percentages (Ns in
Parentheses)

Review Total
Articles Perspectives Essays7 Proposals8 Submissions

70.4 7.9 6.9 14.8 100.0
(267) (30) (26) (56) (379)



that cut across American politics and
some other subfield) has the highest
proportion of submissions overall and
among articles. Public law and meth-
ods/philosophy of social science have
the lowest proportions—the former
probably because the field is very small
and the latter perhaps because it is es-
pecially difficult to write an article in
that field in a style appropriate for Per-
spectives.

Our solicitations have not done
enough to offset the perhaps inevitable
imbalances among submissions. The
high proportion of solicitations in
American politics is explained by sev-
eral factors: (1) many of these are for
journalists or public actors, inviting es-
says for the “Perspectives” section; (2)
we have developed three symposia in
this field, and our plans for symposia
in other fields have not progressed this
far yet; and (3) at least for this editor,
it is easier to identify people who
might respond favorably to a solicita-
tion in the field of American politics
than in other fields. But we editors of
Perspectives have taken note of these
imbalances, and we plan to encourage
and solicit submissions with an eye to-
ward evening distribution across sub-
fields over the final two years of my
editorship. (I also frequently urge
scholars of American politics to make
their manuscripts more comparative as

Submissions
The number of papers, essays, and

proposals submitted serves as the start-
ing point for analyzing the results of
this process. See Table 1.

In addition, we have issued 74 solici-
tations that have not (yet) yielded sub-
missions.

In Table 2, we have divided the 
results of Table 1 by subfield within po-
litical science (the first six rows) and by
the other categories of writers (the next
three rows). The final row repeats 
Table 1.

Table 3 shows the array of solicita-
tions and responses to them, by sub-
field in political science (first six rows)
or type of non-political-science author
(last three rows). Note that the 120
submissions that the solicitations have
so far yielded are included in Tables 1
and 2. 

Finally, in this initial set of tables,
Table 4 shows the editorial responses to
proposals for manuscripts sent to the
journal.

The data in these four tables provide
an overview of the material with which
we have worked in the first year of
Perspectives on Politics. So far, of
course, I have no trends to report or
comment on. But there are nevertheless
a few important points to note. Within

the six subfields of political science,
American politics (including articles
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Table 3
Solicitations and Their Yields by Subfield or Type of Author,
June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003, in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Solicitations that Solicitations that have Total 
Produced Not Produced Solicitations in

Subfield Submissions Submissions Each Subfield

American 16.5% 7.2% 23.7%
Politics (N = 32) (N = 14) (N = 46)

Comparative 17.0 4.6 21.6
Politics (33) (9) (42)

International 9.3 7.2 16.5
Relations (18) (14) (32)

Political Theory 9.8 3.1 12.9
(19) (6) (25)

Methods & Philosophy 2.1 2.1 4.2
of Social Science (4) (4) (8)

Public Law 3.6 2.6 6.2
(7) (5) (12)

Journalists 2.1 6.2 8.2
(4) (12) (16)

Political Actors 1.0 4.6 5.7
(2) (9) (11)

Other Social 0.5 0.5 1.0
Scientists (1) (1) (2)

Total 61.9 38.1 100.0
(120) (74) (194)

Table 2
Submissions by Subfield or Type of Author, June 1, 2002–July 31,
2003, in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Total
Review Submissions in

Subfield Articles Perspectives Essays Proposals Each Subfield

American 20.8% 1.8% 1.6% 5.2% 29.6%
Politics (N = 79)11 (N = 7) (N = 6) (N = 20) (N = 112)

Comparative 16.1 1.6 2.6 1.6 21.9
Politics (61) (6) (10) (6) (83)

International 10.0 0.3 0.8 2.9 14.0
Relations (38) (1) (3) (11) (53)

Political 14.0 1.6 1.3 2.1 19.0
Theory (53) (6) (5) (8) (72)

Methods & 6.6 0.3 0.3 0.8 7.9
Philosophy of (25) (1) (1) (3) (30)
Social Science

Public Law 2.4 0.8 0.0 1.6 4.7
(9) (3) (0) (6) (18)

Journalists 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.3 1.3
(0) (4) (0) (1) (5)

Political Actors 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
(0) (2) (0) (0) (2)

Other Social 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 1.1
Scientists (2) (0) (1) (1) (4)

Total 70.4 7.9 6.9 14.8 100.0
(267) (30) (26) (56) (379)



they are revising; some do so eagerly,
but this is not a common move among
scholars in this field.)

Processing
In the introduction of this report, I

described how we respond to papers and
proposals. Table 5 demonstrates how
manuscripts fit into the different steps of
this process.

As Table 5 shows, we have made de-
cisions on two-thirds of the submissions
received so far; a majority of those are
rejections before review. (It is worth
noting again that many pre-review rejec-
tions occur because the article is not ap-
propriate for the distinctive mission of
Perspectives.) We have sent detailed
suggestions for revision to a quarter of
those who submitted proposals or manu-
scripts, or whose papers have been re-
viewed. At any one time, only a small
fraction of submissions to the journal
are under review.

We have been developing our capac-
ity to track these data during Perspec-

tives’ first year, so we lack complete
records for the time between stages of
early submissions. However, Table 6
shows the relevant data for a large 
majority of the submissions since June
2002. Note also that the number of

items in each row varies, and that the
table includes no articles that are pend-
ing at any stage in the process.

We take particular pride in the first
row of Table 6. My letter proposing
pre-review revisions (on a quarter of
the manuscripts received) follows an
evaluation by at least one associate 
editor, two graduate student assistants
to the editor, and me, as well as a dis-
cussion of each plausible paper among
the students, the managing editor, and
me. So a great deal of careful work
goes into that innocuous-sounding first
stage.

This is perhaps an opportune mo-
ment to thank reviewers for responding
promptly to our requests for assis-
tance; as the second row shows, with
very few exceptions, their comments
have been reasonably prompt (as well
as usually detailed and extremely
helpful).

The final row in Table 6 is somewhat
misleading, since it does not show the
huge variance around the average (one
can get a hint of it by comparing the
median and the mean days for turn-
around). On the one hand, I reject some
papers within a few days of receipt; on
the other hand, authors sometimes take
many months to respond to our sugges-
tions for pre-review (or post-review) re-
visions. So the data in the bottom row
arguably obscure as much as they 
reveal.

Overall, we work very hard to send a
substantive response back to authors
within a brief period of time. 

Outcomes
All of the report up to this point leads

up to the final two sets of tables, which
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Table 4
Responses to Proposals, by Submission Type, June 1, 2002–
July 31, 2003, in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Author Invited to Proposal Total Proposals, by
Submission Type Submit Draft Rejected Submission Type 

Article proposals 55.0% 21.7% 76.7%
(N = 33) (N = 13) (N = 46)

Perspectives 11.7 1.7 13.3
proposals (7) (1) (8)

Review essay 8.3 1.7 10.0
proposals (5) (1) (6)

Overall 75.0 25.0 100.0
responses (45) (15) (60)

Table 5
Submissions at Various Stages of Decision-Making, June 1, 2002–
July 31, 2003, in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Decision Status Percentage of All
of Submission Submissions

Author revising 25.3%
pre-review (N = 96)

Manuscript currently 4.2
out for review (16)

Author revising 2.9
post-review (11)

Decision made and 67.5
author notified (256)

Total submissions 100.0
received (379)

Table 6
Average Time for Each Stage of Review, June 1, 2002–July 31,
2003, in Days (Ns of Tracked Cases in Parentheses)

Average
Number of Type of

Stage of Review Process Days Average

From author’s submitting first draft to editor’s 29 mean
requesting pre-review revisions (N = 99)

From editor’s sending manuscript out for review 47 mean
to editor’s requesting post-review revisions (42)

From author’s submitting post-review revisions 8 mean
to editor’s notifying author of decision12 (35)

Total days from author’s submitting first draft to 22 median
editor’s notifying author of decision (including 36 mean
average number of days taken by authors to (207)
do revisions)



show the results of the editorial process.
Table 7 reports the overall outcomes so
far for several types of decisions.

Tables 8 and 9 provide information
that enable one to better interpret 
Table 7. Table 8 shows acceptance rates
for all submissions according to the
subfields of political science (first six
rows) or the alternative categories of
author (next three rows). The final row

of Table 8 (Total) corresponds to the 
final column (Total decisions made, by
decision type) of Table 7.

Table 8 gives information for all sub-
missions, including review essays and
“Perspectives” essays; Table 9 provides
the same information for only articles,
either as stand-alone pieces or as parts
of a symposium. Therefore it probably
provides the information in which most

academic political scientists will be
most interested.

Our rejection rate for articles is rea-
sonably even across the four largest sub-
fields—marginally higher for American
politics and noticeably lower for interna-
tional relations. Our acceptance rate,
however, is distinctly higher for Ameri-
can politics than for the other subfields.
Again, this is partly an artifact of how
we categorized articles that cut across
two or more subfields, especially since
the absolute numbers on which these
percentages are based are very low. It is
also partly a result of publishing one
symposium with six brief articles. Never-
theless, Table 9 again reminds the editors
of Perspectives to try to ensure that all
subfields are sufficiently represented, and
it should galvanize authors in those sub-
fields to accept our solicitations and to
send articles or proposals. 

Table 10 summarizes the results of
all decisions made so far by the editors
of Perspectives.

Publication
Table 11 shows the published results

of everything I have described up to
this point. It covers the first three issues
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Table 7
Acceptance Rates by Stage of Review, June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003,
in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Before After Total Decisions Made,
Decision Review Review by Decision Type

Submissions accepted 1.6% 17.2% 18.8%
(N = 4) (N = 44) (N = 48)

Submissions rejected 62.1 2.3 64.5
(159) (6) (165)

Submissions withdrawn 4.7 0.4 5.1
(12) (1) (13)

Solicitations declined by author — — 11.7
(30)

Total decisions made, by stage 68.4 19.9 100.0
in the review process (175) (51) (256)

Table 8
Acceptance Rates by Subfield or Type of Author for All Submissions, June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003,
in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Solicitation
Declined by

Subfield Accepted Rejected Withdrawn Author

American Politics 31.3% 25.5% 46.2% 23.3%
(N = 15) (N = 42) (N = 6) (N = 7)

Comparative Politics 12.5 23.0 7.7 16.7
(6) (38) (1) (5)

International Relations 12.5 17.0 7.7 26.7
(6) (28) (1) (8)

Political Theory 16.7 23.6 15.4 0.0
(8) (39) (2) (0)

Methods & Philosophy of Social Science 10.4 6.7 15.4 6.7
(5) (11) (2) (2)

Public Law 4.2 4.2 7.7 6.7
(2) (7) (1) (2)

Journalists 6.3 0.0 0.0 20.0
(3) (0) (0) (6)

Political Actors 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
(2) (0) (0) (0)

Other Social Scientists 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
(1) (0) (0) (0)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(48) (165) (13) (30)



of Perspectives, in March, June, and
September 2003. It provides raw num-
bers, not percentages, since the totals
are so low.

Again, we see a reasonable distribu-
tion across the four subfields that one
would expect to contribute most of the
articles to Perspectives, along with a

hint that American politics will predom-
inate absent careful attention to subfield
distributions within each issue, or at
least each volume.

Book Reviews
As the editor for the APSR previ-

ously reported,15 the book review office
received nearly 1,800 books from Sep-
tember 2001 through August 2002, of
which they planned to review 453
(26.5%). Here we report data from Sep-
tember 1, 2002, through July 31, 2003,
in order not to double-count any books
or reviews across the two reports.16

As Table 12 shows, the book review
editors received nearly 1,500 books
during this time. The volume of books
received for the full year will be com-
parable to other years (between 1,600
and 1,800). The distribution of books
across subfields is fairly typical, al-
though there can be substantial year-to-
year variation. (Last year, the book re-
view office received nearly 150 more
books in comparative politics than this
year.)17 The book review editors give
first priority for review to singly- or
co-authored works published by univer-
sity presses. They also consider singly-
or co-authored works by other presses,
as well as edited volumes with a
strong thematic focus.

The acceptance rate this year is down
slightly from the previous year. The
proportion of books reviewed is gener-
ally higher in the subfields of interna-
tional relations and political theory be-
cause the books received are primarily
singly- or co-authored scholarly works.
(By contrast, in the subfield of Ameri-
can politics and, to some extent, in
comparative politics, many of the books
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Table 9
Acceptance Rates by Subfield of Political Science for Articles Only,
June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003, in Percentages (Ns in Parentheses)

Solicitation
Subfield13 Accepted Rejected Withdrawn Declined by Author

American 42.4% 25.0% 54.5% 26.3%
Politics (N = 14)14 (N = 36) (N = 6) (N = 5)

Comparative 12.1 23.6 9.1 26.3
Politics (4) (34) (1) (5)

International 18.2 16.7 9.1 36.8
Relations (6) (24) (1) (7)

Political Theory 12.1 23.6 18.2 0.0
(4) (34) (2) (0)

Methods & Philosophy 15.2 6.3 18.2 10.5
of Social Science (5) (9) (2) (2)

Public Law 0.0 4.9 9.1 0.0
(0) (7) (1) (0)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(33) (144) (13) (19)

Table 10
Acceptance Rates, June 1, 2002–July 31, 2003, in Percentages
(with Ns in Parentheses)

For all submissions
To outside review 23% (50 of 213)
To publication, out of submissions sent for outside review 88% (44 of 50)  
Overall 23% (8 of 213)

For articles only
To outside review 19% (37 of 192)
To publication, out of articles sent for outside review 86% (32 of 37)
Overall 18% (34 of 192)

Table 11
Items Published in Perspectives on Politics, March–September, 2003

Subfield Articles Perspectives Review Essays Total, by Subfield

American Politics 6 — 1 7
Comparative Politics 3 — 1 4
International Relations 3 1 4 8
Political Theory 2 — 2 4
Methods & Philosophy of Social Science 2 — — 2
Public Law — — 2 2

Journalists — 3 — 3
Public Actors — 2 — 2
Other Social Scientists 1 — — 1

Total, by type 17 6 10 33



received are textbooks, nonscholarly
works, or books from other disciplines.)

The number and percentage of re-
views published in comparative politics

were slightly higher this year than last.
This is a byproduct of the large num-
ber of comparative books that the book
review office received last year—a

trend that we do not expect will con-
tinue.

Table 13 shows the number and sub-
field proportions for book reviews pub-
lished in the last two issues of the
APSR that included the book reviews,
and in the first three issues of Perspec-
tives on Politics. There are no changes
in the distribution by subfield, nor do
we plan any. Perspectives also does not
expect to increase the number of book
reviews. Instead, we intend to have at
least one review essay (or set of review
essays) in each issue—and are aiming
for two in many issues. We are taking
care to select books and other texts that
will be of wide interest and are, we an-
ticipate, of very high quality. 

Conclusion
Like everything else in Perspectives

on Politics, we are inventing reporting
procedures as we go along in order to
ensure that they are appropriate to the
journal’s distinctive mission and profile.
We welcome queries that were not an-
swered above and suggestions for topics
to include in future reports.

More generally, the editors and staff
of Perspectives are pleased with the
journal’s accomplishments during its
first year of operation. We are eager to
continue and improve what we have
begun, and we look forward to your
reactions, questions, reviews, and—
above all—manuscripts.
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Table 12
Books and Commissioned Book Reviews, September 1, 2002–
July 31, 2003

Books
Commissioned Acceptance

Books Received for Review Rate

Subfield N % N %

American Politics 456 30.9% 76 25.0% 16.7%
Comparative Politics 448 30.4 93 30.6 20.8
International Relations 327 22.1 69 22.7 21.1
Political Theory 245 16.6 66 21.7 26.9

Total 1,476 100.0 304 100.0 —

Table 13
Published Book Reviews, September 1, 2002–September 2003

American Political Perspectives
Science Review, on Politics,

vol. 96, Issues 3–4 Vol. 1, Issues 1–3

Subfield N % N %

American Politics 47 22.5% 65 21.2%
Comparative Politics 67 32.1 94 30.7
International Relations 46 22.0 75 24.5
Political Theory 49 23.4 72 23.6

Total 209 100.0 306 100.0

Notes
*Note that the book review editors use the

four standard substantive subfields, so books in
methods and public law are incorporated within
those subfields, as are books by non-political
scientists.

1. The managing editor, Lisa Burrell, joined
us in July 2002, and another student assistant
joined soon thereafter.

2. My first report to the APSA Council,
dated April 5, 2003, covered June 1, 2002
through March 31, 2003. This report supercedes
that one, since it includes the period covered in
the earlier report (with more complete data and
better analyses) and it encompasses the first full
year of operation. From now on, reports will
cover the period August 1–July 31 of the fol-
lowing year.

3. See “Call for Papers” at www.apsanet.org/
perspectives, and Hochschild 2003.

4. That is, from one to three single-spaced
pages of comments.

5. Seventeen percent of the authors of “Per-
spectives” essays or proposals are not political
scientists. Most of them are responding to my
solicitations. 

6. The associate editor from the relevant 

subfield also reviews the referees’ reports and,
if warranted, helps me revise the letter of in-
structions to the author. 

7. Perspectives considers three types of re-
view essays: on collections of syllabi, on books
and articles, and on other media such as films.

8. In this and subsequent tables, proposals
for which we have received papers appear only
under Articles, Perspectives, or Review Essays,
whichever column is appropriate. The proposals
column includes only proposals for which we
have not yet received papers.

9. Six of these papers cut across subfields;
they could equally well have been identified
with international relations, political theory,
methods and philosophy of social science, or
public law.

10. This point has one major exception: some
papers are categorized as “Methods and Philos-
ophy of Social Science.” Papers that are not
primarily in that subfield are not categorized by
method.

11. We solicit or accept articles from social
scientists outside the discipline of political sci-
ence. These go through the standard review
process but are tracked as submissions from

“Other Social Scientists,” not in terms of our
discipline’s subfield categories. 

12. We calculated this row and the next one
using the turnaround times of only manuscripts
for which we have made decisions. But in the
first two rows, which focus on earlier steps in
the review process, our calculations include
manuscripts about which decisions have not yet
been made so that we can use the full amount
of information available. That is why the aver-
age total turnaround time is estimated at less
than the sum of the partial turnaround times;
each percentage is calculated using a different
subset of manuscripts.

13. We have also accepted one article by
“Other Social Scientists” (a pair of economists).

14. Six of these articles are brief contribu-
tions to a single symposium; they are not
stand-alone articles, although each was re-
viewed and an editorial decision was made on
each.

15. Sigelman 2003.
16. For subsequent reports, information for

book reviews will be on the same cycle as in-
formation for papers, proposals, and solicita-
tions.



References
Hochschild, Jennifer L. 2003. “Introduction and

Observations.” Perspectives on Politics 1
(March): 1–4.

Sigelman, Lee. 2003. “Report of the Editor of
the American Political Science Review,

2001–2002.” PS: Political Science 36 
(January): 113–7.

PSOnline www.apsanet.org 149



����� ��� �			

WHAT ARE THE
GUIDELINES?

Non-U.S. graduate students studying at American doctoral programs are
eligible.  Graduate students receive up to $300 toward conference
expenses and can request registration waivers.

HOW DO I APPLY?

Travel grant applications are available online for the 2004 Annual Meeting. These grants provide
help in attending the Annual Meeting and are intended as supplemental funding, not as fully paid
travel. A limited number of hotel rooms and registration fee waivers are also available. Due to the
high demand and limited supply, we ask scholars to share rooms wherever possible.

A
PS

A

Scholars or graduate students based at non-U.S. universities or colleges,
as well as those working in areas related to political science in other
countries, are eligible.  This program is highly competitive and the Council
has mandated that this program is NOT designed to provide full funding.
Average grant awards in recent years have ranged from $400-$700.
Scholars will be required to supply travel documents to pick up their funds
at the meeting.   We ask that each applicant make clear how much
funding is needed to attend the meeting, and that each applicant ask
ONLY for what is needed so that other scholars may also have the
opportunity to get financial help in attending the Annual Meeting.

International
Graduate Students

Graduate students who are U.S. citizens, studying in American Ph.D.
programs.  Graduate students receive up to $300 toward conference
expenses and can request registration waivers.

International
Scholars

U.S. Graduate
Students

� � � � A n n u a l  M e e t i n g  T r a v e l  G r a n t s

All programs show a preference for scholars who are presenting or participating on the Annual
Meeting Program. For International Scholars, the Council has stated a preference for helping
scholars from developing countries, countries in economic crisis such as parts of the former
Communist bloc, and junior scholars. We also strive to attain geographic diversity and diversity of
fields so that as many panels and divisions as possible at the Annual Meeting are enriched by
international perspectives. All travel grant applications require a letter of recommendation.
Full information will be available on the online application forms.

You must be pre-registered for the Annual Meeting by April 17, 2004.

 APSA must receive all grant application materials by May 21, 2004.

Notification will occur as quickly thereafter as administratively possible, generally in mid-June.

APPLY ONLINE AT http://www.apsanet.org/mtgs/travelgrants.cfm

Please direct inquiries to sbronson@apsanet.org


