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Engaging	with	Public	Policy:	An	Immigration	Scholar	
in	Three	Presidential	Campaigns	

By	Wayne	Cornelius	
Distinguished Professor Emeritus of 
Political Science 
 

       My ϐirst dip into policy-relevant 
research came in 1975, and it was 
entirely serendipitous. I had been 
trained as a political scientist at 
Stanford to do survey research.  My 
dissertation project had been a sur-
vey study of political attitudes and 
behavior among residents of low-
income neighborhoods of Mexico 
City, most of whom had originated in 
small rural communities. Five years 
later, I decided to study the rural-to-
urban migration process from the 
front end, doing a survey study of 
high-emigration towns in the north-
eastern region of Mexico’s Jalisco 
state. When I got there I discovered 
that the people leaving the region 
were not going to Mexican destina-
tions but rather to the United States. 
Instantly, I became a student of in-
ternational migration, and that be-
came the focus of my research and 
teaching career. 
       Shortly after I began publishing 
the results of my Jalisco ϐield study, I 
was asked to write a policy memo 
for the Latin America staff of Jimmy	
Carter’s	National Security Council, 
which had just begun to get interest-
ed in international migration issues. 
Based on that memo, I wrote an op-
ed that was published by The	New	
York	Times. The article argued that 
Mexican migrants were more likely 

to be a net economic beneϐit to the 
country than a burden on taxpayers, 
drawing upon survey data that I had 
collected of migrants’ public bene-
ϐits utilization and their contribu-
tions to tax revenues. 
       Substantively, the focus of my 
policy-relevant research has been 
on how various kinds of immigra-
tion control policies inϐluence indi-
vidual-level decisions to migrate or 
to stay at home, with special atten-
tion to the efϐicacy and unintended 
consequences of tougher border 
enforcement. This was one of the 
perennial subjects of the ϐield stud-
ies that my UCSD students and I 
conducted in rural Mexico from 
2005-2015. We accumulated quite a 
large body of survey and qualitative 
data on this question – evidence 
that dovetailed nicely with what 
sociologist Douglas	Massey	and his 
Princeton-based ϐield research 
teams were ϐinding. Border manage-

ment thus became my professional 
comfort zone.   
       I have advised three presiden-
tial campaigns on immigration and 
refugee issues. My ϐirst experience, 
in 2007-08 with Barack	Obama, 
was disappointing. The chair of 
Obama’s immigration task force 
had reached out to me. We had 
many conference calls but there 
were no speciϐic writing assign-
ments. Most of the “asks” were in-
tended to involve us in routine 
campaign tasks, like fund-raising 
and making cold calls to Iowa farm-
ers. My ignorance of agricultural 
policy was profound and doubtless 
was revealed to each and every 
farmer with whom I awkwardly 
chatted. In hindsight, the Obama 
immigration advisory team was 
window dressing. 
       I sat out the 2016 election cycle, 
feeling no afϐinity with either Hilla-
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ry	Clinton	or Bernie	Sanders, and 
having convinced myself that Hilla-
ry would coast to victory. But in 
January 2019, when 37-year-old 
South Bend Mayor Pete	Buttigieg 
began his improbable presidential 
bid, I jumped at the chance to be 
part of his historic candidacy. I had 
no contacts with Pete’s campaign 
staff, who at that time consisted of 
four full-time employees. I sent an 
over-the-transom email to the 
campaign’s general mailbox, offer-
ing my services and CV.  Fortunate-
ly, an alert college student intern 
ϐished the email out and routed it 
to the policy issues staffer.  
       I soon discovered Rule #1 of 
campaign policy advising: “You 
never know enough, about enough 
subjects, to do this kind of work.” It 
was humbling to discover that, de-
spite being a full-time immigration 
scholar for more than four dec-
ades, I knew so little about so 
many immigration-related issues 
that the campaign was concerned 
about. You need to be prepared to 
do a whole lot of new research, 
usually under considerable time 
pressure. I spent more time 
ploughing through on-line re-
search sources during the Mayor 
Pete and Joe	Biden	campaigns 
than I had ever done before. I was 
constantly reaching out to other 
scholars who had done much more 
work than me on certain topics. 
One example: Before these cam-
paigns I had always told anyone 
who asked, “I don’t do refugees!” 
But these campaigns were happen-
ing in the aftermath of the 2018 
“migration crisis” at the border, 
which mostly involved asylum-
seekers, not economic migrants.  
The Trump administration had 
taken aim at caravans, at asylum-
seekers who were allegedly 
“gaming the system,” and it had 
implemented policies like 

“metering” and “Remain in Mexico” 
aimed at blocking access to the asy-
lum process and making it more dif-
ϐicult to gain legal representation – 
not to mention the horrendous fami-
ly separation policy, which was de-
signed to deter would-be asylum-
seekers. So, refugees were the ele-
phant in the room, and I had to get 
up to speed quickly. I reached out to 
one of my former UCSD Ph.D. stu-
dents, Idean	Salehyan, who has be-
come a national authority on refugee 
movements. I also sought advice 
from local-level NGO leaders, who 
were more likely than scholars to 
know what was happening on the 
ground. 
       During the Buttigieg and Biden 
campaigns I was tasked to write or 
contribute to a total of two dozen 
full-length policy memos, each on a 
different topic – everything from 
options for modernizing our border 
ports of entry to combating human 
trafϐicking and creating a new cul-
ture of accountability in our immi-
gration enforcement agencies. About 
which of these two dozen topics did 
I know enough, from the get-go, to 
write a decent policy memo? Per-
haps one or two of them.  I feel that I 
became a truly broad-gauge immi-
gration scholar	through	my work in 
these campaigns. The bottom line is 
that you need to be willing to stretch 
yourself well beyond your usual 
bounds of professional competence. 
That’s often scary, but it can also be 
very rewarding. 
       I mentioned the need for exten-
sive internet-based research. That 
was important not just to put data 
and ideas into my head but also to 
report that knowledge. Each policy 
memo was deeply sourced, and all 
sources had to be accessible on-line.  
Each memo included dozens of em-
bedded URLs. Footnotes were deϐi-
nitely out—they take up too much 
space, and we were working within 

severe length constraints. The longest 
policy memo was supposed to be just 
10-11 pages -- even for huge, complex 
subjects like border management 
strategy. Issue briefs were typically 
three pages.  
       There were many requests for one
-pagers, consisting of talking points to 
be inserted in the candidate’s daily 
brieϐing book, input for public state-
ments, and tweets to decry various 
anti-immigrant actions by the Trump 
administration. We were also asked to 
write op-eds, under our own name, to 
be published in major newspapers of 
battleground states. The one-pagers 
and 750-word op-eds illustrate anoth-
er beneϐit of policy advising: It teaches 
you to write with great parsimony. 
Strunk and White’s memorable advice 
– “Omit unnecessary words!” – was 
my mantra.  
       Another important learning expe-
rience from the campaigns was deep-
into-the-weeds “policy-wonkery.”  I 
have never considered myself a policy 
wonk, but I came closer to becoming 
one during these campaigns. My pre-
vious forays into policy analysis had 
always involved evaluating existing 
policies – what had worked, what did-
n’t, and why. But designing new poli-
cies, trying to anticipate unintended 
consequences and potential obstacles 
to implementation – that was an en-
tirely different kettle of ϐish. For each 
policy change that we proposed, a de-
tailed timeline for implementation 
had to be laid out. What would Presi-
dent Biden need to do about this on 
Day 1? In the ϐirst 100 or 200 days? 
The ϐirst year?  Making these ϐinely 
calibrated distinctions required a lot 
of guesswork. For example, it’s ϐine to 
call for rolling back the odious 
“Remain in Mexico” policy. But how 
do you do that without provoking a 
new surge of asylum-seekers, before 
the capacity to control such a surge is 
fully in place?  
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the income into the cost of opera-
tions). The cumbersome approval 
process was fast-tracked by Arizo-
na senator Barry	Goldwater, who 
owned a house on Mount Soledad.  
Goldwater urged the foundation to 
create an educational program to 
cement its tax-exempt status.  The 
result was a science-lecture series 
at the Scripps Institution of Ocean-
ography (SIO) and at area schools.   
       The boards’ ϐirst president was 
Marian	Longstreth, whose inde-
fatigability and devotion to the 
Playhouse was legendary.  She had 
her capable hand in every aspect of 
operations, from determining the 
price of a Coke at the concession 
stand to serving as fundraising am-
bassador to the business communi-
ty and local government.  Long-
streth committed herself to the 
search for the Playhouse’s Holy 
Grail: a new theatre.  She needed to 
raise a sizable sum. Coincidentally, 
SIO needed a new auditorium. En-
ter Roger Revelle.   
       The theatre’s board knew that 
La Jolla would be the site of a new 
UC science and engineering hub.  
What better place for a theatre 
than a university? SIO director Rev-
elle, whom Longstreth had invited 
onto the board, had enthusiastical-
ly supported marrying the Play-
house and UC as early as 1952.  A 
UC Regents gift of land at the “top 
of the hill” seemed eminently sensi-
ble to him and he lobbied hard for 
it. In 1955, the Playhouse scored 
two essential victories:  San Diego 
City Council granted a forty-nine-
year lease, for one dollar annually, 
for six acres for frontage and park-
ing, and on November 18 the Re-
gents deeded twelve acres for the 
theatre itself.  The location was in-
deed at the “top of the hill,” by the 
southwest corner of Torrey Pines 
Rd. and La Jolla Village Dr., where 
the Venter Institute stands today. 

       In fundraising mode, Revelle 
wrote a public letter about the value 
of the arts at a university (undated; 
probably 1956):  “Our increasingly 
complex society depends for its very 
survival on the work of scientists 
and engineers…But whether their 
work is to be used for good or ill is 
determined in part by whether 
[they] understand the world of hu-
man beings…We learn how to act in 
the human world through experi-
ence—our own experience and that 
of others.  And it is, above all, the 
artist who makes us see vividly the 
experience of others…For this rea-
son we shall make certain that…
students have the opportunity to 
gain in understanding and insight 
by a close association with the new 
theatre.”  He never referred to La 
Jolla Playhouse by name, mention-
ing only that “the Regents felt, quite 
wisely…that the theatre should be a 
private non-proϐit enterprise, relat-
ed to the University but managed 
independently.”     
       The Regents expected the uni-
versity to make use of the theatre, 
likely as a lecture hall. They were 
generous in deeding the land, but 
that was the extent of their largesse. 
The Playhouse would have to raise 
the funds on its own.  And so began 
the long saga of chasing a dream.  
The Regents deeded the land in 
1955.  The Playhouse opened in its 
new home, the Mandell Weiss Thea-
tre, in 1983. What happened in 
those intervening 28 years? 
       Peck and Ferrer envisioned an 
850-seat Broadway-style prosceni-
um theatre. Noted Los Angeles-
based architect William	Pereira, 
who would design San Francisco’s 
Transamerica Pyramid and UCSD’s 
Geisel Library, was intrigued, but 
board members felt that a San Diego 
architect would be a smarter choice, 
and in 1956 the board engaged the 
ϐirm of Mosher and Drew (they de-

signed the Coronado Bridge, the 
Golden Door Spa, and the ϐirst 
building of Muir College).  By 
Mosher’s own admission in a 
2015 interview with me, “I did-
n’t know anything about thea-
tre!”  To remedy this, Mosher, 
who coincidentally had just be-
gun a two-year sabbatical to 
work as architectural editor at 
House	Beautiful	magazine in 
New York City, spent his free 
time observing the distinguished 
Broadway set designer, Jo	Miel-
ziner, whom the Playhouse had 
hired as a consultant.  Mosher’s 
1957 design for the Playhouse 
included not only a 998-seat the-
atre, but a scene shop, rehearsal 
hall, restaurant, classrooms, and 
symposium hall. According to 
Mosher, Longstreth lobbied 
strenuously for a glamorous 
building; he considered her vi-
sion unrealistic, given the availa-
ble funds. Construction, budget-
ed at $1.7 million, was to start in 
1958, but the money was only 
trickling in.  The board agreed to 
Mosher’s advice to trim the 
scope, and he began a redesign.  
The planning (and the fundrais-
ing) would grind on for another 
few years, resulting in 1962 in a 
signiϐicantly more modest de-
sign in both scope and opulence.  
By that time, however, the budg-
etary goalposts had moved 
again. In late 1963, with an esti-
mated shortfall of more than 
$500,00, the board released 
Mosher and Drew from its con-
tract. The Playhouse was back to 
square one.     
 

Steven	Adler, Professor	Emeritus	
of	Theatre	and	Provost	Emeritus	of	
Warren	College,	is	the	author	of	
books	about	the	Royal	Shakespeare	
Company	and	Broadway.	He	stage‐
managed	nine	shows	at	La	Jolla		
Playhouse,	including	80	Days	and	
The	Laramie	Project.		
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       Still another key takeaway: 
Teamwork is essential in this kind 
of work. Most academic produc-
tion is solitary, but policy advising 
is usually a team effort, requiring 
an elaborate division of labor. 
There were about ϐifty people con-
tributing regularly to Biden’s 
working group on immigration. 
Only three of us were academics. 
The team was dominated by very 
smart people who had extensive, 
senior-level experience in the fed-
eral government during the 
Obama administration, especially 
in the Department of Homeland 
Security and in Department of Jus-
tice-related positions. Most had 
been trained as lawyers. For rapid 
response to Trump’s latest immi-
gration outrage, we had a “legal 
swat team” to give us instant anal-
ysis of the legal issues raised by 
each policy development.  
 I quickly learned that to be effec-
tive, I needed to draw upon the 
skill sets and experience of the ex-
government people on our team. 
Working with these folks was not 
always easy. One had to navigate 
around some very big egos. But 
there was real synergy, and the 
ϐinal product was always much 
better than it would have been if 
only academics had been involved.   
       What happens when you disa-
gree with the candidate on some 
issue?  That did not happen during 
the Biden campaign, but it did oc-
cur once with Mayor Pete.  The 
issue came up in one of the early 
primary debates, when the moder-
ator asked a “Raise-your-hand-if-
you-agree” question. The subject 
was decriminalizing unauthorized 
border crossings, which Julián Cas-
tro had been pushing most aggres-
sively.  All but two of the candi-
dates raised their hands to sup-
port this idea (Joe Biden was not 
among them).  When Pete’s hand 

went up, my at-home response was 
“Oh no!” I knew that the polling data 
showed that decriminalization was a 
non-starter with most Democrats 
and independents, and it would be a 
four-alarm ϐire in the general elec-
tion -- Trump would have attacked it 
non-stop as an “open borders” poli-
cy. But Pete had already taken the 
position, in a highly public forum.  
So, how to get him to walk it back?   
First, I consulted with the legal ea-
gles on Pete’s immigration advisory 
team. Their advice was: “Don’t try to 
change the statute – just change how 
it’s enforced.” That led me to think 
of an obvious walk-back strategy:  
Talk about changing prosecution 
priorities:  Target serious felons and 
national security risks, rather than 
routine immigration offenses like 
unlawful entry or repeat entry by 
economic migrants and asylum-
seekers.  I wrote a memo entitled 
“Contextualizing Decriminalization,” 
which went through the legal argu-
ments concerning Section 1325 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
– the one that deϐines unauthorized 
entry as a crime.  I summarized the 
relevant polling data and suggested 
several talking points for the walk-
back. That was enough for Pete. He 
is super-smart and politically agile. 
He never again mentioned 
“decriminalization” as a policy pre-
scription. 
        One ϐinal question: How much 
difference does policy advising 
make?  What really happens to the 
products?  Much of the time, the 
memos and talking points seemed to 
disappear Into a black hole. Feed-
back was rare. All of it had been re-
quested by campaign staff, but, 
more often than not, it was hard to 
tell what speciϐic use was being 
made of all this material. For whom 
were we writing? My position was 
that everything should be potential-
ly useful to both the campaign staff 

(for speeches, debate preparation, 
tweets, etc.) and to the transition 
team – the people who would 
translate our ideas into policies 
once victory had been secured. As 
immigration receded into non-
issue status in the contest with 
Trump, I concluded that I was 
writing mainly for the transition 
team. 
       One major exception to the 
pattern of limited feedback was a 
proposal that I developed for 
Mayor Pete -- something that I 
dubbed a “Community Renewal 
visa.” In a nutshell, this was a new, 
place-based visa that would steer 
new refugees and other immi-
grants to speciϐic counties that had 
been losing working-age popula-
tion and whose public ϐinances 
had been depleted by that popula-
tion decline.  The idea ϐit neatly 
into the “rural revitalization” plan 
that was being put together for 
Pete’s campaign.  I developed a 
fairly elaborate implementation 
plan to go with the basic idea: 
What kinds of places would be eli-
gible to receive CR visa-holders, 
what requirements would visa 
holders have to meet, the mechan-
ics of matching visa-holders with 
destination communities, and so 
forth.  I sent the proposal up the 
campaign food chain, and less than 
three weeks later, I heard Mayor 
Pete advocate for it during a na-
tionally televised primary debate.  
I nearly fell off my sofa!  This idea 
was later folded into Biden’s plans 
for legal immigration reform and 
refugee resettlement. It was deϐi-
nitely my greatest hit of the 2019-
20 election cycle. 
 

Wayne	Cornelius	is	Distinguished	Pro‐
fessor	of	Political	Science	and	Gildred	
Chair	in	U.S.‐Mexican	Relations,	emeri‐
tus,	at	UC	San	Diego.	This	article	is	
adapted	from	a	presentation	to	the	
graduate	students	of	the	Department	
of	Sociology,	UCLA,	October	23,	2020. 

By	Steven	Adler		
Professor Emeritus of Theatre 
 

      The UCSD Theatre District, 
which anchors the southwest cor-
ner of campus, features four dis-
tinctly different theatres and asso-
ciated workshops, ofϐices, and re-
hearsal halls. It is the envy of most 
universities and professional com-
panies. One might assume that this 
impressive complex was the result 
of wise campus planning and har-
monious collaboration between 
the university and La Jolla Play-
house. In fact, what exists now is 
the result of more than seventy 
years of blood, toil, tears, and 
sweat shed by civic leaders, law-
yers, judges, philanthropists, ad-
ministrators, educators, and thea-
tre artists…and some con men, 
too.   
       By the end of WWII, La Jolla 
native son Gregory	Peck, under 
contract to Hollywood ϐilm czar 
David	O.	Selznick, had begun a 
steady rise to fame as a leading 
man in movies after acting on 
Broadway.  His resumé included 
Spellbound,	The	Yearling,	and Duel	
in	the	Sun, but he longed to return, 
when ϐilming would allow, to the 
stage. Opportunities to do so in 
movie-centric Los Angeles were 
limited. Several colleagues shared 
his desire to tread the boards.  
Peck’s costar in 1947’s Gentle‐
man’s	Agreement, Dorothy	
McGuire;	Mel	Ferrer	(who would 
later marry Peck’s Roman	Holiday 
costar,	Audrey	Hepburn); Joseph	
Cotten;	Jennifer	Jones; and oth-
ers agreed to form a summer stock 
company.  Their attempt to lease 
an LA theatre failed due to lack of 
funding.  Eventually, Selznick, who 
would soon marry his girlfriend, 
Jennifer Jones, agreed to loan the 

group $20,000, with the caveat 
that they work at least 100 miles 
from Hollywood (bad reviews for 
his actors in the boondocks would 
not make waves nationally). San 
Diego, Peck’s hometown, ϐit the 
bill.   
       The local Kiwanis Club agreed 
to support the ϐledgling troupe, 
“The Actors Company in La Jolla,” 
and helped them ϐind a theatre. La 
Jolla High School’s auditorium 
(dubbed “La Jolla Playhouse” in 
the summer months) was far from 
ideal. The sightlines were awful, 
the wooden seats uncomfortable, 
the acoustics dreadful, and the 
technical capabilities minimal.  
Still, it was available, so it would 
sufϐice…and it did so for eighteen 
seasons, despite audience and per-
former frustration with the space.  
Plays (rarely musicals), which 
usually ran for a week, were well-
known and well-worn crowd-
pleasers. The main draw was the 
participation of Hollywood stars, 
for whom a few weeks of 
“slumming” in La Jolla was a hap-
py diversion. The theatre’s inau-
gural production in 1947 was 
Night	Must	Fall,	which featured 
the original West End and Broad-
way star, Dame	May	Whitty. Sub-

sequent seasons showcased a 
mix of lesser-known actors as 

well as celebrities like Vin-
cent	Price, Vivian	Vance,	
Groucho	Marx, and 
Eartha	Kitt	(the last two 
needed Peck’s muscle to 
secure housing in La Jolla 
because of La Jolla’s cove-
nant restrictions on Jews 
and Blacks). Mel Ferrer 
directed one play that ϐirst 
season and Peck appeared 
in the ϐinale, Angel	Street.	

Dorothy McGuire didn’t appear 
until 1949 due to ϐilm commit-
ments, but remained involved in 
decision-making.  Some of the 
founders eventually dropped 
out, but Peck, Ferrer, and 
McGuire stayed the course, alt-
hough their participation waned 
due to their success in movies. 
Peck’s letters in the Academy of 
Motion Picture Arts and Sciences 
library feature lively corre-
spondence between him and 
Ferrer in which they expressed, 
with great humor and even 
greater zeal, their hopes for the 
Playhouse:  a year-round compa-
ny, a suitable auditorium, and a 
greater emphasis on new plays.   
       In 1954, the Kiwanis with-
drew their support. The Theatre 
and Arts Foundation of San Die-
go County, an outgrowth of the 
Playhouse’s women’s auxiliary 
group, was incorporated to fund-
raise for a new theatre (in 1960, 
the foundation assumed over-
sight of all the theatre’s opera-
tions, maintaining “La Jolla Play-
house” as its DBA).  In 1954, the 
Playhouse also received not-for-
proϐit status as a charitable or-
ganization (it had been running 
on a for-proϐit basis, ploughing 

The La Jolla Playhouse: The Once and Future Theatre 

Steven	Adler,	La	Jolla	Playhouse	
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By	Scott	M.	Lippman,	MD,	Direc-
tor,	Moores	Cancer	Center,	and	
Razelle	Kurzrock,	MD,	Associate					
Director,	Clinical	Sciences	
 
       This is a single remembrance of 
two singular men, whose distinc-
tive and distinguished lives, inter-
ests, and contributions to the ϐield 
of oncology intersected and inter-
twined over decades and locales. 
       Their stories and origins could 
not have been different; their key 
traits, strengths, and ambitions 
were admirably the same. Both 
were visionaries and elite thinkers 
who pushed back boundaries and 
when pushed back, pushed back 
harder still. They were highly prin-
cipled, took risks, challenged dog-
ma, shifted paradigms, and led 
practice-changing advances. They 
inspired. They were brothers in 
science, medicine, and life, compet-
itively pursuing common goals in 
the lab, clinic, and on the tennis 
court.  
       Waun	Ki	Hong, MD and John	
Mendelsohn, MD were our col-
leagues and mentors -- a claim that 
could be made proudly by literally 
hundreds of doctors and research-
ers  around the world. Both passed 
away in 2019, Hong at his home in 
California at the age of 76, Mendel-
sohn at his Texas home at the age 
of 82. 
       They are best known in recent 
years for their extraordinary work 
and leadership at the University of 
Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center 
Mendelsohn served as the center’s 
president from 1996 to 2011; Hong 
was head of the Division of Cancer 
Medicine until 2014. But their in-
ϐluence extended -- and continues 

to be felt -- far beyond those hall-
ways in Houston. They positively 
and profoundly changed the study 
and practice of oncology and the 
lives of countless patients.  
       Hong, or Ki to his friends, was 
born in Japanese-occupied Korea 
during World War II. He lived in a 
small village 30 miles outside 
Seoul, the sixth of seven children. 
Those were difϐicult times, but 
worse followed with the Korean 
War, Yet Ki persevered, crediting 
his oldest brother, the late Suk	Ki	
Hong, MD, Ph.D. a prominent renal 
physiologist, for inspiring him to 
pursue a  career in medicine, fol-
lowing his steps to Yonsei Univer-
sity School of Medicine. Ki also 
served as a South Korean Air Force 
ϐlight surgeon during the Vietnam 
War. 
       In 1970, with his young, preg-
nant wife Mi	Hwa and just $451 in 
his wallet, Ki immigrated to the 
U.S. in search of better career op-
portunities. With much effort, he 
managed to get an internship at 
Bronx-Lebanon Hospital in New 
York City. It was a grueling experi-
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ence, on-call every other night for 
twelve months combined with 
trying to learn a new culture, lan-
guage, and the complexities of 
parenthood. 
       A two-year residency at Vet-
erans Affairs Medical Center in 
Boston followed, providing the 
opportunity to care for multiple 
cancer patients and stimulating 
Ki’s interest in the ϐield of oncolo-
gy, particularly in the context of 
head and neck cancer, among the 
most debilitating and disϐiguring 
diseases. A prestigious fellowship 
at Memorial Sloan Kettering Can-
cer Center in New York came next 
in 1973, following a memorable 
interview with Irving	Krakoff, 
MD, then Chief of the Medical On-
cology Service, who could discern 
through the difϐicult English, in-
tense passion and keen insight. 
Together with his signature work 
ethic, Ki took full advantage of the 
opportunity to learn from the 
likes of Joseph	Burchenal, MD, 
David	Karnofsky, MD, and Rob-
ert	Wittes, MD, who encouraged 
him to pursue a career in academ-
ic oncology. He returned to the 
Boston VA in 1975, where he be-
came Chief of Medical Oncology 
and made the ϐirst of several re-
search world marks when he 
tackled the debilitating nature of 
laryngeal cancer therapy. 
       Partnering with Gregory	
Wolf, MD, at the University of 
Michigan, he formed the VA Coop-
erative Group for Laryngeal Can-
cer Study to fund the practice-
changing trial showing that a 
combination of chemotherapy 

attracting hard-core basic scien-
tists and many others, including 
colleagues like Elizabeth	Black-
burn, PhD, (Nobel Prize 2009)) to 
develop the cutting-edge concept 
of “Cancer interruption,” leading 
Stand Up to Cancer (SU2C) and 
innovative leaders in Pharma to 
invest in this strategy, including 
William	Hait, MD, PhD, at JNJ, 
who established a vanguard cross
-sector cancer “interception accel-
erator” platform involving imag-
ing devices and computational 
genomic and other technologies 
to explore, detect, and disrupt 
early disease-causing projects, 
increasingly linked to the 
germline and continually rede-
ϐined by microbiota and other dis-
coveries.   
       Ki’s last major research mark 
was Biomarker-integrated Ap-
proaches of Targeted Therapy for 
Lung Cancer Elimination, aptly 
dubbed BATTLE: setting the bar 
high and embracing difϐicult chal-
lenges to set new standards, in 
this case a breakthrough trial de-
sign. The biological possibility of 
the BATTLE design was clear and 
compelling: assess tumor biology 
and targets at the time of drug 
selection. The then current stand-
ard in this setting, however, used 
archival diagnostic tissue, not re-
ϐlecting current tumor biology 
that evolves with time and prior 
treatments. The challenge cen-
tered on the feasibility of a com-
plex Bayesian adaptive randomi-
zation, requiring core-needle re-
biopsy and molecular proϐiling in 
the second-line setting. It was a 
daunting, seemingly impossible 
task. There was much skepticism. 
But the approach proceeded in 
spectacular fashion, completed in 
record time with < 1% incidence 
of serious complications among 
patients undergoing lung biopsy, 
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unequivocally establishing the 
feasibility of a challenging medi-
cine design that has become a 
leading edge in cancer medi-
cine. BATTLE was the culmina-
tion of a recurring transdiscipli-
nary theme in his career, and at 
the opposite end of the disease 
spectrum. 
       In similar fashion, Ki was a 
staunch proponent for develop-
ment of a new Investigational 
Cancer Therapeutics depart-
ment at MD Anderson, with an 
essential tissue-agnostic path-
way-driven phase-1 strategy. It 
wasn’t a popular idea. The pro-
gram would be enormously ex-
pensive. It would be unprece-
dented to consider phase-1 
drugs to be beneϐicial. But Ki 
was undeterred. He had the 
keen intuition that genomics 
and molecular science could 
direct and accelerate early drug 
development. In 2004 he creat-
ed a phase-1 “program” pio-
neering genomically-driven um-
brella protocols, basket trials 
and molecular tumor boards.  
With dramatic growth in patient 
and trial numbers, targeting 
virtually every aspect of known 
signaling defects, addressing an 
unmet clinical need, Ki provided 
ample, obvious and overt sup-
port to help make the program 
a department (in 2007) and the 
idea a stunning reality.  The 
clinical beneϐit of this vanguard 
approach was recently validat-
ed by the ϐirst FDA tissue-
agnostic approval (of a TRK in-
hibitor). 
 

Adapted from Cancer	Cell      
(Feb. 11, 2019) 

NEXT: JOHN MENDELSOHN.  

 

Remembering	Two	Great	Visionary	Oncologists:	
Waun	Ki	Hong	and	John	Mendelsohn.		Part	I:	Hong	

and radiation therapy was an effec-
tive alternative to the standard of 
care for patients with advanced lar-
yngeal cancer: total removal of the 
voice box. His ϐindings allowed pa-
tients to retain their ability to speak 
and swallow, dramatically improved 
their quality of life, remains the 
standard of care, and laid the 
groundwork for preserving organs 
in other cancer types.  
       In 1983 he received a call from 
Krakoff, who had moved to MD An-
derson and realized he needed lead-
ers of Ki’s caliber to rebuild the Divi-
sion of Medicine. Ki became Chief of 
the Section of Head and Neck Medi-
cal Oncology, his role expanded over 
the next eight years to assume the 
Thoracic Section; later combined, 
making the Sections a Department of 
Thoracic/Head and Neck Medical 
Oncology for which Ki was the 
founding Chair. It was an inspired 
choice because Ki had a knacks for 
inspiring others, bringing together 
investigators from diverse ϐields 
within basic, clinical and population 
sciences in a new, uniϐied mission. 
       His next mark introduced unri-
valed rigor to the ϐledgling ϐield of 
chemoprevention, derided by some 
as “soft science.” Beginning in Bos-
ton, with more passion than funding, 
he was able to convince Loretta	Itri, 
then at Hoffmann-La Roche to take a 
risk on him and his nascent disci-
pline. Fueled by early successes, his 
work took off in 1991 with the 
award of a Program Project grant, 
the ϐirst of many NCI awards in this 
ϐield. Early testing of high-dose ret-
inoic acid in head and neck cancer, 
at the forefront of translational re-
search, provided proof-of-principle 
that human cancer development 
could be interrupted, allowing for 
better understanding of premalig-
nant biology.  It was a landmark, 
paving the way for FDA-registration 
trials of other agents and sites and 

cont.	on	page	5	
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By	Scott	M.	Lipman,	Director,	
Moores	Cancer	Center,	and	
Razelle	Kurzrock,	Associate					
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       This is a single remembrance of 
two singular men, whose distinc-
tive and distinguished lives, inter-
ests, and contributions to the ϐield 
of oncology intersected and inter-
twined over decades and locales. 
       Their stories and origins could 
not have been different; their key 
traits, strengths, and ambitions 
were admirably the same. Both 
were visionaries and elite thinkers 
who pushed back boundaries and 
when pushed back, pushed back 
harder still. They were highly prin-
cipled, took risks, challenged dog-
ma, shifted paradigms, and led 
practice-changing advances. They 
inspired. They were brothers in 
science, medicine, and life, compet-
itively pursuing common goals in 
the lab, clinic, and on the tennis 
court.  
       Waun	Ki	Hong, MD and John	
Mendelsohn, MD were our col-
leagues and mentors -- a claim that 
could be made proudly by literally 
hundreds of doctors and research-
ers  around the world. Both passed 
away in 2019, Hong at his home in 
California at the age of 76, Mendel-
sohn at his Texas home at the age 
of 82. 
       They are best known in recent 
years for their extraordinary work 
and leadership at the University of 
Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center 
Mendelsohn served as the center’s 
president from 1996 to 2011; Hong 
was head of the Division of Cancer 
Medicine until 2014. But their in-
ϐluence extended -- and continues 

to be felt -- far beyond those hall-
ways in Houston. They positively 
and profoundly changed the study 
and practice of oncology and the 
lives of countless patients.  
       Hong, or Ki to his friends, was 
born in Japanese-occupied Korea 
during World War II. He lived in a 
small village 30 miles outside 
Seoul, the sixth of seven children. 
Those were difϐicult times, but 
worse followed with the Korean 
War, Yet Ki persevered, crediting 
his oldest brother, the late Suk	Ki	
Hong, MD, Ph.D. a prominent renal 
physiologist, for inspiring him to 
pursue a  career in medicine, fol-
lowing his steps to Yonsei Univer-
sity School of Medicine. Ki also 
served as a South Korean Air Force 
ϐlight surgeon during the Vietnam 
War. 
       In 1970, with his young, preg-
nant wife Mi	Hwa and just $451 in 
his wallet, Ki immigrated to the 
U.S. in search of better career op-
portunities. With much effort, he 
managed to get an internship at 
Bronx-Lebanon Hospital in New 
York City. It was a grueling experi-
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ence, on-call every other night for 
twelve months combined with 
trying to learn a new culture, lan-
guage, and the complexities of 
parenthood. 
       A two-year residency at Vet-
erans Affairs Medical Center in 
Boston followed, providing the 
opportunity to care for multiple 
cancer patients and stimulating 
Ki’s interest in the ϐield of oncolo-
gy, particularly in the context of 
head and neck cancer, among the 
most debilitating and disϐiguring 
diseases. A prestigious fellowship 
at Memorial Sloan Kettering Can-
cer Center in New York came next 
in 1973, following a memorable 
interview with Irving	Krakoff, 
MD, then Chief of the Medical On-
cology Service, who could discern 
through the difϐicult English, in-
tense passion and keen insight. 
Together with his signature work 
ethic, Ki took full advantage of the 
opportunity to learn from the 
likes of Joseph	Burchenal, MD, 
David	Karnofsky, MD, and Rob-
ert	Wittes, MD, who encouraged 
him to pursue a career in academ-
ic oncology. He returned to the 
Boston VA in 1975, where he be-
came Chief of Medical Oncology 
and made the ϐirst of several re-
search world marks when he 
tackled the debilitating nature of 
laryngeal cancer therapy. 
       Partnering with Gregory	
Wolf, MD, at the University of 
Michigan, he formed the VA Coop-
erative Group for Laryngeal Can-
cer Study to fund the practice-
changing trial showing that a 
combination of chemotherapy 

attracting hard-core basic scien-
tists and many others, including 
colleagues like Elizabeth	Black-
burn, PhD, (Nobel Prize 2009)) to 
develop the cutting-edge concept 
of “Cancer interruption,” leading 
Stand Up to Cancer (SU2C) and 
innovative leaders in Pharma to 
invest in this strategy, including 
William	Hait, MD, PhD, at JNJ, 
who established a vanguard cross
-sector cancer “interception accel-
erator” platform involving imag-
ing devices and computational 
genomic and other technologies 
to explore, detect, and disrupt 
early disease-causing projects, 
increasingly linked to the 
germline and continually rede-
ϐined by microbiota and other dis-
coveries.   
       Ki’s last major research mark 
was Biomarker-integrated Ap-
proaches of Targeted Therapy for 
Lung Cancer Elimination, aptly 
dubbed BATTLE: setting the bar 
high and embracing difϐicult chal-
lenges to set new standards, in 
this case a breakthrough trial de-
sign. The biological possibility of 
the BATTLE design was clear and 
compelling: assess tumor biology 
and targets at the time of drug 
selection. The then current stand-
ard in this setting, however, used 
archival diagnostic tissue, not re-
ϐlecting current tumor biology 
that evolves with time and prior 
treatments. The challenge cen-
tered on the feasibility of a com-
plex Bayesian adaptive randomi-
zation, requiring core-needle re-
biopsy and molecular proϐiling in 
the second-line setting. It was a 
daunting, seemingly impossible 
task. There was much skepticism. 
But the approach proceeded in 
spectacular fashion, completed in 
record time with < 1% incidence 
of serious complications among 
patients undergoing lung biopsy, 
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unequivocally establishing the 
feasibility of a challenging medi-
cine design that has become a 
leading edge in cancer medi-
cine. BATTLE was the culmina-
tion of a recurring transdiscipli-
nary theme in his career, and at 
the opposite end of the disease 
spectrum. 
       In similar fashion, Ki was a 
staunch proponent for develop-
ment of a new Investigational 
Cancer Therapeutics depart-
ment at MD Anderson, with an 
essential tissue-agnostic path-
way-driven phase-1 strategy. It 
wasn’t a popular idea. The pro-
gram would be enormously ex-
pensive. It would be unprece-
dented to consider phase-1 
drugs to be beneϐicial. But Ki 
was undeterred. He had the 
keen intuition that genomics 
and molecular science could 
direct and accelerate early drug 
development. In 2004 he creat-
ed a phase-1 “program” pio-
neering genomically-driven um-
brella protocols, basket trials 
and molecular tumor boards.  
With dramatic growth in patient 
and trial numbers, targeting 
virtually every aspect of known 
signaling defects, addressing an 
unmet clinical need, Ki provided 
ample, obvious and overt sup-
port to help make the program 
a department (in 2007) and the 
idea a stunning reality.  The 
clinical beneϐit of this vanguard 
approach was recently validat-
ed by the ϐirst FDA tissue-
agnostic approval (of a TRK in-
hibitor). 
 

Adapted from Cancer	Cell      
(Feb. 11, 2019) 
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Remembering	Two	Great	Visionary	Oncologists:	
Waun	Ki	Hong	and	John	Mendelsohn.		Part	I:	Hong	

and radiation therapy was an effec-
tive alternative to the standard of 
care for patients with advanced lar-
yngeal cancer: total removal of the 
voice box. His ϐindings allowed pa-
tients to retain their ability to speak 
and swallow, dramatically improved 
their quality of life, remains the 
standard of care, and laid the 
groundwork for preserving organs 
in other cancer types.  
       In 1983 he received a call from 
Krakoff, who had moved to MD An-
derson and realized he needed lead-
ers of Ki’s caliber to rebuild the Divi-
sion of Medicine. Ki became Chief of 
the Section of Head and Neck Medi-
cal Oncology, his role expanded over 
the next eight years to assume the 
Thoracic Section; later combined, 
making the Sections a Department of 
Thoracic/Head and Neck Medical 
Oncology for which Ki was the 
founding Chair. It was an inspired 
choice because Ki had a knacks for 
inspiring others, bringing together 
investigators from diverse ϐields 
within basic, clinical and population 
sciences in a new, uniϐied mission. 
       His next mark introduced unri-
valed rigor to the ϐledgling ϐield of 
chemoprevention, derided by some 
as “soft science.” Beginning in Bos-
ton, with more passion than funding, 
he was able to convince Loretta	Itri, 
then at Hoffmann-La Roche to take a 
risk on him and his nascent disci-
pline. Fueled by early successes, his 
work took off in 1991 with the 
award of a Program Project grant, 
the ϐirst of many NCI awards in this 
ϐield. Early testing of high-dose ret-
inoic acid in head and neck cancer, 
at the forefront of translational re-
search, provided proof-of-principle 
that human cancer development 
could be interrupted, allowing for 
better understanding of premalig-
nant biology.  It was a landmark, 
paving the way for FDA-registration 
trials of other agents and sites and 

cont.	on	page	5	
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       Still another key takeaway: 
Teamwork is essential in this kind 
of work. Most academic produc-
tion is solitary, but policy advising 
is usually a team effort, requiring 
an elaborate division of labor. 
There were about ϐifty people con-
tributing regularly to Biden’s 
working group on immigration. 
Only three of us were academics. 
The team was dominated by very 
smart people who had extensive, 
senior-level experience in the fed-
eral government during the 
Obama administration, especially 
in the Department of Homeland 
Security and in Department of Jus-
tice-related positions. Most had 
been trained as lawyers. For rapid 
response to Trump’s latest immi-
gration outrage, we had a “legal 
swat team” to give us instant anal-
ysis of the legal issues raised by 
each policy development.  
 I quickly learned that to be effec-
tive, I needed to draw upon the 
skill sets and experience of the ex-
government people on our team. 
Working with these folks was not 
always easy. One had to navigate 
around some very big egos. But 
there was real synergy, and the 
ϐinal product was always much 
better than it would have been if 
only academics had been involved.   
       What happens when you disa-
gree with the candidate on some 
issue?  That did not happen during 
the Biden campaign, but it did oc-
cur once with Mayor Pete.  The 
issue came up in one of the early 
primary debates, when the moder-
ator asked a “Raise-your-hand-if-
you-agree” question. The subject 
was decriminalizing unauthorized 
border crossings, which Julián Cas-
tro had been pushing most aggres-
sively.  All but two of the candi-
dates raised their hands to sup-
port this idea (Joe Biden was not 
among them).  When Pete’s hand 

went up, my at-home response was 
“Oh no!” I knew that the polling data 
showed that decriminalization was a 
non-starter with most Democrats 
and independents, and it would be a 
four-alarm ϐire in the general elec-
tion -- Trump would have attacked it 
non-stop as an “open borders” poli-
cy. But Pete had already taken the 
position, in a highly public forum.  
So, how to get him to walk it back?   
First, I consulted with the legal ea-
gles on Pete’s immigration advisory 
team. Their advice was: “Don’t try to 
change the statute – just change how 
it’s enforced.” That led me to think 
of an obvious walk-back strategy:  
Talk about changing prosecution 
priorities:  Target serious felons and 
national security risks, rather than 
routine immigration offenses like 
unlawful entry or repeat entry by 
economic migrants and asylum-
seekers.  I wrote a memo entitled 
“Contextualizing Decriminalization,” 
which went through the legal argu-
ments concerning Section 1325 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
– the one that deϐines unauthorized 
entry as a crime.  I summarized the 
relevant polling data and suggested 
several talking points for the walk-
back. That was enough for Pete. He 
is super-smart and politically agile. 
He never again mentioned 
“decriminalization” as a policy pre-
scription. 
        One ϐinal question: How much 
difference does policy advising 
make?  What really happens to the 
products?  Much of the time, the 
memos and talking points seemed to 
disappear Into a black hole. Feed-
back was rare. All of it had been re-
quested by campaign staff, but, 
more often than not, it was hard to 
tell what speciϐic use was being 
made of all this material. For whom 
were we writing? My position was 
that everything should be potential-
ly useful to both the campaign staff 

(for speeches, debate preparation, 
tweets, etc.) and to the transition 
team – the people who would 
translate our ideas into policies 
once victory had been secured. As 
immigration receded into non-
issue status in the contest with 
Trump, I concluded that I was 
writing mainly for the transition 
team. 
       One major exception to the 
pattern of limited feedback was a 
proposal that I developed for 
Mayor Pete -- something that I 
dubbed a “Community Renewal 
visa.” In a nutshell, this was a new, 
place-based visa that would steer 
new refugees and other immi-
grants to speciϐic counties that had 
been losing working-age popula-
tion and whose public ϐinances 
had been depleted by that popula-
tion decline.  The idea ϐit neatly 
into the “rural revitalization” plan 
that was being put together for 
Pete’s campaign.  I developed a 
fairly elaborate implementation 
plan to go with the basic idea: 
What kinds of places would be eli-
gible to receive CR visa-holders, 
what requirements would visa 
holders have to meet, the mechan-
ics of matching visa-holders with 
destination communities, and so 
forth.  I sent the proposal up the 
campaign food chain, and less than 
three weeks later, I heard Mayor 
Pete advocate for it during a na-
tionally televised primary debate.  
I nearly fell off my sofa!  This idea 
was later folded into Biden’s plans 
for legal immigration reform and 
refugee resettlement. It was deϐi-
nitely my greatest hit of the 2019-
20 election cycle. 
 

Wayne	Cornelius	is	Distinguished	Pro‐
fessor	of	Political	Science	and	Gildred	
Chair	in	U.S.‐Mexican	Relations,	emeri‐
tus,	at	UC	San	Diego.	This	article	is	
adapted	from	a	presentation	to	the	
graduate	students	of	the	Department	
of	Sociology,	UCLA,	October	23,	2020. 

By	Steven	Adler		
Professor Emeritus of Theatre 
 

      The UCSD Theatre District, 
which anchors the southwest cor-
ner of campus, features four dis-
tinctly different theatres and asso-
ciated workshops, ofϐices, and re-
hearsal halls. It is the envy of most 
universities and professional com-
panies. One might assume that this 
impressive complex was the result 
of wise campus planning and har-
monious collaboration between 
the university and La Jolla Play-
house. In fact, what exists now is 
the result of more than seventy 
years of blood, toil, tears, and 
sweat shed by civic leaders, law-
yers, judges, philanthropists, ad-
ministrators, educators, and thea-
tre artists…and some con men, 
too.   
       By the end of WWII, La Jolla 
native son Gregory	Peck, under 
contract to Hollywood ϐilm czar 
David	O.	Selznick, had begun a 
steady rise to fame as a leading 
man in movies after acting on 
Broadway.  His resumé included 
Spellbound,	The	Yearling,	and Duel	
in	the	Sun, but he longed to return, 
when ϐilming would allow, to the 
stage. Opportunities to do so in 
movie-centric Los Angeles were 
limited. Several colleagues shared 
his desire to tread the boards.  
Peck’s costar in 1947’s Gentle‐
man’s	Agreement, Dorothy	
McGuire;	Mel	Ferrer	(who would 
later marry Peck’s Roman	Holiday 
costar,	Audrey	Hepburn); Joseph	
Cotten;	Jennifer	Jones; and oth-
ers agreed to form a summer stock 
company.  Their attempt to lease 
an LA theatre failed due to lack of 
funding.  Eventually, Selznick, who 
would soon marry his girlfriend, 
Jennifer Jones, agreed to loan the 

group $20,000, with the caveat 
that they work at least 100 miles 
from Hollywood (bad reviews for 
his actors in the boondocks would 
not make waves nationally). San 
Diego, Peck’s hometown, ϐit the 
bill.   
       The local Kiwanis Club agreed 
to support the ϐledgling troupe, 
“The Actors Company in La Jolla,” 
and helped them ϐind a theatre. La 
Jolla High School’s auditorium 
(dubbed “La Jolla Playhouse” in 
the summer months) was far from 
ideal. The sightlines were awful, 
the wooden seats uncomfortable, 
the acoustics dreadful, and the 
technical capabilities minimal.  
Still, it was available, so it would 
sufϐice…and it did so for eighteen 
seasons, despite audience and per-
former frustration with the space.  
Plays (rarely musicals), which 
usually ran for a week, were well-
known and well-worn crowd-
pleasers. The main draw was the 
participation of Hollywood stars, 
for whom a few weeks of 
“slumming” in La Jolla was a hap-
py diversion. The theatre’s inau-
gural production in 1947 was 
Night	Must	Fall,	which featured 
the original West End and Broad-
way star, Dame	May	Whitty. Sub-

sequent seasons showcased a 
mix of lesser-known actors as 

well as celebrities like Vin-
cent	Price, Vivian	Vance,	
Groucho	Marx, and 
Eartha	Kitt	(the last two 
needed Peck’s muscle to 
secure housing in La Jolla 
because of La Jolla’s cove-
nant restrictions on Jews 
and Blacks). Mel Ferrer 
directed one play that ϐirst 
season and Peck appeared 
in the ϐinale, Angel	Street.	

Dorothy McGuire didn’t appear 
until 1949 due to ϐilm commit-
ments, but remained involved in 
decision-making.  Some of the 
founders eventually dropped 
out, but Peck, Ferrer, and 
McGuire stayed the course, alt-
hough their participation waned 
due to their success in movies. 
Peck’s letters in the Academy of 
Motion Picture Arts and Sciences 
library feature lively corre-
spondence between him and 
Ferrer in which they expressed, 
with great humor and even 
greater zeal, their hopes for the 
Playhouse:  a year-round compa-
ny, a suitable auditorium, and a 
greater emphasis on new plays.   
       In 1954, the Kiwanis with-
drew their support. The Theatre 
and Arts Foundation of San Die-
go County, an outgrowth of the 
Playhouse’s women’s auxiliary 
group, was incorporated to fund-
raise for a new theatre (in 1960, 
the foundation assumed over-
sight of all the theatre’s opera-
tions, maintaining “La Jolla Play-
house” as its DBA).  In 1954, the 
Playhouse also received not-for-
proϐit status as a charitable or-
ganization (it had been running 
on a for-proϐit basis, ploughing 
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ry	Clinton	or Bernie	Sanders, and 
having convinced myself that Hilla-
ry would coast to victory. But in 
January 2019, when 37-year-old 
South Bend Mayor Pete	Buttigieg 
began his improbable presidential 
bid, I jumped at the chance to be 
part of his historic candidacy. I had 
no contacts with Pete’s campaign 
staff, who at that time consisted of 
four full-time employees. I sent an 
over-the-transom email to the 
campaign’s general mailbox, offer-
ing my services and CV.  Fortunate-
ly, an alert college student intern 
ϐished the email out and routed it 
to the policy issues staffer.  
       I soon discovered Rule #1 of 
campaign policy advising: “You 
never know enough, about enough 
subjects, to do this kind of work.” It 
was humbling to discover that, de-
spite being a full-time immigration 
scholar for more than four dec-
ades, I knew so little about so 
many immigration-related issues 
that the campaign was concerned 
about. You need to be prepared to 
do a whole lot of new research, 
usually under considerable time 
pressure. I spent more time 
ploughing through on-line re-
search sources during the Mayor 
Pete and Joe	Biden	campaigns 
than I had ever done before. I was 
constantly reaching out to other 
scholars who had done much more 
work than me on certain topics. 
One example: Before these cam-
paigns I had always told anyone 
who asked, “I don’t do refugees!” 
But these campaigns were happen-
ing in the aftermath of the 2018 
“migration crisis” at the border, 
which mostly involved asylum-
seekers, not economic migrants.  
The Trump administration had 
taken aim at caravans, at asylum-
seekers who were allegedly 
“gaming the system,” and it had 
implemented policies like 

“metering” and “Remain in Mexico” 
aimed at blocking access to the asy-
lum process and making it more dif-
ϐicult to gain legal representation – 
not to mention the horrendous fami-
ly separation policy, which was de-
signed to deter would-be asylum-
seekers. So, refugees were the ele-
phant in the room, and I had to get 
up to speed quickly. I reached out to 
one of my former UCSD Ph.D. stu-
dents, Idean	Salehyan, who has be-
come a national authority on refugee 
movements. I also sought advice 
from local-level NGO leaders, who 
were more likely than scholars to 
know what was happening on the 
ground. 
       During the Buttigieg and Biden 
campaigns I was tasked to write or 
contribute to a total of two dozen 
full-length policy memos, each on a 
different topic – everything from 
options for modernizing our border 
ports of entry to combating human 
trafϐicking and creating a new cul-
ture of accountability in our immi-
gration enforcement agencies. About 
which of these two dozen topics did 
I know enough, from the get-go, to 
write a decent policy memo? Per-
haps one or two of them.  I feel that I 
became a truly broad-gauge immi-
gration scholar	through	my work in 
these campaigns. The bottom line is 
that you need to be willing to stretch 
yourself well beyond your usual 
bounds of professional competence. 
That’s often scary, but it can also be 
very rewarding. 
       I mentioned the need for exten-
sive internet-based research. That 
was important not just to put data 
and ideas into my head but also to 
report that knowledge. Each policy 
memo was deeply sourced, and all 
sources had to be accessible on-line.  
Each memo included dozens of em-
bedded URLs. Footnotes were deϐi-
nitely out—they take up too much 
space, and we were working within 

severe length constraints. The longest 
policy memo was supposed to be just 
10-11 pages -- even for huge, complex 
subjects like border management 
strategy. Issue briefs were typically 
three pages.  
       There were many requests for one
-pagers, consisting of talking points to 
be inserted in the candidate’s daily 
brieϐing book, input for public state-
ments, and tweets to decry various 
anti-immigrant actions by the Trump 
administration. We were also asked to 
write op-eds, under our own name, to 
be published in major newspapers of 
battleground states. The one-pagers 
and 750-word op-eds illustrate anoth-
er beneϐit of policy advising: It teaches 
you to write with great parsimony. 
Strunk and White’s memorable advice 
– “Omit unnecessary words!” – was 
my mantra.  
       Another important learning expe-
rience from the campaigns was deep-
into-the-weeds “policy-wonkery.”  I 
have never considered myself a policy 
wonk, but I came closer to becoming 
one during these campaigns. My pre-
vious forays into policy analysis had 
always involved evaluating existing 
policies – what had worked, what did-
n’t, and why. But designing new poli-
cies, trying to anticipate unintended 
consequences and potential obstacles 
to implementation – that was an en-
tirely different kettle of ϐish. For each 
policy change that we proposed, a de-
tailed timeline for implementation 
had to be laid out. What would Presi-
dent Biden need to do about this on 
Day 1? In the ϐirst 100 or 200 days? 
The ϐirst year?  Making these ϐinely 
calibrated distinctions required a lot 
of guesswork. For example, it’s ϐine to 
call for rolling back the odious 
“Remain in Mexico” policy. But how 
do you do that without provoking a 
new surge of asylum-seekers, before 
the capacity to control such a surge is 
fully in place?  
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the income into the cost of opera-
tions). The cumbersome approval 
process was fast-tracked by Arizo-
na senator Barry	Goldwater, who 
owned a house on Mount Soledad.  
Goldwater urged the foundation to 
create an educational program to 
cement its tax-exempt status.  The 
result was a science-lecture series 
at the Scripps Institution of Ocean-
ography (SIO) and at area schools.   
       The board’s ϐirst president was 
Marian	Longstreth, whose inde-
fatigability and devotion to the 
Playhouse were legendary.  She 
had her capable hand in every as-
pect of operations, from determin-
ing the price of a Coke at the con-
cession stand to serving as fund-
raising ambassador to the business 
community and local government.  
Longstreth committed herself to 
the search for the Playhouse’s Holy 
Grail: a new theatre.  She needed to 
raise a sizable sum. Coincidentally, 
SIO needed a new auditorium. En-
ter Roger Revelle.   
       The theatre’s board knew that 
La Jolla would be the site of a new 
UC science and engineering hub.  
What better place for a theatre 
than a university? SIO director Rev-
elle, whom Longstreth had invited 
onto the board, had enthusiastical-
ly supported marrying the Play-
house and UC as early as 1952.  A 
UC Regents gift of land at the “top 
of the hill” seemed eminently sensi-
ble to him and he lobbied hard for 
it. In 1955, the Playhouse scored 
two essential victories:  San Diego 
City Council granted a forty-nine-
year lease, for one dollar annually, 
for six acres for frontage and park-
ing, and on November 18 the Re-
gents deeded twelve acres for the 
theatre itself.  The location was in-
deed at the “top of the hill,” by the 
southwest corner of Torrey Pines 
Rd. and La Jolla Village Dr., where 
the Venter Institute stands today. 

       In fundraising mode, Revelle 
wrote a public letter about the value 
of the arts at a university (undated; 
probably 1956):  “Our increasingly 
complex society depends for its very 
survival on the work of scientists 
and engineers…But whether their 
work is to be used for good or ill is 
determined in part by whether 
[they] understand the world of hu-
man beings…We learn how to act in 
the human world through experi-
ence—our own experience and that 
of others.  And it is, above all, the 
artist who makes us see vividly the 
experience of others…For this rea-
son we shall make certain that…
students have the opportunity to 
gain in understanding and insight 
by a close association with the new 
theatre.”  He never referred to La 
Jolla Playhouse by name, mention-
ing only that “the Regents felt, quite 
wisely…that the theatre should be a 
private non-proϐit enterprise, relat-
ed to the University but managed 
independently.”     
       The Regents expected the uni-
versity to make use of the theatre, 
likely as a lecture hall. They were 
generous in deeding the land, but 
that was the extent of their largesse. 
The Playhouse would have to raise 
the funds on its own.  And so began 
the long saga of chasing a dream.  
The Regents deeded the land in 
1955.  The Playhouse opened in its 
new home, the Mandell Weiss Thea-
tre, in 1983. What happened in 
those intervening 28 years? 
       Peck and Ferrer envisioned an 
850-seat Broadway-style prosceni-
um theatre. Noted Los Angeles-
based architect William	Pereira, 
who would design San Francisco’s 
Transamerica Pyramid and UCSD’s 
Geisel Library, was intrigued, but 
board members felt that a San Diego 
architect would be a smarter choice, 
and in 1956 the board engaged the 
ϐirm of Mosher and Drew (they de-

signed the Coronado Bridge, the 
Golden Door Spa, and the ϐirst 
building of Muir College).  By 
Robert	Mosher’s	own admis-
sion in a 2015 interview with 
me, “I didn’t know anything 
about theatre!”  To remedy this, 
Mosher, who coincidentally had 
just begun a two-year sabbatical 
to work as architectural editor 
at House	Beautiful	magazine in 
New York City, spent his free 
time observing the distinguished 
Broadway set designer, Jo	Miel-
ziner, whom the Playhouse had 
hired as a consultant.  Mosher’s 
1957 design for the Playhouse 
included not only a 998-seat the-
atre, but a scene shop, rehearsal 
hall, restaurant, classrooms, and 
symposium hall. According to 
Mosher, Longstreth lobbied 
strenuously for a glamorous 
building; he considered her vi-
sion unrealistic, given the availa-
ble funds. Construction, budget-
ed at $1.7 million, was to start in 
1958, but the money was only 
trickling in.  The board agreed to 
Mosher’s advice to trim the 
scope, and he began a redesign.  
The planning (and the fundrais-
ing) would grind on for another 
few years, resulting in 1962 in a 
signiϐicantly more modest de-
sign in both scope and opulence.  
By that time, however, the budg-
etary goalposts had moved 
again. In late 1963, with an esti-
mated shortfall of more than 
$500,00, the board released 
Mosher and Drew from its con-
tract. The Playhouse was back to 
square one.   Part	II—next	issue 
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Engaging	with	Public	Policy:	An	Immigration	Scholar	
in	Three	Presidential	Campaigns	

By	Wayne	Cornelius	
Distinguished Professor Emeritus of 
Political Science 
 

       My ϐirst dip into policy-relevant 
research came in 1975, and it was 
entirely serendipitous. I had been 
trained as a political scientist at 
Stanford to do survey research.  My 
dissertation project had been a sur-
vey study of political attitudes and 
behavior among residents of low-
income neighborhoods of Mexico 
City, most of whom had originated in 
small rural communities. Five years 
later, I decided to study the rural-to-
urban migration process from the 
front end, doing a survey study of 
high-emigration towns in the north-
eastern region of Mexico’s Jalisco 
state. When I got there I discovered 
that most the people leaving the re-
gion were not going to Mexican des-
tinations but rather to the United 
States. Instantly, I became a student 
of international migration, and that 
became the focus of my research and 
teaching career. 
       Shortly after I began publishing 
the results of my Jalisco ϐield study, I 
was asked to write a policy memo 
for the Latin America staff of Jimmy	
Carter’s	National Security Council, 
which had just begun to get interest-
ed in international migration issues. 
Based on that memo, I wrote an op-
ed that was published by The	New	
York	Times. The article argued that 
Mexican migrants were more likely 

to be a net economic beneϐit to the 
country than a burden on taxpayers, 
drawing upon survey data that I had 
collected migrants’ public beneϐits 
utilization and their contributions to 
tax revenues. 
       Substantively, the focus of my 
policy-relevant research has been 
on how various kinds of immigra-
tion control policies inϐluence indi-
vidual-level decisions to migrate or 
to stay at home, with special atten-
tion to the efϐicacy and unintended 
consequences of tougher border 
enforcement. This was one of the 
perennial subjects of the ϐield stud-
ies that my UCSD students and I 
conducted in rural Mexico from 
2005-2015. We accumulated quite a 
large body of survey and qualitative 
data on this question – evidence 
that dovetailed nicely with what 
sociologist Douglas	Massey	and his 
Princeton-based ϐield research 
teams were ϐinding. Border manage-

ment thus became my professional 
comfort zone.   
       I have advised three presiden-
tial campaigns on immigration and 
refugee issues. My ϐirst experience, 
in 2007-08 with Barack	Obama, 
was disappointing. The chair of 
Obama’s immigration task force 
had reached out to me. We had 
many conference calls but there 
were no speciϐic writing assign-
ments. Most of the “asks” were in-
tended to involve us in routine 
campaign tasks, like fund-raising 
and making cold calls to Iowa farm-
ers. My ignorance of agricultural 
policy was profound and doubtless 
was revealed to each and every 
farmer with whom I awkwardly 
chatted. In hindsight, the Obama 
immigration advisory team was 
window dressing. 
       I sat out the 2016 election cycle, 
feeling no afϐinity with either Hilla-
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