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IN THIS ISSUE

Of this issue’s ten articles, the first six deal with as-
pects of politics in democracies, while the last four
ask how rights are asserted or maintained against all
regimes—but in particular, less democratic, or even
genocidal ones.

Democratic politics. The first two articles cover
corruption—its incidence, detection. and prosecution
—among elected politicians; the second two ask
whether, and how, parties position themselves ideolog-
ically; and the final pair focuses on maneuvering, and
the policies ultimately adopted, within legislatures.

Does corruption diminish as democracies grow
wealthier and more stable, or does it just take subtler
forms? In a lead article that may inspire lurid headlines
in the British press, Andrew C. Eggers and Jens Hain-
mueller advance strong evidence for the latter propo-
sition. Even in the ancient and honorable “Mother of
Parliaments,” they show in “MPs for Sale? Returns to
Office in Postwar British Politics,” that election to of-
fice roughly doubles a Conservative MP’s wealth over
subsequent years, mostly through lucrative jobs in the
private sector—which, in the UK, are perfectly legal
to hold, so long as they are disclosed during one’s
term of office. (The proof is in an ingenious matching
strategy—unanimously praised by our usually hyper-
critical referees—which compared the wealth of Con-
servatives narrowly elected to Parliament with that of
Tory candidates who narrowly failed of election). Pre-
sumably the employers of these MPs were animated
less by charity than by the hope of access to current
officeholders and senior civil servants; and that pre-
sumption, Eggers and Hainmueller show, is borne out
by a considerable amount of anecdotal and documen-
tary evidence. Intriguingly, no such effect on wealth
prevailed among Labour MPs. (Our cover illustration,
graciously suggested to us by the authors, fittingly skew-
ers Neil Hamilton, then a Conservative Minister, who
was brought down by the far crasser 1994 “cash-for-
questions” scandal.)

“But what about corruption on this side of the At-
lantic?,” Americans may ask, unwilling to be outdone
in these matters (see, most recently and reliably, Illi-
nois). In the UK, at least, the Crown Prosecution
Service is politically independent, and decisions about
whether to prosecute suspected corruption are usually
seen as unbiased. In the U.S., the Attorney General’s
position as a political appointee raises the fear that U.S.
Attorneys may persecute the President’s enemies or
shield his supporters. These fears, Sanford C. Gordon
shows in “Assessing Partisan Bias in Federal Public
Corruption Prosecutions,” are well grounded. Again
employing a clever and innovative empirical approach,
hinging on the insight that weaker cases should lead
to lower sentences, Gordon finds substantial evidence
of biased prosecutions under both Presidents Clinton
and G. W. Bush. Such bias, Gordon speculates, dimin-
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ishes in periods of divided government but faces only
weak constraints when a strong majority in Congress
supports the President.

From comparison to contrast: Clinton’s frugality and
G. W. Bush’s almost riotous prodigality caused many
Americans, not least on the Right, to question whether
conservatism still meant “fiscal conservatism.”! That
doubt, Margit Tavits and Natalia Letki argue in “When
Left is Right: Party Ideology and Policy in Post-
Communist Europe,” is considerably amplified in post-
Communist countries, where indeed Leftist govern-
ments have been reliably more frugal than Rightist
ones. The Leftist electorate, they explain, is more sta-
ble, and the Left must do more to convince domestic
and international actors of its fiscal probity. Thus the
Left is both able and willing to keep the purse strings
tight. The Right’s more volatile electorate impels it to
spend freely in pursuit of popular support.

Whatever the specific issues, Left and Right have
strongly diverged in recent years: The chatter about
“Red” and “Blue” America is echoed in polarized
Italy, France, and Latin America. But anyone of a cer-
tain age can easily recall the era of convergence, when

!'In constant dollars, Federal spending grew by about one-eighth
during Clinton’s two terms, but by more than one-third between
2000 and 2008. Expressed as a percentage of GDP, the contrast be-
tween the two administrations’ spending is even sharper. (Graphs
prepared at www.usgovernmentspending.com from data compiled
by Christopher Chantrill. Used with permission.)
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Britons lamented “Butskellism” and American third-
party candidates (George Wallace, Ross Perot) saw
“not a dime’s worth of difference” between Repub-
licans and Democrats. In “The Case for Responsible
Parties,” Dan Bernhardt, John Duggan, and Francesco
Squintani hone these intuitions into an informative for-
mal model. When parties do not know voters’ prefer-
ences precisely, and when parties differ even moder-
ately in ideology, all voters prefer responsible (i.e., at
least partially policy-oriented) parties to purely oppor-
tunistic ones; and there is a socially optimal degree of
platform divergence between parties. Moreover, the
benefits of office can be manipulated, by institutional
design, to achieve this first-best outcome. Paradoxi-
cally the optimum-achieving benefits of office will in-
crease with parties’ ideological polarization. Empiri-
cally, we should expect party platforms to converge
more where the benefits of office are greater (typi-
cally, in larger units) or where voters’ preferences are
known with greater certainty (e.g., because of more
accurate surveys or shorter campaigns). The implica-
tions, as they note, are both normative and positive
and offer us some insight into recent trends toward
polarization.

But do even responsible and disciplined parliamen-
tary majorities enact exactly the policies they want?
No, at least not in the U.S. Senate, even in what all now
see as the epochal legislative struggles of recent U.S.
history. In “Closing the Deal: Negotiating Civil Rights
Legislation,” Gyung-Ho Jeong, Gary J. Miller, and Itai
Sened argue that, contrary to received wisdom, none
of the four major civil and voting rights acts between
1957 and 1974 involved a disciplined majority steam-
rollering its opponents to get just what it wanted. (Most
of us probably envision the 1965 Voting Rights Act, in
particular, in this way.) Neither, as some would have
it, did the 1957 Act result from chaotic maneuvering.
Rather, at least in any policy space involving two or
more dimensions, one can predict the ultimate outcome
as being within the uncovered set, and in all of these
cases that outcome was some distance from the ideal
point of the winning coalition. Their paper offers both
a significant corrective to our historical understand-
ing and evidence that procedures—or “institutionally
induced equilibrium”—may matter less for legislative
outcomes than we have thought.

In disciplined parliamentary systems, we often sup-
pose, the range of possible outcomes is different: Will-
ing backbenchers simply delegate their powers to min-
isters and, with rare exceptions, vote as their leaders
have decided. A neat test of this claim is offered by
varying domestic responses to a common “treatment,”
namely the need to transpose European Union direc-
tives into domestic law in each of the member states.
In “Legislative Involvement in Parliamentary Systems:
Opportunities, Conflict, and Institutional Constraints,”
Fabio Franchino and Bjgrn Hgyland find that in the
typical multiparty coalition, MPs delegate transposi-
tion responsibilities only to the extent that coalition
partners and ministers agree, or that the directive it-
self offers little room for discretion. All else equal,
MPs involve themselves more in the transposition as
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a) ministers and coalition partners disagree; b) the di-
rective allows greater latitude; and c) the government’s
“institutional advantage” over parliament (e.g., to set
parliament’s agenda) increases. So here institutions still
matter, but the effect varies with the extent of intra-
coalitional conflict.

Asserting and maintaining rights. In “Deference,
Dissent, and Dispute Resolution: An Experimental
Intervention Using Mass Media to Change Norms
and Behavior in Rwanda,” Elizabeth Levy Paluck and
Donald P. Green evaluate a heroic effort to change
political culture in post-genocide Rwanda—in partic-
ular, to erode apparent norms of excessive deference
that had allowed Hutu leaders to orchestrate the mass
killings of Tutsi compatriots. A series of radio dramas
offered scenarios that discouraged blind obedience and
set examples of independent thought and collective
deliberation. As a control, a comparable group of
listeners heard similar dramas on HIV prevention.
Randomly presented to subjects from particularly
important groups—among them both survivors and
imprisoned perpetrators of the genocide—the anti-
deference broadcasts seemed, through a great variety
of both quantitative and qualitative evaluative tech-
niques, to have had a substantial effect on listeners’
willingness to dissent and to act collectively, but little
impact on their expressed beliefs and attitudes. This
represents to us a pioneering attempt to evaluate sci-
entifically (we use the word advisedly, Senator Coburn)
whether and how one can inculcate, in a culture that
was fatally deferential, a greater readiness to disagree
and deliberate.

Some dictatorships, however, tolerate a surprising
amount of dissent, including relatively free mass media.
Why? In “Why Resource-poor Dictators Allow Freer
Media: A Theory and Evidence from Panel Data,”
Georgy Egorov, Sergei Guriev, and Konstantin Sonin
hypothesize that loosely fettered media serve as a
cheap and fairly reliable way for dictators to moni-
tor subordinates, e.g., by exposing corruption, incom-
petence, or even disloyalty. (Secret police or political
commissars could do it more quietly, but might them-
selves be corrupted to turn a blind eye.) One impli-
cation is that resource-rich dictators, less concerned
about quality of government, will tolerate open dissent
less. That result is intuitive, but remarkably enough
it shows up equally clearly, with all the usual con-
trols, in panel data. Even in the short run, an in-
crease in a dictatorship’s oil reserves—or simply in
the price of oil—diminishes media freedom, the ef-
fect being more pronounced the more dictatorial the
regime.

Turning from media rights to the collective rights of
workers, Brian Greenhill, Layna Mosley, and Aseem
Prakash revisit the much-debated question of whether
openness to trade expands or contracts labor rights in
less-developed countries, in “Trade-based Diffusion of
Labor Rights: A Panel Study, 1986-2002.” What mat-
ters less, they find, is how much a country trades rather
than with whom it trades. Particularly in the realm of
“black-letter” legal rights of workers, a “California ef-
fect” seems to prevail: The more a nation trades with
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countries that themselves have high labor standards,
the likelier it is to incorporate such rights in its own
written laws. (Conversely, trading a lot with countries
that have low labor standards does nothing to expand
formal rights at home.) While this effect on formal law
seems strong, the “California effect” on actual prac-
tices seems much weaker. Less developed countries,
in short, emulate the codified labor rights of countries
with which they trade, but follow much less the actual
practices of those more rights-oriented nations.

Finally, in “Claiming Rights across Borders: Interna-
tional Human Rights and Democratic Sovereignty”—
dedicated to Jiirgen Habermas on the occasion of his
80th birthday—Seyla Benhabib addresses the diffusion
of human rights more generally, particularly through
judicial reliance on other nations’ laws and rulings.
Does growing judicial importation of human rights
from other countries lead us toward “global constitu-
tionalism,” or does it violate democratic sovereignty?
To the extent that judges in younger democracies
affirm rights that prevail elsewhere, might this univer-
salization of human rights actually be seen as a neo-
colonialist enterprise? Rejecting constitutional global-
ist as well as democratic sovereigntist claims, Benhabib
focuses on the “jurisgenerativity of law.” The diffusion
of human rights can improve democratic self-rule, but
cosmopolitan norms must be contextualized and inter-
preted by self-governing peoples.

INSTRUCTIONS TO CONTRIBUTORS

General Considerations

The American Political Science Review (APSR) strives
to publish scholarly research of exceptional merit,
focusing on important issues and demonstrating the
highest standards of excellence in conceptualization,
exposition, methodology, and craftsmanship. Because
the APSR reaches a diverse audience of scholars
and practitioners, authors must demonstrate how their
analysis illuminates a significant research problem or
answers an important research question, of general
interest in political science. For the same reason,
authors must strive for a presentation that will be
understandable to as many scholars as possible, con-
sistent with the nature of their material.

The APSR publishes original work. Therefore, au-
thors should not submit articles containing tables,
figures, or substantial amounts of text that already have
been published or are forthcoming in other places, or
which are included in other manuscripts submitted for
review to book publishers or periodicals (including on-
line journals) or otherwise committed. In many such
cases, subsequent publication of this material would
violate the copyright of the other publisher.

2 As Benhabib observes, the U.S. Supreme Court has invoked what
the dissenting Justice Scalia called “alien law” in deciding that the ex-
ecution of juveniles violated the Constitutional prohibition on “cruel
and unusual” punishments.

The APSR also does not consider papers that are cur-
rently under review at other journals or that duplicate
or overlap with parts of larger manuscripts submitted
to other publishers (including publishers of both books
and periodicals). Manuscripts substantially similar to
those submitted or published elsewhere, or to part of a
book or other larger work, should also not be submit-
ted. If you have any questions about whether these poli-
cies apply in your particular case, you should discuss
any such publications related to a submission in a cover
letter to the editors or as part of the author comments
section of the online submission process. You should
also notify the editors of any related submissions to
other publishers, whether for book or periodical pub-
lication, that occur while a manuscript is under review
at the APSR and which would fall within the scope of
this policy. The editors may request copies of related
publications.

The APSR uses a double-blind review process. You
should follow the guidelines for preparing an anony-
mous submission in the “Specific Procedures” section
that follows. If your manuscript contains quantitative
evidence and analysis, you should describe your pro-
cedures in sufficient detail to permit reviewers to un-
derstand and evaluate what has been done and—in
the event the article is accepted for publication—to
permit other scholars to carry out similar analyses
on other data sets. For example, for surveys, at the
least, sampling procedures, response rates, and ques-
tion wordings should be given; you should calculate re-
sponse rates according to one of the standard formulas
given by the American Association for Public Opinion
Research, Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of
Case Codes and Outcome Rates for Surveys (Lenexa,
KS: AAPOR, 2006). This document is available on
the Internet (http://www.aapor.org/standards.asp). For
experiments, provide full descriptions of experimental
protocols, methods of subject recruitment and selec-
tion, subject payments and debriefing procedures, and
so on. Articles should be self-contained, so you should
not simply refer readers to other publications for de-
scriptions of these basic research procedures.

Please indicate variables included in statistical analy-
ses by capitalizing the first letter in the variable name
and italicizing the entire variable name the first time
each is mentioned in the text. You should also use the
same names for variables in text, tables, and figures.
Wherever possible, avoid the use of acronyms and
computer abbreviations when discussing variables in
the text. All variables appearing in tables and figures
should have been mentioned in the text and the reason
for their inclusion discussed.

As part of the review process, you may be asked
to submit additional documentation if procedures are
not sufficiently clear; the review process works most
efficiently if such information is given in the initial
submission. If you advise readers that additional infor-
mation is available, you should submit copies of that in-
formation with the manuscript as “attached materials”
on our website. If the amount of this supplementary
information is extensive, please inquire about alternate
procedures.
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Manuscripts that are largely or entirely critiques
or commentaries on previously published articles will
be reviewed for possible inclusion in a Forum sec-
tion, using the same general procedures as for other
manuscripts. Well before any publication, however,
such manuscripts will also be sent to the scholar(s)
whose work is being criticized. The original author(s)
of the article being critiqued will be invited to comment
to the editors and to submit a rejoinder, which also will
be peer reviewed.

The APSR now accepts only electronic submis-
sions. To submit a manuscript, please go to www.
editorialmanager.com/apsr. This web site provides de-
tailed information about the submission procedure
and required manuscript formatting. Please direct any
questions to the journal editorial offices at apsr@
polisci.ucla.edu.

Manuscript Formatting

Manuscripts should not be longer than 45 pages in-
cluding text, all tables and figures, notes, references,
and appendices. This page size guideline is based on
the U.S. standard 8.5 x 11 inch paper; if you are sub-
mitting a manuscript printed on longer paper, you
must adjust accordingly. Font size must be at least 11
point for all parts of the paper, including notes and
references. The entire paper, including references, must
be double-spaced, with the sole exception being any ta-
bles for which double-spacing would require a second
page that would otherwise not be needed. All pages
should be numbered in one sequence, and text should
be formatted using a normal single column no wider
than 6-1/2 inches (rather than the double-column for-
mat of the published version of the APSR). Include an
abstract of no more than 150 words. The APSR style of
embedded citations should be used, and there must be a
separate list of references at the end of the manuscript.
Footnotes or endnotes may be included, but should not
be used for simple citations.

These specifications are designed to make it easier
for reviewers to read and evaluate papers and for po-
tential copyediting and production needs, if accepted
for publication. Papers not adhering to these guidelines
are subject to being rejected without review.

For submission and review purposes, you may place
footnotes at the bottom of the pages instead of using
endnotes, and you may locate tables and figures (on
separate pages and only one to a page) approximately
where they fall in the text. However, manuscripts ac-
cepted for publication must be submitted with end-
notes, and with tables and figures on separate pages at
the back of the manuscript with standard indications
of text placement, e.g., [Table 3 about here].

In deciding how to format your initial submission,
please consider the necessity of making these changes
if your paper is accepted. If accepted for publication,
you may also be asked to submit high resolution digital
source files or camera-ready copies of graphs, charts,
or other types of figures. Following acceptance, all el-
ements within any tables submitted (text, numerals,
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symbols, etc.) should be accessible for editing and re-
formatting to meet the journal’s print specifications.
Instructions will be provided. For specific formatting
style of citations and references, please refer to articles
in the most recent issue of the APSR. And/or for un-
usual style or formatting issues, you may wish to consult
the latest edition of The Chicago Manual of Style (15th
ed.; Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 2003).

Specific Procedures

Please follow these specific procedures for submission:

1. Before submitting any manuscript to APSR,
it is recommended that you download a PDF
of the Transfer of Copyright Agreement from
the Editorial Manager login page (http://www.
editorialmanager.com/apst/) and review its terms
and requirements as well as the permissions
granted to authors under its provisions. At any
time after submitting, you may sign this and send
it on ahead, by mail, to: American Political Science
Review, c/o Dept. of Political Science, UCLA,
4289 Bunche Hall, Box 951472, Los Angeles, CA
90095-1472. In any case, a signed agreement will
be required in order for your work to be published
in this journal.

2. During the online submission process at www.
editorialmanager.com/apsr you will be invited to
submit a list of scholars who would be appropri-
ate reviewers of your manuscript. Do not include
on this list anyone who has already commented
on your paper or an earlier version of it. Like-
wise, exclude any of your current or recent col-
laborators, institutional colleagues, mentors, stu-
dents, or close friends. You may also “oppose”
potential reviewers by name but will be expected
to provide specific reasons why they may be in-
appropriate. The editors will refer to these lists
in selecting reviewers, though there can be no
guarantee that this will influence final reviewer
selections.

3. You will also be required to upload a minimum of
two separate files: a) an “anonymous” digital file
of your paper; this file should not include any in-
formation that identifies the authors, or any other
collaborators in the work (including anyone re-
sponsible for creating tables or figures, if they are
also an author/collaborator); and, do not thank
colleagues in notes or elsewhere in the body of
the paper or mention institution names, web page
addresses, or other potentially identifying infor-
mation.; b) a separate title page that includes the
full manuscript title, plus names and contact in-
formation (mailing address, telephone, fax, e-mail
address) for all credited authors in the order their
names should appear, as well as each authors’
academic rank and institutional affiliation. You
may also include any acknowledgements or other
author notes about the development of the paper
(e.g., previous presentations of the research) as
part of this separate title page. In the case of
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multiple authors, indicate which should receive
correspondence. In addition, you may choose to
include a cover letter.

4. Please review all pages to make sure the file con-
tains all tables, figures, appendices, and references
cited in the manuscript.

5. To insure anonymity throughout the review pro-
cess, if it is important to the development of the
paper that your previous publications be cited,
please do this in a way that does not make the
authorship of the submitted paper obvious. This
is usually most easily accomplished by referring
to yourself and any co-authors in the third person
and including normal references to the work cited
in the list of references. Your prior publications
should be included in the reference section in
their normal alphabetical location. Assuming that
in-text references to your previous work are in
the third person, you should not include redacted
self-citations and references (i.e., do not delete
the names of your manuscript’s authors). If you
are unsure as to the best use of these or any other
procedures in rendering manuscripts anonymous,
contact the editorial offices of APSR prior to sub-
mission.

Manuscripts that are judged to be lacking anonymity
will be returned, potentially delaying the review
processes.

ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO THE APSR

Back issues of the APSR are available in several
electronic formats and through several vendors. Except
for the last three years (as an annually “moving wall”),
back issues of the APSR beginning with Volume 1,
Number 1 (November 1906), are available on-line
through JSTOR (http://www.jstor.org/). At present,
JSTOR'’s complete journal collection is available only
via institutional subscription, e.g., through many col-
lege and university libraries. For APSA members who
do not have access to an institutional subscription to
JSTOR, individual subscriptions to its APSR content
are available. Please contact Member Services at
APSA for further information, including annual
subscription fees.

Individual members of the American Political Sci-
ence Association can access recent issues of the APSR
and PS through the APSA website (www.apsanet.org)
with their username and password. Individual non-
member access to the online edition will also be avail-
able, but only through institutions that hold either a
print-plus-electronic subscription or an electronic-only
subscription, provided the institution has registered
and activated its online subscription.

Full text access to current issues of both the APSR
and PS is also available on-line by library subscription
from a number of database vendors. Currently, these
include University Microfilms Inc. (UMI) (via its CD-
ROMs General Periodicals Online and Social Science
Index and the on-line database ProQuest Direct), On-
line Computer Library Center (OCLC) (through its

on-line database First Search as well as on CD-
ROMs and magnetic tape), and the Information Access
Company (IAC) (through its products Expanded Aca-
demic Index, InfoTrac, and several on-line services
[see below]). Others may be added from time to
time.

The APSR is also available on databases through
six online services: Datastar (Datastar), Business
Library (Dow Jones), Cognito (IAC), Encarta Online
Library (IAC), IAC Business (Dialog), and Newsearch
(Dialog).

The editorial office of the APSR is notinvolved in the
subscription process to either JSTOR for back issues
or the other vendors for current issues. Please contact
APSA, your reference librarian, or the database ven-
dor for further information about availability.
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The American Political Science Association’s address,
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N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, (202) 483-2512 (voice),
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Class Use
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between APSA and the Copyright Clearance Cen-
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receive expedited clearance to copy articles from the
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this provision, and faculty ordering 10 or fewer course
packs should bring it to the attention of course pack
providers. APSA policy also permits free use of the
electronic library reserve, with no limit on the number
of students who can access the electronic reserve. Both
large and small classes that rely on these articles can
take advantage of this provision. The CCC’s address,
telephone, and fax are 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers,
MA 01923, (978) 750-8400 (voice), and (978) 750-4474
(fax). This agreement pertains only to the reproduction
and distribution of APSA materials as hard copies (e.g.,
photocopies, microfilm, and microfiche).

The Association of American Publishers (AAP)
has created a standardized form for college faculty
to submit to a copy center or bookstore to request
copyrighted material for course packs. The form is
available through the CCC, which will handle copyright
permissions.

APSA also has a separate agreement pertaining to
CCC’s Academic E-Reserve Service. This agreement
allows electronic access for students and instructors
of a designated class at a designated institution for a
specified article or set of articles in electronic format.
Access is by password for the duration of a class.

Please contact your librarian, the CCC, or the APSA
Reprints Department for further information.

APSR Authors

If you are the author of an APSR article, you may use
your article in course packs or other printed materials
without payment of royalty fees and you may post it at
personal or institutional web sites as long as the APSA
copyright notice is included.
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