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Notes from the Editors

As we proceed through our final year of editing the
Review (something we approach with mixed feelings
of relief and satisfaction), we will reflect from time to
time on lessons learned, changes achieved (or perhaps
only observed), and trends still underway.

High on this list—and commented on by many of our
colleagues and correspondents—is the international-
ization of the journal, in terms both of its reviewers
and its authors. This issue alone contains contribu-
tions from citizens of (in alphabetical order) France,
Germany, Japan, Norway, Spain, Sweden, and the
United Kingdom, working in places as diverse as (again
in alphabetical order) Barcelona, London, Oslo, Stock-
holm, Tokyo, and Ziirich. Previous issues have included
contributions from scholars in Israel, Italy, Mexico, and
Russia (to name only a few). With regard to referees,
we owe a great deal simply to an astute senior editor
and energetic and perceptive editorial assistants, who
have used the Web to ferret out excellent and prompt
reviewers from around the globe; but inviting those
referees has, we think, accelerated a trend already in
progress, in which superb scholars from many parts of
the world submit their best work to the Review. All of
this has helped to build a global network of polyglot
scholars and to broaden considerably the international
readership of the Review.

The Review, we hope and believe, has also broad-
ened its accessibility and interest to political scientists,
as well as to social scientists more generally, of many
stripes and persuasions. We have consciously raised
the bar for articles that would appeal to only a small
subsegment, and have pushed authors of accepted ar-
ticles hard to broaden the appeal of their work and to
explain its importance to a wider audience. We know,
albeit only anecdotally, that scholars who had ceased to
read the Review have returned to it, and—as in the case
of our international audience—the broader readership
and refereeing have led to an uptick in non-quantitative
and mixed-methods submissions. We will continue, and
will report further on the results of, these efforts.

IN THIS ISSUE

Three of this issue’s research articles deal with issues
of war, within or between states; four with the be-
havior of democratic citizens; two with corruption in
democracies; and one with the effect of quotas on rep-
resentation. The issue concludes with an enlightening
forum, in which Jane Mansbridge and Andrew Rehfeld
exchange, qualify, and modify their views about con-
cepts of representation, a conversation inspired by Re-
hfeld’s earlier article in these pages, “Representation
Rethought” (APSR 2009).

Confflict within and between states. In our lead article,
“The Cost of Empty Threats: A Penny, Not a Pound,”
Jack Snyder and Erica D. Borghard confront the theory
of audience costs (notably Fearon’s), and experimental
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work on that subject (e.g., Tomz), with the historical ev-
idence of post-1945 diplomatic crises, particularly ones
in which threats that turned out to be empty were ac-
tually made, or partially executed (notable case: Suez).
They see little evidence that leaders who made such
empty threats, or who backed down, suffered a loss
of popularity or power. Domestic audiences appear to
care more about the substance of policy in a crisis (e.g.,
they may prefer a “hawkish” or a “dovish” policy) and
much less about whether empty threats were issued.

But what of leaders who actually initiate wars, and
then lose them? Such “culpable” leaders are indeed
punished by domestic audiences, Sarah E. Croco finds
in “The Decider’s Dilemma: Leader Culpability, War
Outcomes, and Domestic Punishment,” as indeed are
ones who take over leadership in the middle of a war,
share a political affiliation with the leader who initi-
ated it, and then preside over a defeat. Nonculpable
leaders—ones who did not initiate a war or continue
an aggression—remain unpunished by their domestic
audiences. This finding, based on a new data set, sug-
gests that leaders have less incentive to initiate a war,
unless they are certain of winning it.

Turning to civil war, Lars-Erik Cederman, Nils B.
Weidmann, and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch find new ev-
idence for “grievance,” as opposed to “greed,” poverty,
or terrain, as a cause of domestic conflict. Exploiting a
new data set on the spatial location and wealth of eth-
nic groups (and not merely of individuals) throughout
the world, they find—in “Horizontal Inequalities and
Ethnonationalist Civil War: A Global Comparison”—
that ethnically unequal societies are indeed more liable
to civil war; But, surprisingly, both the wealthiest and
the poorest ethnic groups in such unequal societies are
likelier to initiate conflict. While their empirical result
appears to be robust, they offer no explanation for the
pattern, leaving it as a mystery for further theoretical
work.

Democratic citizenship and voting. One concern
about democratic citizenship pervades much recent
work on public opinion and voting, namely that most
citizens willingly follow partisan elites’ “cues” on is-
sues, to the exclusion of information they might in-
dependently acquire. This result, John G. Bullock es-
tablishes in “Elite Influence on Public Opinion in an
Informed Electorate,” holds only when citizens lack
independent information. Two experiments show that
when voters have even a modicum of information on
a subject, what they know influences their attitudes
at least as much as the cues they receive. Neither do
party cues seem to inhibit citizens’ propensity to think
about issues. All of this suggests reasons for a bit more
optimism about (and for easier dissemination of infor-
mation among) democratic citizens.

In a similar vein, formal theories of voting have been
divided on whether full sharing of otherwise private
information and preferences conduces to better col-
lective decisions; and, if it does, what voting rule is
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likelier to elicit such information. In contrast to some
recent work, Jérodme Mathis demonstrates in “Delib-
eration with Evidence,” that our usual intuition—that
a unanimity rule is most conducive to full revelation
of preferences and private information—is correct, at
least to the extent that individual voters can (even
if they need not) provide verifiable evidence of their
private information. As in the previous article, more
information is better; but unanimity rule is likelier to
provide more information.

We know a lot about the preferences of U.S. repre-
sentatives, senators, and justices (not to mention similar
national institutions outside the Unites States), and in-
deed can map their ideologies over time and across
chambers. Perhaps surprisingly, much less is known
about the ideologies of state legislators in the United
States, even though comparisons among states have
proven highly fruitful in other fields of inquiry. In “The
Ideological Mapping of American Legislatures,” Boris
Shor and Nolan McCarty go far toward greater under-
standing in this area, not least because they are the first
to have collated all roll-call data for every state legis-
lature since the mid-1990s and to have melded those
data with a recurring survey of state legislative candi-
dates. They have thus obtained, at least for this period,
a complete ideological mapping of state legislatures
(including individual chambers) that can be compared
with similar studies of the U.S. Congress.

So better information makes for better voting and
deliberation, and we will now have more informa-
tion about legislators’ ideologies. But do democracies
choose better leaders? By one standard they clearly
do, argue Timothy Besley and Marta Reynal-Querol
in “Do Democracies Select More Educated Leaders?”
Exploiting a new data set on world leaders between
1848 and 2004, and controlling for virtually all other
possible influences, Besley and Reynal-Querol find
that, even within countries, democracies (periods of
democratic rule) select leaders with more formal edu-
cation. To those of us who recall that Abraham Lincoln
had less than a year of formal schooling, this is not
necessarily a good thing; but the finding appears to be
highly robust.

Democratic corruption. We have long assumed that
political patronage helps parties and “machines” to
control their electorates, and thus to maintain power,
but solid evidence has been lacking and problems of
potential endogeneity abound (e.g., are parties with
stable majorities likelier to gain control of patron-
age?). In “Patronage and Elections in U.S. States,”
Olle Folke, Shigeo Hirano, and James M. Snyder Jr.
find strong evidence that control of patronage by state-
level parties in the United States considerably raised
the probability that those parties would win control of
their state legislatures and their state-level executive
offices. Exploiting the wide variation in the timing of
civil service reform among the states, and employing
a differences-in-differences design, Folke, Hirano, and
Snyder establish that this result is robust to alterna-
tive explanations, and that, with regard to patronage,
“practice made perfect.” The longer a party remained
in control, the more effectively it could use patronage.

iv

A recurring question in many countries, not least of
all the United States, and not only in the present, is
the extent of “voter fraud,” i.e., casting of ballots by
voters not legally qualified to do so.! In Japan, it has
long been alleged that in local elections, and partic-
ularly in tight races, parties exploit somewhat elastic
regulations on residency to “ship in” just before voting
day adherents who actually reside elsewhere. In “Mak-
ing Outsiders’ Votes Count: Detecting Electoral Fraud
through a Natural Experiment,” Kentaro Fukumoto
and Yusaku Horiuchi exploit a seemingly randomized
assignment of voting dates for municipal elections to
establish both the existence and the magnitude of this
kind of voter fraud in Japan. Through a quirk in the
relevant Japanese electoral law, a seemingly random-
ized subsample of municipalities was required to elect
municipal officers “out of sync” in April 2003. Precisely
in those municipalities, and particularly where the elec-
tion seemed likely to be close, new “residents” enrolled
in much higher numbers just before the election than
in municipalities that had no such election. The pre-
sumably fraudulent voters were numerous enough to
have determined the outcome in many close municipal
elections. Fukumoto and Horiuchi go on to consider
the broader implications of their natural experiment
for historical and present-day investigations of voter
fraud, and for the design of electoral registration re-
quirements.

Effect of quotas. Continuing a conversation that
began in these pages with Rikhil Bhavnani’s arti-
cle (APSR 2009) on the lasting effect of quotas for
female candidates in Mumbai, Melanie M. Hughes
undertakes—in “Intersectionality, Quotas, and Minor-
ity Women’s Representation Worldwide”—an exam-
ination of the effects of quotas at the national level
(whether imposed by law or by the statutes of indi-
vidual parties), for the representation of minorities,
of women, or of both. Hughes pursues in particular
the question of whether the two kinds of quotas might
be at odds: An ethnic quota may actually reduce the
representation of women (encouraging male minority
candidates to run), or a quota for women may equally
reduce the representation of minorities (favoring par-
ticularly female candidates of the dominant ethnicity).
Her evidence, drawn from a large new data set that she
has constructed on national parliaments, parties, and
ethnicities, suggests that the former holds with more
force than the latter. Quotas rarely challenge majority
men’s domination of the process, and only in the rare
case of what she calls “tandem quotas,” requiring the
election both of minorities and of women, does any
great change in representation seem to occur.

Forum on Representation. Finally, in our forum on
representation, Jane Mansbridge and Andrew Rehfeld
engage in a thoughtful, civil, and (not least for those

I Readers may recall the effort in the 2000 Presidential election, only
half in jest, to get Democrats from “safe” states (e.g., California)
to become temporary residents of important “swing” states (e.g.,
Florida). That presumed, of course, that having arrived there they
would have had the slightest chance of understanding the Florida
ballots.
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reasons) extremely fruitful conversation about Re-
hfeld’s earlier Review article, which had as one of its
main points a critique and refinement of Mansbridge’s
concept of “gyroscopic” representation. Mansbridge
had defined gyroscopic representation as the deliberate
choice by principals (voters) of an agent (representa-
tive) whose preferences were so fixed and well-known
that principals could exert less effort in monitoring.
(An obvious parallel, from political economy, is Ken-
neth Rogoff’s argument for choosing a central banker
known to have a strong anti-inflation bias, indeed one
stronger than the median principal who appoints her).
To Rehfeld, such a concept conflated two criteria that
needed to be kept distinct: the agent’s fixed pursuit of
her own established principles, in doubtful cases exer-
cising her own judgment; and the agent’s indifference
to possible sanctions (e.g., non-reelection if principals’
preferences change—in the political economy case,
principals might suddenly decide that they want more
inflation after all). Here, in “Clarifying the Concept of
Representation,” Mansbridge augments “gyroscopic”
representation by recourse to the “selection model,”
an alternative in principal-agent work to the “sanction
model,” and denies that we gain much purchase by
separating what Rehfeld calls the “judgment” and “re-
sponsiveness” parts of a selection model of representa-
tion. What might be the “off-diagonal” cells of such a
2x2 matrix, she argues, are empirically (and probably
logically) empty: Principals would not trust the inde-
pendent judgment of an agent who yielded readily to
sanctions, nor would an agent who was indifferent to
sanctions fail to exercise independent judgment. Re-
hfeld, while conceding that such combinations may be
empirically rare, denies that they are logically empty,
and indeed presents hypothetical cases of both in his
forum response,“The Concepts of Representation.”
Generalizing from this case, Mansbridge argues
strongly for (and has consistently practiced in her own
work) a melding of theoretical and empirical work on
representation. Indeed, we found it impossible to read
this exchange without thinking immediately of the cur-
rent (as we write) conflict in Washington over raising
the debt ceiling. Are the “tea party” Republicans really
“gyroscopes,” chosen by their constituents precisely
because they were known to be unwavering on such
an issue, and indifferent to whether such a principled
stand endangers their reelection? Or are they sacrific-
ing their own judgment (which might push toward com-
promise, or at least avoidance of default) to the threat
that, in the next primary, compromisers may be faced
with an even more intransigent tea-party challenger?
What empirical tests could distinguish between the two
motivations, or the relative weights that a given repre-
sentative might assign them?? Extending the argument
even further, what do we make of the empirical finding
(albeit contested) that representatives are often ideo-

2 A standard test might be this: Were newly elected Republican
representatives more or less likely to have been intransigent (e.g., to
have opposed the first Boehner Plan) the more securely they were
able to return to their prior profession with little economic loss (and
hence objectively could be more immune to sanctions)?

logically more extreme than their constituents (Bafumi
and Herron 2010, in the APSR).

To us, this important exchange again buttresses the
importance of conversations that extend across polit-
ical science, in this case, exactly as Mansbridge and
Rehfeld argue, engaging both normative and empirical
students of representation and deliberation. Much the
same “boundary crossing” characterizes other articles
in this issue: Qualitative or quantitative evidence (re-
spectively, Snyder and Borghard; Croco) is brought to
bear on theoretical and experimental work; experimen-
tal evidence appears to contradict survey findings (Bul-
lock); and our taken-for-granted intuitions are tested
theoretically (Mathis), historically (Folke, Hirano, and
Snyder; Besley and Reynal-Querol), and empirically
(Fukumoto and Horiuchi; Hughes). Such endeavors
represent, in our view, the virtue and continuing in-
dispensability of a general and widely read journal in
political science. Readers (or, at the very least, authors)
appear to agree. The APSR, we are happy to report, has
resumed its position as the highest-ranked journal in
terms of “impact factor” in the latest Thomson-Reuters
ratings—released earlier this year—and indeed, at
3.278, has equaled its previous peak, achieved in 2005.

INSTRUCTIONS TO CONTRIBUTORS

The American Political Science Review (APSR) pub-
lishes scholarly research of exceptional merit, focus-
ing on important issues and demonstrating the highest
standards of excellence in conceptualization, exposi-
tion, methodology, and craftsmanship. A significant ad-
vance in understanding of politics—whether empirical,
interpretive, or theoretical—is the criterion for publica-
tion in the Review. Because the A PSR reaches a diverse
audience, authors must demonstrate how their analysis
illuminates or answers an important research question
of general interest in political science. For the same
reason, authors must strive to be understandable to as
many scholars as possible, consistent with the nature
of their material.

The APSR publishes original work. Submissions
should not include tables, figures, or substantial
amounts of text that already have been published or
are forthcoming in other places. In many cases, re-
publication of such material would violate the copy-
right of the other publisher. Neither does the APSR
consider submissions that are currently under review
at other journals or that duplicate or overlap with
parts of larger manuscripts submitted to other publish-
ers (whether of books, printed periodicals, or online
journals). If you have any questions about whether
these policies apply in your case, you should address
the issues in a cover letter to the editors or as part of
the author comments section during online submission.
You should also notify the editors of any related sub-
missions to other publishers, whether for book or pe-
riodical publication, during the pendency of your sub-
mission’s review at the APSR—regardless of whether
they have yet been accepted. The editors may request
copies of related publications.
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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 procedures in
sufficient detail to permit reviewers to understand and
evaluate what has been done and—in the event the arti-
cle is accepted for publication—to permit other schol-
ars to replicate your results and to carry out similar
analyses on other data sets. With surveys, for exam-
ple, provide sampling procedures, response rates, and
question wordings; calculate response rates according
to one of the standard formulas given by the Amer-
ican Association for Public Opinion Research, Stan-
dard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case Codes and
Outcome Rates for Surveys (Lenexa, KS: AAPOR,
2006).3 For experiments, provide full descriptions of ex-
perimental protocols, methods of subject recruitment
and selection, payments to subjects, debriefing proce-
dures, and so on. In any case involving human subjects,
the editors may require certification of appropriate
institutional review and/or conformity with generally
accepted norms.*

The strength of evidence necessary for publication
of quantitative empirical findings cannot be cap-
tured by any single criterion, such as the conven-
tional .05 level of statistical significance. The journal’s
co-editors—following the evolving disciplinary stan-
dard among reviewers—will evaluate the strength
of findings on a range of criteria beyond statis-
tical significance, including substantive significance,
theoretical aptness, the importance of the problem
under study, and the feasibility of obtaining additional
evidence.

In addition, authors of quantitative or experimen-
tal articles are expected to address the issue of data
availability. You must normally indicate both where
(online) you will deposit the information that is neces-
sary to reproduce the numerical results and when that
information will be posted (such as “on publication”
or “by [definite date]”). You should be prepared, when
posting, to provide not only the data used in the analysis
but also the syntax files, specialized software, and any
other information necessary to reproduce the numer-
ical results in the manuscript. Where an exception is
claimed, you should clearly explain why the data or
other critical materials used in the manuscript cannot
be shared, or why they must be embargoed for a limited
period beyond publication.

Similarly, authors of qualitative, observational, or
textual articles, or of articles that combine such meth-
ods with quantitative analysis, should indicate their
sources fully and clearly enough to permit ready veri-
fication by other scholars, including precise page refer-
ences to any published material cited and clear spec-

3 See http://www.aapor.org/standards.asp

4 One widely accepted guide to such norms is given by the American
Anthropological Association’s Code of Ethics, particularly Sec-
tion III. http://www.aaanet.org/issues/policy-advocacy/upload/AA A-
Ethics-Code-2009.pdf

vi

ification (e.g., file number) of any archival sources.
Wherever possible, use of interactive citations is en-
couraged. Where field or observational research is in-
volved, anonymity of participants will always be re-
spected; but the texts of interviews, group discussions,
observers’ notes, etc., should be made available on the
same basis (and subject to the same exceptions) as with
quantitative data.

Articles should be self-contained; you should not
simply refer readers to other publications for descrip-
tions of these basic research procedures.

Please indicate variables included in statistical anal-
yses by italicizing the entire name of the variable—the
first time it is mentioned in the text—and by capital-
izing its first letter in all uses. You should also use the
same names for variables in text, tables, and figures.
Do not use acronyms or computational abbreviations
when discussing variables in the text. All variables that
appear in tables or figures should have been mentioned
in the text, standard summary statistics (n, mean, me-
dian, standard deviation, range, etc.) provided, and the
reason for their inclusion discussed. However, tables
and figures should also be comprehensible without ref-
erence to the text (e.g., in any figures, axes should be
clearly labeled). Please bear in mind also that neither
the published or online versions of the Review normally
can provide figures in color; be sure that a grayscale
version will be comprehensible to referees and readers.

You may be asked to submit additional documenta-
tion if procedures are not sufficiently clear. If you ad-
vise readers that additional information is available on
request, you should submit equally anonymous copies
of that information with your manuscript as “supple-
mental materials.” If this additional information is ex-
tensive, please inquire about alternate procedures.

Manuscripts that, in the judgment of the co-editors,
are largely or entirely critiques of, or commentaries
on, articles previously published in the Review 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 addressed. The author(s) of the
previously published article will be invited to comment
to the editors and to submit a rejoinder, which also
will be peer-reviewed. We do not publish rejoinders to
rejoinders.

The APSR accepts only electronic submissions (at
www.editorialmanager.com/apsr). The web site pro-
vides detailed information about how to submit, what
formatting is required, and what type of digital files
may be uploaded. Please direct any questions to the
journal’s editorial offices at apsr@polisci.ucla.edu

Manuscript Formatting

Manuscripts should be no longer than 50 pages (8.5 x 11
inch paper) or 45 pages (DIN A4), including text, all
tables and figures, notes, references, and appendices
intended for publication. Font size must be at least
12 point for all parts of the submission, including notes
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and references, and all body text (including references)
should be double-spaced. Include an abstract of no
more than 150 words. Explanatory footnotes may be
included but should not be used for simple citations. Do
not use endnotes. Observe all of the further formatting
instructions given on our web site. Doing so lightens
the burden on reviewers, copyeditors, and compositors.
Submissions that violate our guidelines on formatting
or length will be rejected without review.

For submission and review purposes, you may locate
tables and figures (on separate pages and only one
to a page) approximately where they fall in the text,
but with an in-text locator for each, in any case (e.g.,
[Table 3 about here]).

If your submission is accepted for publication, you
may also be asked to submit high resolution digital
source files of graphs, charts, or other types of figures.
Following acceptance, all elements within any tables
submitted (text, numerals, symbols, etc.) should be
accessible for editing and reformatting to meet the
journal’s print specifications (e.g., they should not be
included as single images not subject to reformat-
ting). If you have any doubts about how to format
the required in-text citations and/or bibliographic ref-
erence sections, please consult the latest edition of The
Chicago Manual of Style (15th ed.; Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 2003) and review recent issues of the
APSR.

Specific Procedures

Please follow these specific procedures for submission:

1. Before submitting any manuscript to the APSR,
download a PDF of the Transfer of Copyright
Agreement from the Editorial Manager login
page at http://www.editorialmanager.com/apsr
and be sure its terms and requirements, as well
as the permissions granted to authors under its
provisions, are acceptable to you. A signed agree-
ment will be required for all work published in
this journal.

2. When you submit (at www.editorialmanager.com/
apsr), you will be invited to provide a short list
of appropriate reviewers of your manuscript. Do
not include on this list anyone who has already
commented on the research included in your sub-
mission. Likewise, exclude any of your current
or recent collaborators, institutional colleagues,
mentors, students, or close friends. You may also
“oppose” potential reviewers by name, as poten-
tially biased or otherwise inappropriate, but you
will be expected to provide specific reasons. The
editors will refer to these lists in selecting review-
ers, 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 submis-
sion, which should not include any informa-
tion that identifies the authors. Also excluded

should be the names of any other collabora-
tors in the work (including research assistants
or creators of tables or figures). Likewise
do not provide in-text links to any online
databases used that are stored on any per-
sonal web sites or at institutions with which
any of the co-authors are affiliated. Do not
otherwise thank colleagues or include insti-
tution names, web addresses, or other poten-
tially identifying information.

b) A separate title page should include the full
manuscript title, plus names and contact in-
formation (mailing address, telephone, fax,
and e-mail address) for all credited authors,
in the order their names should appear, as
well as each author’s academic rank and in-
stitutional affiliation. You may also include
any acknowledgements or other author notes
about the development of the research (e.g.,
previous presentations of it) as part of this
separate title page. In the case of multiple
authors, indicate which should receive all cor-
respondence from the APSR. You may also
choose to include a cover letter.

4. Please make sure the file contains all tables,
figures, appendices, and references cited in the
manuscript.

5. If your previous publications are cited, please do
so in a way that does not make the authorship of
the work being submitted to the APSR obvious.
This is usually best accomplished by referring to
yourself and any co-authors in the third person
and including normal references to the work cited
within the list of references. Your prior publica-
tions 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 redact self-
citations and references (possible exceptions be-
ing any work that is “forthcoming” in publication,
and which may not be generally accessible to oth-
ers). Manuscripts with potentially compromised
anonymity may be returned, potentially delaying
the review processes.

Further questions

Do not hesitate, in any cases of doubt, to consult the
APSR Editorial Offices with more specific questions
by telephone (310-794-1051) or by sending an e-mail
to: apsr@polisci.ucla.edu

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 A PSR 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
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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 subscrip-
tion from a number of database vendors. Currently,
these include University Microfilms Inc. (UMI) (via its
CD-ROMs General Periodicals Online and Social Sci-
ence Index and the on-line database ProQuest Direct),
Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) (through
its on-line database First Search as well as on CD-
ROMSs and magnetic tape), and the Information Ac-
cess Company (IAC) (through its products Expanded
Academic Index, InfoTrac, and several on-line ser-
vices [see below]). Others may be added from time to
time.

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

The editorial office of the APSR isnot involved 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.

OTHER CORRESPONDENCE

The American Political Science Association’s address,
telephone, and fax are 1527 New Hampshire Avenue,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, (202) 483-2512 (voice),
and (202) 483-2657 (fax). E-mail: apsa@apsanet.org.
Please direct correspondence as follows.
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