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Notes from the Editors

Vigorous scholarly controversy, we think, character-
izes a healthy and growing discipline, and certainly we
are seeing more of it at the APSR. We have noted an
uptick in “forum” submissions, more requests to pub-
lish dissents alongside forthcoming articles, and more
disagreement on points both of method and substance.
More frequently than in the past, referees’ reports say,
in essence, “This is a great paper, which you should def-
initely publish, but I think it’s wrong and expect that sev-
eral scholars will want to say so in print.” And, perhaps
even more than previous editors, we have published
pieces simply with a view to advancing an important
scholarly conversation.

Our traditional forum format, we conclude, is an in-
creasingly unwieldy vehicle for much (but of course
not all) of this highly desirable debate, something of
an epistolary novel in the age of social media. Each
forum-type submission is peer reviewed, often through
a couple of rounds; a response is then invited, that too
goes through peer review and revisions; and the final
exchange appears in print as much as two years after
the article that occasioned it. Often the final result is
superb and informative, but in other cases (including
chiefly ones we have wound up not publishing) both
critique and response were too long-winded or caustic,
or amounted simply to a more emphatic restatement
of previous positions rather than a serious engagement
with each other’s arguments. We have been especially
troubled by would-be forum authors who believe that
invective can substitute for reasoned discourse. In fact,
as our peer reviewers have often had to remind such
authors, sarcasm and insults only heighten readers’ sus-
picions that the substantive case must be weak.

In short, we want (and believe our readers will wel-
come) quicker, shorter, and even more substantive de-
bates. Hence, in future issues, we will experiment with
two alternative formats for scholarly debate (and our
“Instructions to Contributors” will be modified accord-
ingly), while retaining the current vehicle of the forum.
Our labels remain tentative, but in essence these new
templates will be:

(1) Rejoinder. Where a forthcoming article critiques
or rebuts a finding or assertion in an article re-
cently published in the APSR, and where (as is
nearly always the case) the authors of the forth-
coming piece have provided advance notification
to the authors of the article they critique, the co-
editors will consider publishing, together with the
forthcoming article, a “rejoinder” of not more
than 1500 words, addressed to a particular point
or assertion. Rejoinders will normally be peer re-
viewed on an expedited basis and will be judged
by the co-editors in large part on the scholarly
importance of the points they raise.

(2) Correction. Submissions that seek to address an
alleged error of substance or method in a previ-
ously published article in the APSR will be wel-

come if (a) they raise a point of general disci-
plinary or sub-disciplinary importance and (b)
they do not exceed 3000 words. Where the co-
editors see possible merit in this “correction,”
they will invite the author(s) of the allegedly erro-
neous article to frame a response, on an expedited
basis, of not more than 1500 words; and both the
correction and the response will then be submit-
ted to peer review.

Neither a rejoinder nor a correction is the appropriate
format for a larger-scale rebuttal (e.g., of an article that
was wholly or predominantly a critique of some earlier
work). And a submission under any of the Review’s
current or future rubrics of scholarly debate will be
rejected or returned for further revision if, in the judg-
ment of the co-editors, it violates norms of civil and
scholarly discourse.

So: We look forward to an even livelier, faster, and
more substantive discussion, but one that continues to
hew to the standard of “outstanding scholarly merit.”

IN THIS ISSUE

Our first two articles ingeniously exploit natural ex-
periments to overcome seemingly intractable issues of
endogeneity in two important areas of political science:
Whether experience or socialization influences politi-
cal attitudes more; and whether smaller jurisdictions
promote a greater sense of political efficacy. Our third
article advances guidelines, derived from Aristotle, on
how to judge the deliberative efficacy of regimes.

In our lead article, “Caught in the Draft: The Ef-
fects of Vietnam Draft Lottery on Political Attitudes,”
Robert S. Erikson and Laura Stoker combine data
from a political socialization panel study of Class of
1965 high school seniors with the publicly known Se-
lective Service lottery numbers that (for males only)
were assigned in 1969 to each possible birthday.1 Be-
cause respondents were surveyed both before and after
the lottery was instituted, the effect of having drawn
a low lottery number (and hence running a higher
risk of being inducted) can be established with some
precision: The likely inductees became demonstrably
more liberal, likelier to vote Democratic, and (least
surprisingly) more opposed to the war than those males
who drew “safe” numbers. The effect of this truly ran-
domized intervention proves to have been stronger
than that of our familiar mainstay of voting research,
namely pre-adult socialization, and lingered, albeit in
attenuated form, into re-interviews in the 1990s. This
finding of course raises a larger point that would other-
wise be hard to establish, namely that “generational”

1 A useful pop question, to male readers of that generation: Can you
remember, correctly and instantaneously, what your draft lottery
number was? Everybody we have questioned—–admittedly, hardly a
representative sample—–could do so.
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shocks—–a war, purge, famine, or hyper-inflation—–can
leave even deeper political scars on affected popula-
tions, and can divide them more from people shielded
from those disasters, than we have generally supposed.

A different exogenous intervention is exploited by
David Dreyer Lassen and Søren Seritzlew, in “Jurisdic-
tion Size and Local Democracy: Evidence on Internal
Political Efficacy from Large-scale Municipal Reform,”
to shed light on the ancient question of whether large
jurisdictional size comports with democracy. Cross-
sectional evidence manifestly cannot resolve the issue:
Small jurisdictions might foster democratic efficacy,
democratic efficacy might preserve small jurisdictions,
or both might be caused by some third variable. Even
consolidation or splitting of existing jurisdictions (a
leading example: U.S. school districts) usually happens
under local impetus (i.e., endogenously). Fortunately
for political science (and perhaps unfortunately for the
affected citizens), 238 out of 271 Danish municipalities
were consolidated by central government fiat in 2007
into 65 larger units, of varying sizes, under the so-called
Structural Reform. Only 33 municipalities were pre-
served in their original boundaries. Because the con-
solidation was proposed by an expert commission—–in
which no elected officials participated, and was enacted
virtually unchanged by the national government—–the
intervention can be deemed exogenous, and one of
its effects, as judged by pre- and post-consolidation
surveys, seems clear: Increasing jurisdiction size dimin-
ished citizens’ internal sense of political efficacy. This
finding, if confirmed more broadly, will raise a host
of other research questions: Does diminished internal
efficacy correlate with weaker citizen oversight, hence
greater administrative shirking? Do citizens who par-
ticularly value their political efficacy “exit” the newly
consolidated jurisdictions to regain “voice” in smaller
ones?

But efficacy may depend less on the size of a polit-
ical unit than on the quality of its deliberations, and
theorists of deliberative democracy offer us little guid-
ance beyond the small group (or “mini-public”) envi-
ronment: We can identify “deliberativeness” in indi-
viduals, or in face-to-face groups, but how does this
connect with how “deliberative” a regime may be?
On this crucial point, argues James Lindley Wilson—–in
“Deliberation, Democracy, and the Rule of Reason in
Aristotle’s Politics”—–Politics, read alongside the Nico-
machean Ethics, offers a standard of “integrative delib-
eration” that usefully informs current debates. Partic-
ularly through a right understanding of the metaphors
that Aristotle used to support his doctrine of the “Wis-
dom of the Multitude,”2 we can see how the “rule of
reason” served as a standard both for excellent rule and
for excellent common deliberation—–and when democ-
racies do, and do not, meet that standard. Although
present-day concerns almost certainly extend beyond
(or stand in contradiction to) those that animated Aris-

2 Jeremy Waldron. “The Wisdom of the Multitude: Some Reflections
on Book 3, Chapter 11 of Aristotle’s Politics.” Political Theory 23 (4):
563–84.

totle, the structure by which he analyzed deliberative
integration remains helpful, indeed indispensible.

Our fourth and fifth articles address how states,
rather than citizens, behave—–first toward internal dissi-
dents, then toward each other. In “Divide and Conquer
or Divide and Concede: How Do States Respond to
Internally Divided Separatists?” Kathleen Gallagher
Cunningham asks why states, faced with domestic
movements for ethnic self-determination, sometimes
resist and sometimes concede. Using a new dataset,
she finds that states concede more readily to internally
divided movements for ethnic self-determination than
to unified ones—–probably in the belief that success for
the “moderates” will weaken the “extremists.” Para-
doxically, however, concessions are likelier to resolve
such a conflict when made to a unified movement. At
least two conclusions could follow: States are consis-
tently deluded about the usefulness of concessions to
divided movements or, as Cunningham argues, states
intend concessions as a bargaining tactic rather than as
a means actually to resolve the dispute.

Arash Abizadeh, on the other hand—–in “Hobbes on
the Causes of War: A Disagreement Theory”—–turns
to the question of why states supposedly inhabit an
anarchical “war of all against all.” Realist students
of international relations, Abizadeh observes, conven-
tionally take Hobbes as their authority, reading him to
say that states, like humans, (a) innately and ruthlessly
seek self-preservation; hence (b) are both insecure and
aggressive; and (c) lacking a common sovereign, can
have no enduring peace. But this is actually a mis-
reading, which, according to Abizadeh, owes more to
Morgenthau than to Hobbes. Read as a whole and in
his historical context, Hobbes attributes humans’ bel-
licosity less to our drive for self-preservation than to
slights to our glory, however trivial. We too readily
interpret mere disagreement as contempt not only for
our views but for ourselves. Hence, exactly as Hobbes
argued of the English Civil War in Behemoth, it is ideo-
logical divisions that most threaten both domestic and
international peace. The good news in such a reading
is that international anarchy, of itself, need not lead to
perpetual war among states. Rather, interstate conflict
can be held in check by institutions and domestic forms
of soft power that contain ideological disagreement
and limit competition for status. Abizadeh’s article, we
know from our referees, will excite interest and con-
troversy among Hobbes scholars, but it should also be
required reading for students of international relations,
who too easily absorb Hobbes into their realist canon.

Self-interest, we have understood at least since
Downs, can explain a lot of partisan politics in democ-
racy and should especially help us to understand the
politics of redistribution. As Meltzer and Richard ar-
gued in their pathbreaking 1981 article,3 a rational me-
dian voter should support more redistribution, under
some pretty unproblematic assumptions, the greater
the difference between her income and that of the

3 Allan Meltzer and Scott Richard. “A Rational Theory of the Size
of Government,” Journal of Political Economy 89: 914–27.
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average citizen (i.e., the greater the given society’s eco-
nomic inequality).4 Again and again, however, scholars
have found only a weak, or even a negative, relation-
ship between inequality and redistribution in democra-
cies, a regularity that Peter Lindert has cleverly labeled
the “reverse Robin Hood paradox.”5 In “The Structure
of Inequality and the Politics of Redistribution,” Noam
Lupu and Jonas Pontusson offer a very plausible res-
olution of the paradox, albeit one that raises its own
bevy of questions. It seems not to be the degree of
inequality that matters (e.g., the brute difference be-
tween the mean- and the median-income voter), but
rather what Lupu and Pontusson call the “skew” of the
income distribution: the extent to which the median
voter’s income more closely resembles that of low- or
high-income voters. Where the median voter’s income
is closer to that of the bottom decile of earners (and
farther from those in the top decile), the median voter
will align with low-income voters to support redistri-
bution. Where the median voter’s income more closely
resembles that of the top decile than the bottom decile,
support for redistribution will be weak.6 While Lupu
and Pontusson find strong empirical support for their
proposition, both in the actual extent of redistribu-
tion and in survey about redistribution among middle-
income voters, they remain somewhat agnostic about
the reason for the regularity, which will probably have
to involve mechanisms of social identity rather than
“pure” rationality.

Our next three articles address more specifically par-
tisanship in democracies: in two cases, within legisla-
tures; in the third, among deliberative publics. Their
common question is just this: Why, in most democ-
racies, are politics organized along strongly partisan
lines? Most representative assemblies exhibit strong
party discipline; most policy debates form along parti-
san lines; most voters (and, as parents will know, even
most pre-voters) align with a particular party.

In “Strategic Opposition and Government Cohe-
sion in Westminster Democracies,” Torun Dewan and
Arthur Spirling bring new evidence to bear on a re-
current pattern in those democracies, namely the ten-
dency of the loyal opposition to vote almost unan-
imously against whatever the government proposes
(even, somewhat astonishingly, against measures that
they themselves advocated in the most recent electoral
campaign). The traditional answers are: (a) simple sim-

4 To reiterate the hoary illustration: If five people of equal and
modest income are standing together in a bar, and one walks out
and Bill Gates walks in, the median income in the room has not
changed, but surely the (mean) average—–and any plausible measure
of inequality—–has. And, to continue the Meltzer-Richard illustration,
if by majority vote we can impose a flat income tax on everybody in
the room and distribute the proceeds as an equal lump sum to each
individual, the median voter will now favor a much higher tax.
5 Peter H. Lindert, Growing Public: Social Spending and Economic
Growth since the Eighteenth Century. New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2004.
6 To continue our homely bar illustration: If the original group had
consisted not of five persons of equal income but of two homeless
persons and three millionaires, the substitution of Bill Gates for one
of the millionaires would not have led to vastly greater support for
redistribution.

ilarity of preferences among MPs of a given party; (b)
“whipping” by party leaders, plus their ultimate threat
of withdrawing the party label in the next election;
and (c) the exigencies of a (mostly) two-party system
and a first-past-the-post electoral system. If the last
were true, argue Dewan and Spirling, we should not
observe the same pattern of a unified opposition in
the newer Scottish, Welsh, and Northern Irish assem-
blies, which are elected by proportional representation
and, consequently, are not dominated by two parties.
Yet, here too, virtually all parties not included in the
ministry vote against anything it proposes. If threats to
renomination were involved, party discipline should be
far weaker in the (non-elected) House of Lords; yet the
same pattern obtains there. And if intra-party similarity
of preferences explained the pattern, MPs of a given
party should vote the same at Westminster as at Holy-
rood; yet they do not. The likelier explanation—–Dewan
and Spirling contend—–is a variant of the agenda-setter
model, in which MPs can commit in advance to a par-
ticular voting strategy (e.g., voting against whatever
the government proposes). That strategy of uncon-
ditional opposition turns out to be best for opposi-
tion MPs and, incidentally, to moderate policy out-
comes.

A more general account of parties in legislatures
is offered in the ambitious and innovative article by
Daniel Diermeier and Razvan Vlaicu. In “Parties,
Coalitions, and the Internal Organization of Legis-
latures,” Diermeier and Vlaicu develop a model of
partisan agenda setting that subsumes as special cases
the three dominant (and seemingly contradictory) ac-
counts of legislative parties: the “weak parties” pivotal
politics model (in which parties do not matter), proce-
dural cartel theory (emphasizing agenda control), and
conditional party government (which stresses leaders’
control of resources). The “weak parties” model ob-
tains, they show, only where both polarization and op-
portunity costs are zero, whereas party organization
becomes tighter the higher are opportunity costs or
the more polarized are legislators’ preferences. By in-
tegrating the apparently opposing accounts, Diermeier
and Vlaicu hold out the promise of setting a research
agenda that can apply to the whole variety of legisla-
tures, including historical ones.

Even if we can understand partisan organization
in legislatures, why should partisanship matter for
ordinary citizens, particularly in models of delibera-
tive democracy? In “On Partisan Political Justifica-
tion,” Jonathan White and Lea Ypi extend deliberative
democrats’ qualified acceptance of the relevance of
adversarialism for political justification by defending
partisanship as one of its paradigmatic forms. Distin-
guishing partisanship from factionalism by its articula-
tion of a common good, they identify four dimensions
of partisanship as fundamental to the overall quality
of public political justification, two ideal-typical and
two attentive to the distortions or failures of real-
world conditions of public political debate. On the ideal
side, (1) its constituency of address is the public as a
whole and (2) its circumstances of justification include
comparative assessments of alternative positions, an
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adversarial posture, and public visibility. In the grit-
tier world of current democratic realities, partisanship,
properly understood, can (3) address dilemmas of in-
clusion and inequality by serving as a vehicle of intellec-
tual and political empowerment and (4) play a neces-
sary role in making political justification persuasive by
identifying and shaping common-sense schemes of po-
litical judgment to improve the normative assessment
of alternative courses of political action. Acknowledg-
ing what Russell Muirhead calls “the pathologies of
partisanship,”7 White and Ypi argue in closing that
partisan political justification nonetheless harbors re-
sources for enhancing civic engagement and principled
deliberation. If the flaws of actually existing partisan-
ship are clear, their spirited defense of partisan political
justification as a practice of public argument shows its
essential role in making collective authority responsive
to normative concerns.

Our final two articles both deal with the role of law
in politics—–in the first case, within states, and in the
second, between or among them. In “Judicial Review
as a Response to Political Posturing,” Justin Fox and
Matthew C. Stephenson shed new light on the efficacy
of judicial review. Their intuition will be familiar to
any academic department that relies on higher bodies
(deans, academic councils) to rescue them from ill-
advised tenure decisions. Judges, similarly, may rescue
politicians from bold but potentially disastrous policies;
but, by so doing, may actually embolden politicians,
secure in the knowledge that their bad but popular ini-
tiatives will never actually come into force (initiatives
that Fox and Stephenson label as “posturing”: Does
anyone recall the Terri Schiavo debacle?). On the other
hand, because judicial nullification of silly actions may
expose a politician’s incompetence to voters, judicial
review may discourage posturing. Two surprising re-
sults of the Fox and Stephenson model of this process
are (a) that more competent judges may actually de-
crease voter welfare (by encouraging posturing) and
(b) that when politicians are ambitious for higher of-
fice, judicial review may increase voter welfare, but
cannot do so (and may decrease voter welfare) when
politicians are unambitious. The latter being because
unambitious politicians have nothing to lose from hav-
ing their incompetence exposed. Fox and Stephenson
thus contribute importantly to the ongoing legal debate
about the democratic justification for judicial review.

Just as the value of judicial review is disputed within
states, so is the value of international law between
states. Does international law actually make peaceful
settlement of international disputes likelier? Yes, an-
swer Paul K. Huth, Sarah E. Croco, and Benjamin J.
Appel, but only when the relevant principles of inter-
national law are unambiguous and clearly favor one
side in the dispute. In “Does International Law Pro-
mote Peaceful Settlement of International Disputes?
Evidence from the Study of Territorial Conflicts since
1945,” Huth, Croco, and Appel examine all territorial
disputes between 1945 and 2000 and find that, when

7 Russell Muirhead, In Defense of Party. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, forthcoming.

those conditions are satisfied, states are likelier (a)
to seek territorial revisions by negotiation rather than
force, (b) to prefer adjudication or arbitration to bilat-
eral negotiations, and (c) to arrive at a final settlement.
The logic behind the empirical finding, they argue, is
that the legal “bright lines” provide a Schellingesque
focal point for distributive conflicts.

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 APSR 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.

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
article is accepted for publication—–to permit other
scholars to replicate your results and to carry out simi-
lar analyses on other datasets. 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,
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2006).8 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.9

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-
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

8 See http://www.aapor.org/standards.asp
9 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/AAA-
Ethics-Code-2009.pdf

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 ×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
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.
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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 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.
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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-
ROMs and magnetic tape), and the Information Ac-
cess Company (IAC) (through its products Expanded
Academic 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 Li-
brary (Dow Jones), Cognito (IAC), Encarta Online
Library (IAC), IAC Business (Dialog), and Newsearch
(Dialog).

The editorial office of the APSR is not 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.

Information, including news and notes, for PS:

Dr. Robert J-P. Hauck, Editor, PS
E-mail: rhauck@apsanet.org

Circulation and subscription correspondence (domes-
tic claims for nonreceipt of issues must be made within
four months of the month of publication; overseas
claims, within eight months):

Sean Twombly,
Director of Member Services
E-mail: membership@apsanet.org
Reprint permissions:

E-mail: Rights@cambridge.org

Advertising information and rates:
Advertising Coordinator,
Cambridge University Press
E-mail: journals advertising@cambridge.org

EXPEDITING REQUESTS FOR COPYING
APSR AND PS ARTICLES FOR CLASS USE
AND OTHER PURPOSES

Class Use

The Comprehensive Publisher Photocopy Agreement
between APSA and the Copyright Clearance Center
(CCC) permits bookstores and copy centers to receive
expedited clearance to copy articles from the APSR
and PS in compliance with the Association’s policies
and applicable fees. The general fee for articles is 75

cents per copy. However, current Association policy
levies no fee for the first 10 copies of a printed artide,
whether in course packs or on reserve. Smaller classes
that rely heavily on articles (i.e., upper-level under-
graduate and graduate classes) can take advantage of
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 num-
ber of students who can access the electronic reserve.
Both large and small classes that rely on these arti-
cles 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 materi-
als 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.

Other Uses of APSA-Copyrighted Materials

For any further copyright issues, please contact the
APSA Reprints Department.

INDEXING

Articles appearing in the APSR before June 1953
were indexed in The Reader’s Guide to Periodical
Literature. Current issues are indexed in ABC Pol Sci;
America, History and Life 1954–; Book Review Index;
Current Contents: Social and Behavioral Sciences;
EconLit; Energy Information Abstracts; Environmen-
tal Abstracts; Historical Abstracts; Index of Economic
Articles; Information Service Bulletin; International
Bibliography of Book Reviews of Scholarly Litera-
ture in the Humanities and Social Sciences; Inter-
national Bibliography of Periodical Literature in the
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Humanities and Social Sciences; International Index;
International Political Science Abstracts; the Jour-
nal of Economic Literature; Periodical Abstracts;
Public Affairs; Public Affairs Information Service
International Recently Published Articles; Reference
Sources; Social Sciences and Humanities Index; Social
Sciences Index; Social Work Research and Abstracts;
and Writings on American History. Some of these

sources may be available in electronic form through
local public or educational libraries. Microfilm of the
APSR, beginning with Volume 1, and the index of the
APSR through 1969 are available through University
Microfilms Inc., 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor,
MI 48106 (www.umi.com). The Cumulative Index to
the American Political Science Review, Volumes 63 to
89: 1969–95, is available through the APSA.
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