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Notes from the Editor
In my “Notes” in the March 2002 issue, I announced
several modifications that we have introduced into the
APSR’s review process. Here I will simply refer again to
two new procedures that are included in our “Instruc-
tions to Contributors”; I highlight these, not because
they are the most important of the new procedures,
but because they seem to have escaped the notice of
many authors. First, when you submit a paper to the
APSR, you are also invited to suggest the names of
appropriate reviewers. Of course, we do not guarantee
that we will follow your suggestions, but so far we have
found these suggestions quite helpful. A second, and
more mundane, instruction is to submit an electronic
(i.e., diskette), anonymous version of your manuscript
along with the requisite number of paper copies; having
an electronic version on hand can greatly expedite the
review process in certain circumstances.

It has not been all that many years ago that, after
submitting a paper to a journal, an author could expect
to wait six months, a year, or even longer before hearing
back about the paper’s fate. Times have changed, and
authors now quite reasonably expect faster service. The
brutal fact is that the news they receive is generally bad,
for the great majority of the decision letters that I write
(something like 9 out of every 10) are rejection letters.
Receiving bad news is doubly painful when one has
been kept waiting for it for an inordinately long time.
Accordingly, we are working hard to try to make the re-
view process move along in a timely manner. Inevitably,
some manuscripts get bogged down, but for the most
part our efforts, and of course those of the scholars
from whom we solicit reviews, seem to be paying off.
So far, from the day a paper arrives in our office until the
day my decision letter goes into the mail, the median
elapsed time has been just 39 working days.

IN THIS ISSUE

The March 2002 issue, the first to bear my imprint,
was really more Ada Finifter’s than mine, for almost
all the articles in that issue were in advanced stages of
the review process when I assumed the editorship. Of
the articles in the current issue, half were submitted
to, and revised at the invitation of, my predecessor.
Future issues can be expected to contain an occasional
article on which a significant portion of the decision
making preceded me, but for the most part the credit
or blame (depending on one’s perspective) for future
issues should be directed at me.

In this respect, I am delighted to report that a number
of papers are in the queue that are, in my estimation, not
only truly interesting and important but also refresh-
ingly diverse in terms of subject matter and analytic
approach. Please stay tuned.

In the lead article in this issue, Paul Stern poses a
question of special interest to political theorists but of
much broader interest as well: What is the connection
between politics and philosophy? In “The Philosophic
Importance of Political Life: On the ‘Digression’ in

Plato’s Theaetetus,” Stern turns for guidance to a wholly
unexpected source: a Platonic dialogue well known to
philosophers but less so to students of politics, and more
specifically to a passage in the Theaetetus that was iden-
tified by Socrates himself as a digression and has been
regarded as such ever after. Stern’s accomplishment, as
one of the APSR’s reviewers summarized it, is to show
that a passage long dismissed as an irrelevant digression
“is in fact a rosetta stone” for understanding the inter-
woven relationship between politics and philosophy.
While many interpretations of ancient texts are con-
genial only to a certain school of thought (Straussian,
liberal, postmodern, or whatever), Stern’s interpreta-
tion can be appreciated by theorists of various persua-
sions. No less importantly, it is important enough to
command the attention of, and accessible enough to
be understood by, nonspecialists as well. Even those
who have never even heard of the Theaetetus and who
now remember Plato only dimly, if at all, will find their
understanding of politics and political science enriched
by Stern’s essay.

Two articles in this issue focus on the courts. Ac-
cording to the conventional view, only an independent
judiciary can serve effectively as check and balance on
the operation of the other branches of government.
Although this view is virtually taken for granted in the
United States, Gretchen Helmke questions its applica-
bility to other contexts, and in particular to develop-
ing democracies. In “The Logic of Strategic Defection:
Court-Executive Relations in Argentina Under Dicta-
torship and Democracy,” Helmke contends that it is not
judicial independence but the lack thereof that leads
judges to turn against a government whose future looks
insecure. Focusing on the Argentine case, Helmke inte-
grates this previously overlooked factor into accounts
of the calculus of judicial decision making, and in so
doing addresses larger issues of judicial legitimacy, in-
stitutional design, and the strength of democratic insti-
tutions in developing democracies.

While Helmke’s mission is to call a widely held idea
about the courts into question, Mark Richards and
Herbert Kritzer set out to rehabilitate a traditional
notion that has fallen into some disfavor and disuse:
the idea that judges’ decisions are strongly influenced
by law and precedent. With the rise of the “attitudi-
nal model,” judges’ ideological perspectives and policy
preferences have come to the fore in analyses of judi-
cial decision making, and judges’ understandings of the
law sometimes seem to matter hardly at all. By con-
trast, in “Jurisprudential Regimes in Supreme Court
Decision Making” Richards and Kritzer outline and
test a law-and-precedent based account. In the process,
they suggest a new way, manifested by the concept of
“jurisprudential regimes,” of thinking about how legal
precedents shape the decisions of America’s highest
court.

The next two articles in this issue focus on the
bureaucratic sector—and more specifically, on why
bureaucracies are so, well, bureaucratic. Bureaucracies
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are reviled in every corner of the globe and from every
ideological direction, though for altogether different
(and sometimes contradictory) reasons. The image of
bureaucracy that motivates Rui de Figueiredo’s “Elec-
toral Competition, Political Uncertainty, and Policy In-
sulation” is that of unresponsiveness. In this article,
Figueiredo challenges the widely held view that polit-
ical uncertainty motivates elected officials to insulate
agencies from outside pressures and political oppo-
nents. Supplementing the tools of formal modeling
with illustrative case studies, Figueiredo illuminates the
limits of the uncertainty-based approach and posits
new ways of understanding bureaucracies and their
foibles.

Unresponsiveness, the face of bureaucracy exam-
ined by Figueiredo, is one thing. Death and destruc-
tion, the subject matter of William Weaver and Thomas
Longoria’s analysis of bureaucracy, are something else
again. In “Bureaucracy That Kills: Federal Sovereign
Immunity and the Discretionary Function Exception,”
Weaver and Longoria focus on a seemingly innocu-
ous but potentially lethal provision of the Federal Tort
Claims Act, the “discretionary function exception.”
The authors trace numerous cases of damage, injury,
and death to this provision, which they unflinchingly
characterize as “an anachronism sandwiched into an
ideal” that is “at war with justice.” Following an histor-
ical review of the normative and legal issues concern-
ing sovereign immunity, Weaver and Longoria use data
drawn from hundreds of federal circuit court decisions
to buttress their historical–legal interpretation. Their
article can be read as a case study in what Hannah
Arendt called “the banality of evil,” and their conclu-
sions have important implications concerning the oper-
ation of judicial oversight of government agencies and
the achievement of justice.

A much more upbeat message about the effects of
governmental policies and programs is conveyed by
Suzanne Mettler in “Bringing the State Back In to Civic
Engagement: Policy Feedback Effects of the G.I. Bill
for World War II Veterans.” The “golden age” of civic
engagement in the United States was the post-World
War II era, when millions of Americans were direct
beneficiaries of massive government social programs—
most notably, the G.I. Bill. Could it be, Mettler wonders,
that such programs helped foster civic engagement
by enhancing their beneficiaries’ senses of belonging-
ness or reciprocity? Mettler not only presents a close,
multimethod analysis of the long-term impact of the
G.I. Bill on citizen participation, but does so within a
framework that should open up opportunities for par-
allel analyses of the effects of other government pro-
grams in other contexts.

Among students of American politics, debate rages
about the role of party in legislative politics, with
one side portraying legislators as self-interested ac-
tors whose behavior is affected only incidentally by
partisanship, and the other viewing parties as an im-
portant, or even a central, influence on the behav-
ior of legislators. The normal focus of this debate is
Congress. However, in “The Influence of Party: Evi-
dence from the State Legislatures,” Gerald Wright and

Brian Schaffner change the venue to state legislatures,
following the often-heard but seldom-observed recom-
mendation to treat states as “laboratories” or empirical
testing grounds. Using what students of comparative
politics will recognize as a “most similar systems” de-
sign, Wright and Schaffner match two neighboring
states, Kansas and Nebraska, which have many features
in common and a great difference as well: Nebraska’s
legislature, unlike its counterpart in Kansas, is nonparti-
san. What Wright and Schaffner discover about the ide-
ological structure of the two legislatures speaks directly
to a scholarly controversy that has proven difficult to
resolve when attention is confined to Congress, but also
speaks more broadly to ongoing public debates about
the role of parties in democratic systems.

Completing the institutional focus of the articles pub-
lished in this issue is Kim Fridkin Kahn and Patrick
Kenney’s analysis of the outputs of the “fourth branch
of government,” the press. Over the course of the
twentieth century, the norm of “objective” news cov-
erage of political campaigns and controversies grad-
ually diffused. Nonetheless, many politicians, pundits,
journalists, and members of the general public continue
to lambaste the media, not for taking strong political
stands per se, but for permitting their political prefer-
ences to shape their news coverage. Such criticism of
the media poses a direct challenge to what is supposed
to be a saving grace of modern journalism, the “wall of
separation” between news and editorial content. How
high is that wall? That is the question that Kahn and
Kenney ask in “The Slant of the News: How Editorial
Endorsements Influence Campaign Coverage and Cit-
izens’ Views of Candidates,” a calm attempt to address
a heated issue that divides critics and defenders of the
media. In addition to providing content-analytic evi-
dence that weighs heavily on one side of the debate,
Kahn and Kenney introduce survey-based evidence
that their answer matters in terms of election outcomes.

INSTRUCTIONS TO CONTRIBUTORS

General Considerations

The 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,
consistent 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 have already
been published or are forthcoming in other places, or
that have been included in other manuscripts submitted
for review to book publishers or periodicals (includ-
ing on-line journals). In many such cases, subsequent
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publication of this material would violate the copyright
of the other publisher. The APSR also does not consider
papers that are currently under review by other journals
or duplicate or overlap with parts of larger manuscripts
that have been submitted to other publishers (including
publishers of both books and periodicals). Submission
of manuscripts substantially similar to those submitted
or published elsewhere, or to part of a book or other
larger work, is also strongly discouraged. If you have
any questions about whether these policies apply in
your particular case, you should discuss any such pub-
lications related to a submission in a cover letter to the
Editor. You should also notify the Editor of any related
submissions to other publishers, whether for book or
periodical publication, that occur while a manuscript is
under review by the APSR and which would fall within
the scope of this policy. The Editor may request copies
of related publications.

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
that 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, sam-
pling procedures, response rates, and question word-
ings should be given; you should calculate response
rates according to one of the standard formulas given
by the American Association for Public Opinion Re-
search, Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case
Codes and Outcome Rates for RDD Telephone Sur-
veys and In-Person Household Surveys (Ann Arbor,
MI: AAPOR, 1998). This document is available on the
Internet at <http://www.aapor.org/ethics/stddef.html>.
For experiments, provide full descriptions of experi-
mental protocols, methods of subject recruitment and
selection, subject payments and debriefing procedures,
and so on. Articles should be self-contained, so you
should not simply refer readers to other publications
for descriptions of these basic research procedures.

Please indicate variables included in statistical anal-
yses by capitalizing the first word 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 and tables and,
wherever possible, should avoid the use of acronyms
and computer abbreviations when discussing variables
in the text. All variables appearing in tables 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 effi-
ciently if such information is given in the initial submis-
sion. If you advise readers that additional information
is available, you should submit printed copies of that
information with the manuscript. If the amount of this
supplementary information is extensive, please inquire
about alternate procedures.

The APSR uses a double-blind review process. You
should follow the guidelines for preparing anonymous
copies in the Specific Procedures section below.

Manuscripts that are largely or entirely critiques or
commentaries on previously published articles will be
reviewed using the same general procedures as for
other manuscripts, with one exception. In addition to
the usual number of reviewers, such manuscripts will
also be sent to the scholar(s) whose work is being crit-
icized, in the same anonymous form that they are sent
to reviewers. Comments from the original author(s) to
the Editor will be invited as a supplement to the ad-
vice of reviewers. This notice to the original author(s)
is intended (1) to encourage review of the details of
analyses or research procedures that might escape the
notice of disinterested reviewers; (2) to enable prompt
publication of critiques by supplying criticized authors
with early notice of their existence and, therefore, more
adequate time to reply; and (3) as a courtesy to criti-
cized authors. If you submit such a manuscript, you
should therefore send as many additional copies of their
manuscripts as will be required for this purpose.

Manuscripts being submitted for publication should
be sent to Lee Sigelman, Editor, American Political
Science Review, Department of Political Science, The
George Washington University, 2201 G Street N.W.,
Room 507, Washington, DC 20052. Correspondence
concerning manuscripts under review may be sent to
the same address or e-mailed to apsr@gwu.edu.

Manuscript Formatting

Manuscripts should not be longer than 45 pages includ-
ing text, all tables and figures, notes, references, and
appendices. This page size guideline is based on the
U.S. standard 8.5× 11-inch paper; if you are submitting
a manuscript printed on longer paper, you must adjust
accordingly. The font size must be at least 11 points for
all parts of the paper, including notes and references.
The entire paper, including notes and references, must
be double-spaced, with the sole exception of tables for
which double-spacing would require a second page oth-
erwise not needed. All pages should be numbered in
one sequence, and text should be formatted using a nor-
mal single column no wider than 6.5 inches, as is typical
for manuscripts (rather than the double-column format
of the published version of the APSR), and printed on
one side of the page only. 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. Do not
use notes for simple citations. These specifications are
designed to make it easier for reviewers to read and
evaluate papers. Papers not adhering to these guide-
lines are subject to being rejected without review.

Use endnotes rather than footnotes; again, like all
other text, endnotes are to be double-spaced and in
11-point font. Place tables and figures (on separate
pages and only one to a page) at the back of the
manuscript with standard indications of text placement,
e.g., [Table 3 about here]. If your paper is accepted
for publication, you will be required to submit camera-
ready copy of graphs or other types of figures. Instruc-
tions will be provided.
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For specific formatting style of citations and refer-
ences, please refer to articles in the most recent issue
of the APSR. For unusual style or formatting issues,
you should consult the latest edition of The Chicago
Manual of Style. For review purposes, citations and ref-
erences need not be in specific APSR format, although
some generally accepted format should be used, and all
citation and reference information should be provided.

Specific Procedures

Please follow these specific procedures for submission:

1. You are invited to submit a list of scholars
who would be appropriate reviewers of your
manuscript. The Editor will refer to this list in
selecting reviewers, though there obviously can be
no guarantee that those you suggest will actually
be chosen. Do not list anyone who has already
commented on your paper or an earlier version
of it, or any of your current or recent collabora-
tors, institutional colleagues, mentors, students, or
close friends.

2. Submit five copies of manuscripts and a diskette
containing the word-processed version of the
manuscript. Please ensure that the paper and
diskette versions you submit are identical; the
diskette version should be of the anonymous copy
(see below). Please review all pages of all copies
to make sure that all copies contain all tables,
figures, appendices, and bibliography mentioned
in the manuscript and that all pages are legible.
Label the diskette clearly with the (first) author’s
name and the title of the manuscript (in abridged
form if need be), and identify the word processing
program and operating system.

3. To comply with the APSR’s procedure of double-
blind peer reviews, only one of the five copies sub-
mitted should be fully identified as to authorship
and four should be in anonymous format.

4. For anonymous copies, if it is important to the
development of the paper that your previous pub-
lications 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 in the third person and in-
cluding normal references to the work cited in the
list of references. In no circumstances should your
prior publications be included in the bibliography
in their normal alphabetical location but with your
name deleted. Assuming that text references to
your previous work are in the third person, you
should include full citations as usual in the bib-
liography. Please discuss the use of other proce-
dures to render manuscripts anonymous with the
Editor prior to submission. You should not thank
colleagues in notes or elsewhere in the body of the
paper or mention institution names, web page ad-
dresses, or other potentially identifying informa-
tion. All acknowledgments must appear on the title
page of the identified copy only. Manuscripts that
are judged not anonymous will not be reviewed.

5. The first page of the four anonymous copies should
contain only the title and an abstract of no more
than 150 words. The first page of the identified
copy should contain (a) the name, academic rank,
institutional affiliation, and contact information
(mailing address, telephone, fax, e-mail address)
for all authors; (b) in the case of multiple authors,
an indication of the author who will receive cor-
respondence; (c) any relevant citations to your
previous work that have been omitted from the
anonymous copies; and (d) acknowledgments, in-
cluding the names of anyone who has provided
comments on the manuscript. If the identified
copy contains any unique references or is worded
differently in any way, please mark this copy with
”Contains author citations” at the top of the first
page.

No copies of submitted manuscripts can be returned.

ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO THE APSR

Back issues of the APSR are available in several
electronic formats and through several vendors. Ex-
cept for the last three years (as an annually “mov-
ing wall”), back issues of the APSR beginning with
Volume 1, Number 1 (November 1906), are avail-
able on-line through JSTOR (http://wwwjstor.org/). At
present, JSTOR’s complete journal collection is avail-
able only via institutional subscription, e.g., through
many college and university libraries. For APSA mem-
bers who do not have access to an institutional subscrip-
tion to JSTOR, individual subscriptions to its APSR
content are available. Please contact Member Services
at APSA for further information, including annual sub-
scription 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 Com-
pany (IAC) (through its products Expanded Academic
Index, InfoTrac, and several on-line services [see be-
low]). 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).
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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 vendor
for further information about availability.

BOOK REVIEWS

All books for review should be sent directly to the
APSR Book Review Editors, Susan Bickford and
Greg McAvoy. The address is Susan Bickford and
Gregory McAvoy, American Political Science Review
Book Review Editors, Department of Political Sci-
ence, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill,
CB No. 3265, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3265. E-mail:
bickford@email.unc.edu; gemcavoy@uncg.edu.

If you are the author of a book you wish to be con-
sidered for review, please ask your publisher to send a
copy to the APSR Book Review Editors per the mailing
instructions above. If you are interested in reviewing
books for the APSR, please send your vita to the Book
Review Editors; you should not ask to review a specific
book.

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):

Elizabeth Weaver Engel, Director of Member
Services

E-mail: membership@apsanet.org
Reprint permissions:

Ed Lamb
E-mail: elamb@apsanet.org

Advertising information and rates:

Laura Barrantes, Advertising Manager
E-mail: lbarrantes@apsanet.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 undergraduate 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 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 agree-
ment 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.

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; Amer-
ica, 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
Index; International Political Science Abstracts; the
Journal of Economic Literature; Periodical Abstracts;
Public Affairs; Recently Published Articles; Reference
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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 in-

dex of the APSR through 1969 are available through
University Microfilms Inc., 300 North Zeeb Road,
Ann Arbor, MI 48106 (www.umi.com). The Cumula-
tive Index to the American Political Science Review,
Volumes 63 to 89: 1969–95, is available through the
APSA.
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