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Report of the Editor of the
American Political Science
Review, 1995-96

Ada W. Finifter,
Michigan State University

The first year of my term as Edi-
tor of the American Political Science
Review has been enormously excit-
ing, challenging, and stimulating.
Above all, it has been very busy!
More manuscripts were submitted
than in any of the previous ten
years. Editorially, the Review contin-
ues to have the same goals it has
always had: to publish the best origi-
nal research in the discipline, dem-
onstrating the highest standards of
excellence in conceptualization, ex-
position, methodology, and crafts-
manship and having the potential to
contribute to the development of
general theory in political science.
While dealing with the continual

heavy flow of papers to be reviewed,
we were, at the same time, develop-
ing new procedures, new ways of
serving and communicating with au-
thors, reviewers, and readers, and
making some changes in the physical
appearance of the journal.

Although the colors have been
freshened, and numerous small
changes (detailed below) have been
made, the Review looks much the
same as it has since its size was en-
larged four years ago. The former
Controversy section of the Review
has been renamed Forum and given
a broader definition, to include not
only critiques and commentary on
previously published articles but also
other articles that discuss research
issues in the discipline. A few arti-
cles along those lines have already
been published; readers are invited
to submit others, including analytic
literature reviews and discussions of
research problems. I have also insti-
tuted a procedure of forwarding cri-
tiques of previously published arti-
cles to the authors being critiqued as
soon as they are received so that
critiqued authors will be alerted to
the possibility of their publication
and can begin to think at the earliest
possible date about how they might
reply. Critiques and commentaries
on previously published articles go
through the regular review process
with a normal complement of re-
viewers, but, in addition, critiqued
authors are invited to send com-
ments to the Editor. Given its im-
portance to most readers, the Book
Review section has been given some
increased attention in our formatting
and page count.

In the report that follows I will
provide some details on all these
activities.

Submissions

Table 1 demonstrates that the
number of submissions (and there-
fore the workload of the editorial
office) has increased dramatically
over the last decade. We received
25% more manuscripts this past year
than the average number received
during the last five years of the
Patterson editorship, 10% more than
the average annual number received
during the four-year Powell editor-
ship, and 8% more than received
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TABLE 1
APSR Submissions (Total
Manuscripts Received)

1995-96
1991-95 (average)
1986-91 (average)
1994-95
1993-94
1992-93
1991-92
1990-91
1989-90
1988-89
1987-88
1986-87

533
485
426
495
480
487
479
438
428
447
391
427

Sources: Data for 1991-95, and average
for 1985-91 are taken from Powell 1995,
Table 1. Average for 1991-95 is calculated
from same source. Individual year data for
1986-87 to 1990-91 are taken from
Patterson, Bruce, and Crone 1991, Table 1.

during the last year of the Powell
editorship.

In addition to the 533 manuscripts
sent to Michigan State University
(MSU) during this year, I also fin-
ished reviewing and made editorial
decisions on 129 papers that were in
various stages of the review process
on the editorial transition date. Files
for all those papers were shipped to
MSU, and we received reviews that
had been commissioned by the pre-
vious Editor, chose new reviewers
when necessary, and made all final
decisions. Therefore, a total of 662
papers passed over my desk at some
stage of the process during this past
year. As of the date we closed the
books for preparation of this report
(August 16, 1996), I had made 536
editorial decisions since the previous
August 15th, and 126 manuscripts
were in process. Thus, had a hypo-
thetical new Editor come on board
at the same time in 1996 as I had in
1995, s/he, too, would have received
approximately the same number of
manuscripts in process as I had re-
ceived from Rochester. Small won-
der that new editors do a lot of sit-
ting in their first year.

To minimize any potential disad-
vantages to authors as a result of the
editorial transition, for all manu-
scripts received in process from
Rochester, the choices of reviewers
made by former Editor Powell were
respected and, in the case of papers
that were revisions that he had in-
vited, I attempted to apply the crite-

ria that he had given to authors in
his letters asking them to "revise
and resubmit." I continue to be
guided by the previous Editor's re-
vise and resubmit letters with the
current trickle of revisions of Roch-
ester manuscripts that continue to
come in. Obviously, this does not
mean that every decision would have
been the same had Powell followed
the papers to their final decisions,
but the decisions were surely not
markedly different.

If authors vote with their word
processors, it is certainly a mark of
distinction for the Review that so
many scholars wish to publish in it.
The other side of this coin is that
despite these increases in workload,
the office is run basically as it has
been for many years, with only one
full-time staff member as an assistant
to the Editor (now Harriett Posner,
the Director of Manuscript Process-
ing and Production) and some stu-
dent clerical help to assist with the
management activities and paper-
work, of which there is a very great
deal. (I mention here only staff sup-
ported by the Association; the role
of graduate student interns, whose
support is contributed by MSU, is
discussed below.) Even though the
published Review remains a similar
size as in previous years, the in-
creased submission rate creates a
very heavy workload that makes it
difficult to keep turnaround time as
rapid as we all would like. We have
worked assiduously to prevent the
workload from affecting service to
authors, but the Review clearly needs
a larger office staff. (In addition, if
the submission rate continues at
more than 500 manuscripts per year,
it will also be prudent for the Coun-
cil [and potential editors] to consider
whether the next editor should actu-
ally be the next Co-editors, as has
been done from time to time with
some of the regional journals. Other
models also exist among the schol-
arly journals, including other forms
of shared editorship or a full-time
editorship that rotates on a basis
similar to that of National Science
Foundation program officers or
other foundation officials.)

Of the 533 manuscripts received,
455 were "original" manuscripts and
78 were "revisions" invited by the
previous or current Editor. Of the

455 new manuscripts, 35 were re-
jected for being incorrectly submit-
ted. An "incorrect submission" is
defined as one that will involve at
least some rewriting to comply with
editorial requirements for submis-
sion, such that any new paper will be
different from the one that is being
rejected (for example, an over-long
paper that needs to be shortened).
For submissions that are flawed in
some minor sense (no abstract, only
one copy, pages missing or illegible),
the author is contacted to correct
the problem, but the manuscript is
held for review and is still counted
as only one "original" submission.
Therefore, 420 manuscripts were
started through the review process.
Of these, 12 were rejected in-house
as inappropriate for the APSR rather
than being sent out for review.

Field Classification of
Submitted Manuscripts

Editors' reports for the last several
years have classified manuscripts into
five subfields: American Politics and
Public Policy, Comparative Politics,
International Relations, Normative
Political Theory, and Formal Theory.
In his last editor's report, Powell
(1995, 766) remarked on the difficul-
ties of making coding decisions in-
volving formal theory papers since
an increasing number of manuscripts
were using formal tools in combina-
tion with other methodologies. As it
was explained to me, the original
coding rule was to classify all formal
theory papers into the Formal The-
ory field regardless of their substan-
tive orientation. As an increasing
number of papers using formal the-
ory also provided empirical tests,
however, questions arose about their
field placement. When a paper using
formal theory also used American
voting data, for example, it seemed
equally reasonable to code it as in
the American field.

Given these difficulties, the time
seemed appropriate to revise the
coding scheme somewhat. I have
done this by coding on two dimen-
sions: general substantive field and
analytic method. For substantive
fields, we retain the traditional
American Politics and Public Policy,
Comparative Politics, Normative Po-
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litical Theory, and International Re-
lations. To these, we have added
Methodology and Formal Theory of
General Political Processes. The
former is new to APSR coding
schemes but seems required for the
papers putting forth a new statistical
method or correcting previous uses
of an established method. We also
use Methodology as the field for pa-
pers offering conceptual analyses of
research methods or advocate meth-
odologies that do not focus specifi-
cally on one of the first four substan-
tive fields.

The field we call Formal Theory
of General Political Processes (but
abbreviate in some tables below as
Formal Theory) is used differently
than the Formal Theory category of
previous editorial reports. In the
new Formal Theory category, we
code only those formal papers that
consist entirely of formal analysis and
that focus on some general political
process that cannot be classified as
American, Comparative, or Interna-
tional Relations, e.g., a general
model of legislative decision making
that does not focus in any detail on
any particular country. In essence,
we have reversed the coding rule for
formal theory papers: Whereas the
previous default decision for manu-
scripts that used formal theory was
to code them in that category, we
recognize the increasing use of for-
mal theory in all subfields of the dis-
cipline by attempting to code papers
using formal theory by substantive
subfield wherever possible. The
change in coding rule has implica-
tions for trend analyses of the field
distributions of manuscripts received
that will be explained below.

For analytic method, we have used
four categories: Quantitative, For-
mal, Both Quantitative and Formal,
and Conceptual or Interpretive.1 The
latter refers to textual analyses using
no quantitative data or formal analy-
sis. The fields of American Politics
and Public Policy, Comparative Poli-
tics, and International Relations use
all four analytic method codes.
Methodology can theoretically use
all four as well, although in practice,
the ones we have received so far
have all been coded as Quantitative
or Conceptual. Normative theory
papers generally use conceptual or
interpretive (including textual) analy-

TABLE 2
Distribution of All Manuscripts and of Original Manuscripts Submitted to
the APSR, August 17, 1995-August 16, 1996, by Subfield and Type of
Analysis

Subfield and Type of Analysis

American Politics
Formal and Quantitative
Formal Analysis
Interpretive, Conceptual
Quantitative Analysis

Subfield total

Comparative Politics
Formal and Quantitative
Formal Analysis
Interpretive, Conceptual
Quantitative Analysis

Subfield total

International Relations
Formal and Quantitative
Formal Analysis
Interpretive, Conceptual
Quantitative Analysis

Subfield total

Normative Theory
Interpretive, Conceptual

Subfield total

Formal Theory of General Political Processes
Formal Analysis

Subfield total

Methodology
Interpretive, Conceptual
Quantitative Analysis

Subfield total

All

19
16
16

148
199

6
25
33
59

123

4
21
17
27
69

103
103

29
29

5
5

10
533

Manuscripts

3.56%
3.00
3.00

27.77
37.34%

1.13%
4.69
6.19

11.07
23.08%

0.75%
3.94
3.19
5.07

12.95%

19.32%
19.32%

5.44%
5.44%

.94%

.94
1.88%

100.00%

Original

18
12
14

112
156

4
18
26
49
97

2
15
12
22
51

82
82

24
24

5
5

10
420

Manuscripts"

4.29%
2.86
3.33

26.67
37.14%

0.95%
4.29
6.19

11.67
23.10%

0.48%
3.57
2.86
5.24

12.14%

19.52%
19.52%

5.71%
5.71%

1.19%
1.19
2.38%

100.00%

" These columns omit revised manuscripts and "incorrect submissions" so as to avoid differen-
tial double-counting in any categories.

sis only. All Formal Theory of Gen-
eral Political Processes papers are
classified as using formal theory as
their analytic method. By definition,
these papers are not quantitative; if
they used data they would be classi-
fied as American, Comparative, or
International Relations depending
on the data source.

Coding papers received this year
for both substantive field and ana-
lytic method produces a classification
of 16 article types (four each in
American, Comparative, and Inter-
national Relations; two in Methodol-
ogy; and one each in Normative
Theory and Formal Theory). The
use of two codes for each paper has
the added advantage of permitting
reporting on the basis of analytic
method as well as substantive area,
which has not been possible before.

Table 2 shows the distribution of
manuscripts received by both sub-
field and analytic method, for all

manuscripts and for original manu-
scripts (i.e., omitting revised pa-
pers).2 I show all manuscripts re-
ceived in order to be as comparable
as possible with previous editorial
reports (despite the coding changes).
However, since those figures do in-
clude all manuscripts submitted, in-
cluding invited revisions of previ-
ously submitted manuscripts, there is
a certain amount of double counting.
This is appropriate for workload ac-
counts, since revisions generate re-
viewer selection, correspondence,
etc. just as original submissions do,
but if the field distribution of invited
revisions differed substantially from
that of new manuscripts, it would
distort the distribution when all pa-
pers are considered. Since a descrip-
tion of the new manuscript pool is of
some interest in assessing the attrac-
tiveness of the Review to scholars in
the various fields, it is also appropri-
ate to present analogous data only
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for original manuscripts (i.e., omit-
ting revisions), and these figures are
shown in the last two columns of
Table 2. Since "incorrect" submis-
sions subsequently rewritten and re-
submitted also are counted again,
those papers are also omitted from
the last two columns (i.e., only cor-
rect new submissions that will be
reviewed are included).

Among those manuscripts submit-
ted to the Review, American Politics
papers are still largely quantitative.
In Comparative Politics, quantitative
analyses also dominate, but both in-
terpretive and formal papers are rel-
atively more important than in
American Politics. International Re-
lations papers are more heteroge-
neous in terms of analytic method
than papers in other fields but, at
least among those submitted to the
Review, formal theory is more
heavily used than in other fields.

I make no attempt to establish
quotas or goals by either subfield or
analytic method. Nevertheless, the
very close similarity of the distribu-
tions for subfields of all manuscripts
received compared to the distribu-
tions for original manuscripts only
(i.e., omitting revisions), suggests
that papers in all fields fare remark-
ably similarly. Given that the Edi-
tor's decisions are guided very
heavily by the reviewers' evaluations,
this also suggests that reviewers in
all fields use similar or comparable
standards of evaluation. (Alterna-
tively, papers might vary in some
measure of "quality" by subfield but
this could be compensated for by
differentially rigorous evaluations. A
more courageous editor than I might
want to explore this alternative hy-
pothesis).

Has the subfield distribution of
submitted manuscripts changed over
the tenures of the last three editors
of the Review! These data are shown
in Table 3, which presents data for
1995-96 using both the old and new
coding rules for formal theory. The
column headed "1995-96(A)" uses
the old coding rules, and therefore
the three leftmost columns are com-
parable. The last column presents
the coding for the new method that
allocates formal theory papers to
their substantive subfields.

Note first that using the former
editors' coding rule, the number of

TABLE 3
Manuscripts Received by Field, 1985-96

American Politics and Public Policy
Comparative Politics
International Relations
Normative Political Theory
Formal Theory
Methodology
TOTAL
Number of Manuscripts

1985-91

41%
17
10
19
13

—
100%
426

1991-95

35%
22
12
21
10

—
100%
485

1995-96(A)

34%
18
9

19
18
2

100%
533

1995-96(B)

38%
23
13
19
5
2

100%
533

Sources: Average for 1985-91 from Powell 1995, Table 1. Average for 1991-95 calculated
from same source.
Notes: 1995-96 (A) allocates formal theory papers in all fields to "Formal Theory" category
for consistency with previous editorial reports. 1995-96 (B) allocates formal theory papers to
American Politics, Comparative Politics, or International Relations whenever possible.

formal theory papers submitted to
the Review last year increased
sharply over previous years, to the
point of being as plentiful as norma-
tive theory papers, part of the bed-
rock of our discipline. This relatively
large increase creates compensating
percentage declines in all other field
categories used consistently across
these years (a comparison for the
Methodology field is not possible
since it was created in 1995), but this
may be a temporary anomaly. Com-
parisons among the years do not
suggest any other marked change,
although it does appear that Ameri-
can politics is less dominant than it
was in the late 1980s.

In my judgment, while it is not
comparable across editorships, the
data in the last column, using the
new coding rule for formal theory
papers, gives a better picture of cur-
rent subfield distribution of manu-
scripts. The APSR is still dominated
by "American" papers but perhaps
somewhat less so than it was ten
years ago. Almost a quarter of our
submissions are now in comparative
politics, and more than an eighth in
international relations. These are
welcome trends that increased global
communication can only strengthen
in the future and that will increase
the attractiveness of the Review as a
useful source and outlet of scholar-
ship to scholars both in and outside
the United States. Normative theory
has held steady at about a fifth of
papers submitted. The number of
submissions in pure formal theory is
certainly noticeable, but the shifts in
distributions between the A and B
columns of 1995-96 indicate that

approximately two-thirds of formal
theory papers also provide empirical
tests that enable their placement in
one of the substantive subfields, and
that these are divided relatively
equally among the three substantive
fields, each one gaining either four
or five percentage points. All in all,
both the discipline and the journal
appear to be slowly getting more
diverse.

Manuscripts Published

Table 4 shows field distributions
for manuscripts published since
1985. Since the data for 1996 include
articles accepted by two different
editors (the lag of accepted articles
to publication meant that all March
articles and a couple of those pub-
lished in June were accepted by the
prior Editor), trend analysis is com-
plicated. As Powell pointed out in
his last editorial report, some year-
to-year variation is random and the
small numbers mean that a yearly
difference of only a few papers pub-
lished in a field can lead to appar-
ently larger percentage point differ-
ences. The relatively large number
of international relations papers
published in 1996 seems to balance
their small numbers in the previous
two years. Normative theory is
strong but not more so than in 1992.
Consistent with previous analyses,
the decreasing dominance of Ameri-
can politics papers appears con-
firmed. But the random and small
number effects mean that future
years may reverse some of these
trends. Indeed, of the articles I ac-
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TABLE 4
Manuscripts Published by the APSR, by Subfield, 1985-96

Field

American Politics and
Public Policy

Comparative Politics
Normative Political

Theory
International Relations
Formal Theory*
TOTAL
Number of Manuscripts

1985-91

42%

16
20

10
13

100%
49

1992

34%

17
24

13
11
99%
53

1993

39%

19
18

14
11

101%
57

1994

36%

23
21

9
11

100%
53

1995

38%

18
20

6
18

100%
49

1996

30%

20
25

16
9*

100%
44

* 1996 data are coded with new system for formal theory, in which formal theory manuscripts
that also use empirical data are distributed into their substantive subfields (American Politics,
Comparative, or International Relations). See text for further discussion of this change.

cepted during this past year, some of
which will be published in the 1997
volume, 39% were in American
politics.

Somewhat fewer articles were
published in 1996 than in recent
years, but this was a temporary
anomaly caused by the editorial
transition and somewhat more space
being given to the Book Review sec-
tion. Twenty extra reviews were pub-
lished in the September issue and
two major book review essays were
published in December. A relatively
large number of articles are now in
the "revise and resubmit" process
and a larger number of accepted
articles are expected for the 1997
volume.

The Review Process

My procedures for selecting manu-
script reviewers involve extensive
consultation with members of the
Editorial Board in which I receive
indispensable assistance from the
graduate students who serve as
APSR interns. The goal of our pro-
cess is to present to selected mem-
bers of the Board sufficient informa-
tion about each paper to enable
them to play a major role in the se-
lection of reviewers.

Incoming papers are divided
among interns according to their
major fields of study. Since authors'
abstracts are often not very informa-
tive about their analyses, the interns'
work is critically important in famil-
iarizing Editorial Board members
with each paper so that they can un-
derstand and, in turn, inform me
about the issues that will be involved
in the review of the paper and the

skills and other qualifications that
reviewers should possess. Over the
course of the year, we have discov-
ered that we also need to check pa-
pers systematically for their readi-
ness to be reviewed (as I discussed
in some detail in the Editor's Notes
in the September 1996 issue).

To accomplish these goals, the
interns: (1) review papers for readi-
ness for review (inclusion of all
pages, tables, figures, and bibliogra-
phy) and conformity with APSR sub-
mission policies (e.g., length, ano-
nymity, nonduplication of other
papers or books); (2) prepare an
analysis of each manuscript to serve
as a supplement to the author's ab-
stract, focusing on findings, data,
hypotheses, and methods, where ap-
plicable, major theoretical issues ad-
dressed, relationship of the paper to
other scholarship, and obvious skills
or interests that reviewers should
have; and (3) prepare a list of poten-
tial reviewers, based on extensive
in-house research using a variety of
computerized academic citation da-
tabases, the university's on-line card
catalog, and a large database of
more than 16,000 political scientists
and other scholars maintained in the
APSR office, as well as the author's
own indication of relevant research
and bibliography. I review all of the
interns' work and may omit from or
add to the list of potential reviewers,
or add material that I want the Edi-
torial Board member(s) to know,
and then confirm to which mem-
bers) of the Board, based on their
research areas and interests, the re-
port should be sent. The intern then
(4) sends to the selected members of
the Editorial Board, by e-mail, the

author's abstract, the analysis, and
the list of potential reviewers. Some-
times that same day and almost al-
ways within two-three days, we will
have a response from the Board
member(s). These responses take
the form of discussion of the major
issues that should be considered in
the review of this manuscript, com-
mentary on the appropriateness of
each suggested reviewer for this
manuscript, suggestions for other
reviewers, information about related
publications of potential reviewers,
and suggestions for "balanced pack-
ages" of reviewers for the manu-
script. The entire package then
comes to me, and based on the in-
terns' research and the advice of the
Editorial Board, I make all the final
decisions about who will be asked to
review each paper.

We seek as reviewers scholars who
are writing in similar areas as the
manuscript under review, and v/ho
therefore have the expertise to re-
view the manuscript, and, to the ex-
tent that we can judge, those who
can be expected to provide a fair
and impartial review that neither
favors nor disadvantages the author
(or if circumstances dictate, at least
a reviewer package that will balance
these). We avoid the author's de-
partmental colleagues or previous
co-authors, those who may be partic-
ularly hostile to the author's ap-
proach, and those who for whatever
other reason we think may be un-
likely to be able to provide an im-
partial, objective, and knowledgeable
review. We usually ignore authors'
suggestions for "good reviewers,"
preferring to rely on our own re-
search process and the expertise of
the Editorial Board for choices that
are likely to be more impartial.

Approximately 1,000 reviewers
devoted their time and intellectual
energies to the APSR's peer review
process this year. It would be hard
to overstate the debt of gratitude
that we collectively owe these vital
but largely unsung contributors. As a
small measure of recognition, I de-
voted the Editor's Notes column and
six pages in the December issue to
thank by name all of the scholars
who reviewed manuscripts (many
more than one) for the APSR during
this past year.

I daresay that no editor working
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TABLES
Elapsed Time in the APSR Review Process, for Manuscripts Received August 17, 1996-August 16, 1996, and
Decided by August 16, 1996

From receipt to referee assignment
From assignment to last review

before decision
From last review to decision
From receipt to final decision

A.
Median

number of
workdays

12
48

13
59

Full Year

Number of
manuscripts

349
349

349
407

B. First Six
(Manuscripts

Months
Received

8/17/95-2/16/96)

Median
number of
workdays

13
52

16
68

Number of
manuscripts

220
220

220
251

C. Second Six Months
(Manuscripts Received

2/17/96-8/16/96)

Median
number of
workdays

9
41

7
45

Number of
manuscripts

129
129

129
156

Note: Includes only manuscripts originally received at MSU on which a final decision had been made as of the date indicated. Statistics on time
in review process are not provided for 129 manuscripts originally received at Rochester but finished processing at MSU.

alone, and certainly not I, could
come up with so many knowledge-
able and generous scholars in such
diverse fields as those in which the
Review receives manuscripts. As the
description of our reviewer selection
process makes clear, the Editorial
Board plays a decisive role in re-
viewer selection and to the (obvious-
ly very large) extent that reviewer
selection determines outcomes, the
editorial process is truly collective. I
have a cooperative and incredibly
knowledgeable Board. Nevertheless,
the large number and extraordinary
diversity of manuscripts that we re-
ceive leads me to think about in-
creasing the size of the Board some-
what in the near future to reduce
members' workloads and to increase
our depth in certain areas in which
we have begun to receive more
manuscripts than anticipated.

"Turnaround" Time

We are trying to reduce the turn-
around time to the extent possible so
that authors are not held up in pub-
lication of their research. We have
made great strides over this first year
as we have learned where the bottle-
necks tend to be and how to deal
with them. Table 5 shows four mea-
sures of time spent in various stages
of the Review editorial process. In all
cases, we use median number of
workdays to be comparable with the
reports of the last two editors.

The first measure is "from receipt
to referee assignment." As a measure
of how quickly we get manuscripts
out to reviewers once they arrive in

our office, this measure indicates the
efficiency of all parts of our opera-
tion. This process starts the day the
manuscript appears in our mailbox
and includes initial processing and
logging in of the manuscript, interns'
reading and preparation of the
manuscript analysis and preliminary
short list of potential reviewers, the
Editor's review of interns' written
package, consultation with the Edi-
torial Board about appropriate re-
viewers for each paper, decision by
the Editor of the reviewer panel,
and preparation and mailing of
manuscripts to reviewers.

The second measure is "from as-
signment to last review before deci-
sion." As a measure of the difference
between the date the papers are sent
out to the first chosen reviewers and
the date the last review before deci-
sion comes in, this indicator primar-
ily measures how quickly reviewers
respond but also reflects the persis-
tence of our reminder process.

In the case of papers that receive
poor reviews from the first two re-
viewers, this may represent the time
it takes for only these two reviews to
come in, since reviews are monitored
as they arrive and papers will be re-
jected if both of the first two review-
ers clearly so advise.3 In the case of
papers with more promising first or
second reviews, this time will repre-
sent the period until the third review
comes in.

This measure can be very low
when our initial two or three review-
ers respond within our suggested
review time of one month, but it can
be dramatically increased by review-

ers who consistently promise but fail
to send a review in or by those who
never tell us that they will not be
able to provide a review. In both of
these types of cases, papers may not
go out to substitute reviewers until
many weeks into the process. Sub-
fields in which many scholars travel
for field research are particularly
prone to reviewer delays.

We have attempted to reduce the
time papers spend in this process by
a very active reviewer reminder pro-
cess. We have instituted a new re-
minder of a postcard that goes out
approximately ten days before the
due date of a review, reminding the
reviewer that the review will be due
in a week and asking for cooperation
in getting the review in on time. If a
review is still not received three-four
weeks later, a faxed or e-mailed re-
minder is sent. If a review has still
not arrived three weeks after that,
generally a new reviewer will be cho-
sen. Occasionally, where a particular
reviewer's judgment was thought to
be extremely important, I have sent
personal e-mail reminders or tele-
phoned the reviewer, but this has
been done rarely. The reminder sys-
tem has proven extremely effective
and numerous reviewers have com-
plimented us on its efficiency in
coaxing late reviews out of them.
Reviewers seem especially to like the
early postcard reminder which prods
them along before the review is ac-
tually late. Despite our efforts, this
stage in the process is to a great ex-
tent out of our control, and we are
very dependent on the good will of
reviewers and their willingness and
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ability to provide timely reviews.
Most reviewers are very cooperative
and generous of their time and ad-
vice. Others limit their reviewing
because of great demands for their
expertise by many different journals.
Some scholars are unwilling to re-
view at all or for extended periods
while working on their own projects.
It is always disappointing when we
are informed of this, but it is even
more frustrating when it is very hard
to coax a review out of a reviewer
who has one or two papers under
review at the same time.

Apart from its other obvious ad-
vantages, using as large a reviewer
pool as we do lessens the burden on
any given potential reviewer. After
sending in a review, regardless of
whether it is early, on time, or late,
reviewers are given a "resting time"
of at least six weeks before we ask
them to review again so that even
the most active reviewers will gener-
ally review no more than four manu-
scripts per year for the Review.
(Some colleagues will recognize that
I occasionally break the "one at a
time" and "six week rest" rules, and
I hope they realize it is a compli-
ment! In some cases, Editorial
Board members are insistent that I
try to get a particular scholar as a
reviewer even though we have told
them that that individual is unavail-
able because currently reviewing or
"resting").

The third measure, "from last re-
view to decision," indicates the time
the Editor takes to make decisions
after the final review has arrived (ei-
ther two, where both indicate rejec-
tion, or three, with more positive
reviews). This includes study of the
reviews and of the paper if war-
ranted by the reviews, making an
editorial decision, and composing
and mailing a letter to the author.

Papers for which reviewers are
unanimous in their advice to reject
take little time since normally the
Editor does not do more than skim
such papers if the reviews seem rea-
sonable. Because we want authors of
such papers to be able to move on
to revision and/or submission of
their papers elsewhere as quickly as
possible, these decisions are nor-
mally handled first. Papers with
three positive reviews are also han-
dled relatively quickly so that revi-

APSR Staff: Standing, from left: Interns B. Jeff Reno, Brandon Prins, Chris Butler; Director of
Manuscript Processing and Production, Harriett Posner; Ada Finifter; Interns Matthew Kleiman,
Elizabeth Kaufer. Seated: Interns Kathleen Dowley and Mark Hurwitz. Lying down in front row:
Interns-in-training Benjamin Dowley and Rachel Hurwitz. Reno and Kaufer specialize in
Normative Theory, Prins and Butler in Formal Theory, Methodology, and International
Relations, Kleiman in Policy Analysis and Comparative Politics, K. Dowley in Comparative
Politics, M. Hurwitz in American Politics. Interns-in-training B. Dowley and R. Hurwitz are
assigned manuscripts that are non-anonymous, more than 50 pages, duplicate chapters in
forthcoming or published books, or otherwise conflict with submission guidelines, for their advice
on whether exceptions to APSR norms are warranted. Due to their early status in the training
program, turnaround time is expected to be somewhat longer than usual for these manuscripts.
Intern Sara Benesh (American Politics) and 1995-96 Interns Scott Truelove (American Politics)
and Damon Linker (Normative Theory) were unavailable for the photo.

sions of papers that are likely to be
accepted can get under way quickly
and papers ready for acceptance can
be put into production. Nevertheless,
these papers frequently take substan-
tial time for editorial review because
they require not only study of the
reviews but also a reading and evalu-
ation by the Editor, who will some-
times provide additional substantive
advice and always provides editorial
suggestions.

The papers that take the longest
in this stage of the process are those
that have conflicting reviews, usually
various combinations of "accept"
and "reject" recommendations.
More papers than I would have
imagined produce a "triple-header"
result: judgments calling papers im-
portant or outstanding, marginally
publishable, and suitable only for
unqualified rejection. Occasionally,
these result from a process in which
we have anticipated that a paper will
be controversial and have tried to
select a "balanced panel," but very
frequently they arise from three re-
viewers that we had no previous rea-
son to think would differ significantly
in their reviews. These kinds of
manuscripts can be very time-con-

suming to bring to completion be-
cause they usually require an inde-
pendent editorial judgment about
which reviews are most useful and
which of the conflicting pieces of
advice should be followed and some-
times lead to further consultation
with other reviewers or members of
the Editorial Board.

The final measure, "from receipt to
final decision," is an average of the
number of days in the process for all
manuscripts received. This figure is
smaller than the sum of the previous
measures because it also includes
papers that do not go through the
normal review process and hence are
decided upon relatively quickly. The
latter includes papers that are
judged to be inappropriate for the
Review or of such poor quality that
they are rejected without review for
substantive reasons. While these pa-
pers do not go through the normal
review process, they nevertheless
take substantial editorial time be-
cause I review all of them and fre-
quently prepare an individualized
letter for the author. "Incorrect sub-
missions" that are substantially
longer than our guidelines or that
are discovered in the initial review
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by an intern to be nonanonymous
can be handled more expeditiously.
Papers rejected or questioned for
reasons of potential duplicate or
overlapping submission, whether this
question is raised prior to review, or
called to our attention by a reviewer,
are extraordinarily time-consuming
to handle as they may involve sub-
stantial extra correspondence with
the author and comparison of the
submitted manuscript with other
publications.

Table 5, column A, provides statis-
tics on each of these four measures
for all manuscripts originally re-
ceived at Michigan State University
during the entire year (August 17,
1995, to August 16, 1996) and de-
cided by August 16, 1996 (we did
not have sufficient data in computer-
ized form to calculate comparable
figures for the 129 manuscripts in
process received from Rochester).
Table 5, column B, includes only
those manuscripts received during
the first six months (August 17,
1995, to February 16, 1996) and Ta-
ble 5, column C, those received dur-
ing the second six months (February
17-August 16, 1996). The figures in
column C indicate dramatic reduc-
tions over time in all of the mea-
sures as we have learned how to
deal with the variety of bottlenecks
that can arise at each stage. Of
course, many more manuscripts re-
ceived during the second six months
than the first six are still in process,
so these figures have more room to
rise.

Currently (Table 5, column C), it
takes less than two weeks from re-
ceipt for us to send manuscripts out
to reviewers, our reminder system
has succeeded in getting reviewers to
return reviews in an average of
about eight weeks (41 working days,
but only counting the first two re-
views for many rejected papers), the
Editor takes an average of a little
over a week to deal with papers
once the reviews are in. For papers
received during the last six months
and already decided upon, the aver-
age time in the process is now only 9
weeks (45 working days); for papers
that go through the entire normal
review process, the average is
around 11 weeks. Of course, the fig-
ures for the year as a whole and es-
pecially for papers received during

the first six months are not as favor-
able. This was the time when we
were getting organized and figuring
out how to do things, coping with a
deluge of manuscripts received after
the 1995 Annual Meeting, and deal-
ing with the Rochester manuscripts
that our reminder system and re-
viewers' return to work in the fall
very quickly moved from "in pro-
cess" to "ready for decision." All of
this created a backlog that had flow-
through effects throughout the year.
But we continue to work assiduously
to keep turnaround figures as low as
possible. Total turnaround time for
the full year is lower than reported
for any of the previous four years,
and data for the most recent six
months are slightly better than were
reported during the legendary
Patterson years, despite the fact that
we received 107 more manuscripts
than the average for his editorship, a
25% higher submission rate.

Acceptance Rates

The calculation of journal accep-
tance rates is somewhat akin to the
calculation of response rates in sur-
veys: The numerators are clear—
respondents actually interviewed and
manuscripts actually published—but
the devil is in the denominators. It is
the received wisdom that the Review
publishes only about 10% of papers
received.4 Indeed, the editor's letter
for papers rejected attempts to con-
sole authors with this dismal accep-
tance rate. However, decomposition
of the statistics suggests that while
getting a paper accepted in the Re-
view is no mean feat, the picture
may not be quite as bleak as it ap-
pears.

Calculations of acceptance "ra-
tios" typically use a denominator of
all manuscripts received, as given,
for example, in the total submissions
numbers reported in Table 1 of this
report (Powell 1995, Table 3,
note**). For example, over the en-
tire term of the previous Editor, a
total of 422 manuscripts in Compar-
ative Politics were received and 41
appeared in the 4 volumes published
during 1992-95, yielding an accep-
tance ratio of 9.7%. But, as dis-
cussed above, the "manuscripts re-
ceived" figures are really "workload"
figures since they include not only

new manuscripts but also invited revi-
sions of manuscripts previously
counted as new submissions. This
means a manuscript that is first
given a "revise and resubmit" deci-
sion, and is later resubmitted, has
been entered into the denominator
twice.

Imagine one journal whose editor
doesn't "do" "revise and resubmits"
but either accepts or rejects on the
first round. The journal receives 500
new manuscripts per year and ac-
cepts 50 for an acceptance ratio of
10%. Now imagine the same journal
with a less decisive editor and a new
policy. This editor has the same
amount of room and is also going to
publish only 50 papers, but is more
lenient in giving authors an opportu-
nity to revise and, hypothetically,
gives all 500 submissions a "revise
and resubmit." All the hopeful au-
thors send in revisions so the editor
now reports 1,000 manuscripts re-
ceived, but since s/he can still accept
only 50, the calculated acceptance
ratio drops to 5%. In some sense,
these really are different. At the
least, the editor has made twice as
much work for her/himself and the
reviewers and has in some sense
considered 1,000 different manu-
scripts. But it is hard to ignore that
we started with 500 authors who
have made smaller or larger changes
in their manuscripts, and 50 of them
are being published. On a common-
sense basis, this appears to be a 10%
acceptance ratio. Notice also that
the larger the number of revise and
resubmits oifered, the farther the
calculated acceptance ratio departs
from the common-sense one; had
the editor offered opportunities to
revise and resubmit to only 250
manuscripts, the total manuscripts
received would have been 750 and
the calculated acceptance ratio,
6.7%. This leads to a strange para-
dox: As long as the total number of
submissions is used for the denomi-
nator, the editor who is willing to
put more of her/his (and the review-
ers') time into manuscripts so as to
give each one the greatest potential
chance of being published, and
therefore offers more opportunities
to revise and resubmit, winds up
with the lower acceptance ratio for
the total group.

Acceptance "rates" for individual

December 1996 765

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500046059 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500046059


Association News

years may also be given; Powell cal-
culated this as "acceptances divided
by acceptances plus rejections plus
revise/resubmit, for manuscripts re-
ceived from July 1 to June 30. Pend-
ing manuscripts are not included"
(Powell 1995, Table 3, note*). The
example is given of 495 manuscripts
received in 1994-95. With decisions
having been made on 378 of them by
the end of the period and 97 pend-
ing, 378 is used as the denominator.
Given 33 acceptances among those
manuscripts, the acceptance rate for
1994-95 is given as 8.6%, contribut-
ing to the "not quite 10%" common
wisdom of APSR acceptances.

Actually, it is difficult to interpret
the acceptance "rate" for any given
year since the decisions on many
revise and resubmits are not yet
made; while they are counted in the
denominator, the ultimate decision
will also surely place many of them
in the numerator as well. Thus, the
numerator seems too small or the
denominator seems too large, or
both. While an argument can there-
fore be made to exclude "revise and
resubmits" from the calculations un-
til final decisions are made, this line
of thought, too, is confounded, be-
cause some of these papers will
never actually be returned. That
suggests that they do belong in the
denominator and not in the numer-
ator because they were submitted
and will never be accepted, but
they have really been effectively
withdrawn by their authors rather
than rejected by the editor. Never-
theless, the formula effectively
turns them into rejects.

Calculations to present one "ac-
ceptance rate" for the APSR get very
complicated because so few manu-
scripts are accepted on the first
round and therefore there are rela-
tively many "revise and resubmits"
inflating the denominator, further
complicated by the fact that not all
manuscripts invited for revision actu-
ally come back. But the prospect of
a serious article being published in
the Review if an author takes advan-
tage of the opportunity to revise and
resubmit is probably at least some-
what larger than the ratios and rates
usually given suggest.

It may be useful to think of
"rounds" of manuscripts and to
present breakdowns of results by

round: The first round is composed
of new manuscripts on their initial
submissions, the second of first revi-
sions, and the third of the less fre-
quent, but not exactly rare, second
revisions. Of first-round (i.e., "new")
papers received this year, I accepted
only 1% without any revision, but I
offered opportunities to revise to
28%. Of second-round (i.e., first revi-
sion) papers I reviewed this year,
29% were accepted and 45% were
offered opportunities to revise a sec-
ond time (26% were rejected). Of
the small number of third-round pa-
pers submitted, 63% were accepted.
Of course, these particular second-
round papers are not all drawn from
this year's first round (in fact, most
were not), and there are fewer sec-
ond-round papers than opportunities
to resubmit were offered to the cur-
rent crop of first-round papers; simi-
larly, the third-round papers are not
all drawn from this year's second
round, and there are fewer third-
round papers than opportunities of-
fered this year to second-round pa-
pers. Obviously, the different
numbers on each round reflect the
different populations involved but
that, inevitably, some authors invited
to resubmit will not, also complicates
the acceptance rate for a journal
that almost never accepts without
revision.

That there are two editors in-
volved, and that their criteria for
revise and resubmits may have been
different, and the fact that the fig-
ures presented do not track individ-
ual manuscripts through the various
rounds, suggests that it is probably
prudent to avoid trying to calculate
the current (i.e., this year's) accep-
tance rate. Even taking into account
all of these complications, the num-
ber of articles I have accepted in this
first year is still too small to provide
a reliable estimate by extrapolation
to the future. Moreover, large num-
bers of papers are in the potential
revise and resubmit stage (i.e., revi-
sions have been invited but not yet
received). Authors may be better
advised to consider the round-by-
round figures presented above and
to follow through with revisions
when the Editor is encouraging than
to base their decisions on the leg-
endary 10% and become excessively

discouraged when a paper is not ac-
cepted on the first round.

Formatting and Physical
Appearance of the Review

We have made numerous small
changes in the formatting and physi-
cal appearance of the Review that we
hope will make it more convenient
to read. To increase space for arti-
cles and book reviews, blank pages
between sections have been elimi-
nated. In Volume 90, this space has
been allocated to more information
about the methodology of the arti-
cles, technical appendices, and addi-
tional book reviews. The importance
of the Book Review section is recog-
nized by giving its contents more
prominence through placement with
the regular article Table of Contents
rather than in the inner pages of the
journal and listing the names and
affiliations of book review authors at
the beginning rather than the end of
each review. Forthcoming articles
are now listed at the end of the Ta-
ble of Contents, rather than in an
editor's note on an inner page fol-
lowing the articles, and the Editor's
Notes have been moved to the be-
ginning of the journal with other
front matter and Instructions to
Contributors, to which they fre-
quently relate.

We have switched to a more open
type font ("Dutch") that makes the
appearance of the printed page
somewhat less dense and more read-
able than the font formerly used
("Palatino"). We now place notes at
the bottom of the pages rather than
at the end of articles, give authors'
affiliations and addresses in a note
on the first page of each article, pro-
vide issue identification in citations
to periodicals, provide page numbers
for each issue on the spine of the
journal, and, on the pages of the
Review, have moved page numbers
from the bottom center to the bot-
tom outside edges of pages to facili-
tate location of particular pages. We
have also made some minor changes
to the formatting and appearance of
tables and figures to improve read-
ability and aesthetics.5 We hope the
experience of reading the Review has
become somewhat more convenient
as a result of these changes.
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TABLE 6
Books Received, September 1995-July 1996

Subfield
Books

Received

Books Reviewed or
Scheduled for Review

N %

American Politics and
Public Policy

Comparative Politics
Political Theory
International Relations
TOTAL

637

641
326
357

1961

1%

184
140
100
620

30.9%

34.8%
42.9%
28.0%
31.6%

Communication with Readers,
Authors, and Reviewers

The APSR's procedures should not
be a "black box;" we have attempted
to increase communications with all
of our constituencies—authors, re-
viewers, and readers—to the extent
possible consistent with the main
task of providing timely editorial
decisions for the very large number
of manuscripts we receive.

We engage in extensive communi-
cations with authors and reviewers
by e-mail and are frequently able to
resolve problems in submissions very
quickly in this manner. I have also
acted as an e-mail go-between when
a reviewer wants more specific infor-
mation from an author; this has en-
abled very quick resolution of some
problems that might otherwise have
required additional "revise and re-
submit" stages. I intend to increase
communication with all of our con-
stituencies through the Editor's
Notes section, which has been given
more prominence by its move to the
front of the journal. In each issue,
these notes have focused on some
topic of potential interest to authors,
reviewers, or readers in general. In
my first issue, March 1996, I dis-
cussed what is probably on every-
one's mind with a new editor: what
would be the continuities and/or
changes in editorial policy and in the
format of the Review. In June, I pro-
vided an overview of the review pro-
cess and announced our new web
site. In September, I discussed some
problems that arise with submissions
and clarified our policy on "dupli-
cate or overlapping submissions." In
December, I focused on the tremen-
dous service provided by reviewers
and thanked by name the approxi-
mately 1,000 scholars who reviewed

manuscripts during the first year of
my editorship. As time permits and
issues arise, I hope to continue these
mini-reports to our readers.

The APSR home page on the web
is http://www.ssc.msu.edu/~apsr/ Our
goal is to provide the complete table
of contents, including book reviews, of
each issue as soon as the galleys have
been proofread (approximately six to
eight weeks before the printed version
appears in readers' mailboxes). For
each issue, at this same time, we also
give the complete text of the Editor's
Notes, the abstracts for each article
and, for those articles containing
them, a complete list of tables and
figures. We also provide biographical
and other information about our Edi-
torial Board and staff, and our review
procedures. We have just posted there
the list of approximately 1,000 scholars
who reviewed for us during this past
year.

The web page is an extremely im-
portant means of communication to
our readers and potential readers on
a worldwide basis, and I am very
interested in expanding it in ways
that will be attractive and useful. For
example, I expect to provide the full
contents of the APSR Style Manual
when the revision we are working on
right now is finished. One of the
most interesting possibilities is to
publish on the web page material
that APSR authors wish to include in
articles, such as data, supplementary
analyses, extensive technical proofs,
and so forth but which are too
lengthy to include in the printed Re-
view. At present, however, we have
no extra personnel or budget to de-
vote to the web page and given the
press of regular business and the
record number of manuscripts we
have been receiving, it has been im-

possible to give it all the attention it
merits. If members find this service
useful, we would hope that addi-
tional resources can be found to im-
prove and expand upon it.

Book Review

Mark Lichbach of the University
of Colorado was appointed as Book
Review Editor for a one-year term
during the last year of the editorship
of Bing Powell. This seemed an ex-
cellent choice, and I was pleased
that he accepted my invitation to
remain as Book Review Editor. As
well as producing a large number of
individual book reviews, Professor
Lichbach has commissioned a num-
ber of very interesting and exciting
review symposia. Two major review
essays appear in the December 1996
issue. One reviews research on black
politics and the other on social
movements, and each essay covers
six books. Both essays are extremely
interesting, and we expect them to
generate a great deal of attention.

The Book Review office continues
to receive an enormous number of
books. In recent years, approxi-
mately 2,000 books per year have
been received by the Book Review
Editor and the trend continued this
year with 1,961. Table 6 shows the
books received from September 1995
to July 1996 by field. Repeating past
patterns, nearly twice as many books
are received in American Politics/
Policy and in Comparative Politics
than in either Political Theory or
International Relations, and a some-
what higher percentage of books are
reviewed in Political Theory than in
any other field.

Because of the great interest in
the book review section of the jour-
nal, a higher percentage of invita-
tions were extended than in previous
years. This is also helpful in creating
a small backlog that enables us to
allocate a larger number of reviews
to particular issues when space is
available. Even so, because of the
limitations on printed pages in the
Review, determined by the Council
budget for the Review, we can only
issue invitations for fewer than one-
third of the books received. Inevita-
bly, given our size limitation, many
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TABLE 7
Books Reviewed, by Issue and Field, September 1995-September 1996

Issue

September 1995

December 1995

March 1996

June 1996
-

September 1996

American

21.5%
(17)

30.7%
(23)
36%
(27)

37.5%
(30)

25.0%
(25)

I bmparative

26.6
(21)
30.7
(23)
30.7
(23)
28.8
(23)
26.0
(26)

Theory

22.8
(18)
21.3
(16)
22.7
(17)
22.5
(18)
25.0
(25)

IR

29.1
(23)
17.3
(13)
10.7
(8)
11.3
C)
24.0
(24)

Note: Ns include books reviewed in review essays and both multiple and single book reviews.
Percentages across: rows sum to 100%.

books written by members cannot be
reviewed.

Table 7 provides data for books
reviewed in the fields of American
politics, comparative politics, politi-
cal theory, and international rela-
tions in the five issues from Septem-
ber 1995 through September 1996.
While there are fluctuations from
issue to issue, of the approximately
400 books that were reviewed, 30%
of the reviews were in American pol-
itics, 28% in comparative politics,
23% in theory, and 19% in interna-
tional relations.

The major goal of the Book Re-
view Editor is to review books that
make significant contributions to
scholarship in their respective fields
in political science. Obviously, he is
unable to read each of the 2,000
books that are received each year
and logistical problems of sending
out 2,000 books and expecting them
to be repackaged and sent back
makes submission of books to an
external editorial committee for ad-
vice impractical. Therefore, the
Book Review Editor uses a variety
of indicators to judge a book's po-
tential value and the ability of a re-
viewer to produce a review that will
be informative and useful. These
indicators, of course, have many ex-
ceptions.

The five basic criteria give priority
to: (1) books by political scientists
rather than non-political scientists
because they more directly address

questions in our discipline; (2) singly
or co-authored books rather than
edited collections because they are
usually more thematic and easier to
review; (3) original research rather
than textbooks because the Book
Review has traditionally been most
concerned with original contribu-
tions to scholarship; (4) books with
mostly original material rather than
books that contain many reprinted
journal articles and book chapters;
and (5) university press books over
non-university press books.

These are not absolute criteria.
There are books that are important
for us to review that are written by
sociologists, economists, and philoso-
phers because they directly engage
the literature in political science. An
edited collection might have a strong
theme and set a standard for a field.
Texts in areas of emerging interest
to the discipline might be of broad
interest to political scientists in gen-
eral. Prominent researchers some-
times publish books that represent
an accumulation of their work and
that allow a review of the wider im-
plications of their research. Finally,
non-university presses publish many
fine books. Judgment, as always, is
indispensable. The Book Review Ed-
itor is assisted in his decisions about
which books to review by the APSR
Book Review interns and by col-
leagues in his department.

I concur with former editor Powell
in his assessment that "being editor

of the APSR is . . . the best job in
the world—except that there's just a
bit too much of it!" (Powell, 1995,
764). While following more or less
the format of previous editors' re-
ports here, and presenting mainly
"just the facts," I hope some of the
challenge and fascination of the job
comes through—if not here, then
perhaps in the Editor's Notes in the
Review. It is surely one of the most
interesting things I have ever done.
That, as Bing Powell says, I do more
of it than I might sometimes choose,
seems to go with the territory.

I welcome any reader comments
on this report, on our editorial pro-
cedures, or on any other aspect of
the APSR itself.

Notes
1. Beginning with papers received in aca-

demic year 1996-97, we have added the new
analytic method category of "small N, hypoth-
esis testing." These are not quantitative pa-
pers but neither are they properly classified as
interpretive. In general, their authors compare
a small number of units (e.g., several urban
areas or countries) with theory testing or de-
velopment rather than description as the goal.
Some of these can also be thought of as "case
studies."

2. Thanks to Paul Wolberg for database
programming to produce Tables 2, 3 and 5 of
this report.

3. Since the figure omits date calculations
for the third review in the case of manuscripts
rejected on the basis of the first two reviews,
this measure actually underestimates average
reviewer response time.

4. Actually, the previous two editors have
both reported overall acceptance rates of 11%
(Powell, 1995, Table 3).

5. Special thanks are due Harriett Posner
for her numerous suggestions and valuable
advice on these changes.
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