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TABLE 7
APSA National Salary Scale 1994-95

APSA Position

Political Scientists:
Executive Director
Deputy Director
Program Directors

Non-Political Scientists:
Program Managers
Senior Administrative

Asst.
Administrative Asstistant;

Building Manager
Secretary, Receptionist
Clerk

Equivalent
Government

Grade

SES
15

13-14

11-12
9-10

7-8

4-6
1-3

1994
Federal

Salary Scale

92,900-115,700
69,427- 90,252
49,947- 76,733

35,045- 54,601
28,964- 41,466

23,678- 34,094

17,086- 27,696
12,406- 19,789

1994-95
APSA
Grade

8
7
6

5
4

3

2
1

1994-95
APSA

Salary Scale

84,000-99,500
63,000-89,000
47,000-33,000

33,500-43,000
27,500-39,500

21,000-34,000

18,900-28,500
16,800-19,900

Number of
Employees
FT PT

1
1
2 1

4
3

5

4
1

Daniels, Naomi Lynn, and Jack
Peltason) for the generous gift of
their time and wise counsel and, in
particular, to Jim Caporaso for his
stewardship and excellent advice to
the incoming treasurer.

Report of the Managing
Editor of the American
Political Science
Review, 1993-94

G. Bingham Powell, Jr.,
University of Rochester

These reports have usually fo-
cused on quantity, equity, and
timeliness in the review and publi-
cation process. They provide useful
and (relatively) comparable infor-
mation about these dimensions of
our activities. Yet, they tell only
part of the story. They say little
about our efforts to achieve quality.
I begin this report by discussing in
more depth our efforts to attain
quality in two areas: We seek to
provide analyses that help authors
improve manuscripts that are re-
jected for publication at the Re-
view. We also attempt to publish in
the Review itself manuscripts that
meet the highest standards of the
discipline today.

Advice on Rejected
Manuscripts

The Seminar by Mail: The Refer-
ees. When I began my term as
APSR Managing Editor, I had

hoped at least to continue, or even
improve, the APSR tradition of giv-
ing useful advice to authors of
manuscripts that we do not publish.
This is an important service to the
discipline, especially as we reject
90% of the manuscripts and take
3-4 months to do it. We hope this
is not just wasted time. I thought
there would be two elements in
achieving this. One element would
be the solicitation of good panels of
referees, including on every panel
at least one referee with necessary
technical skills and at least one
slightly more distant from the im-
mediate research. Ideally, then, the
rejected author learns from these
referees how his or her reported
scholarship is being seen by the
best scholars directly in his or her
field, also learns about reception by
a slightly broader audience, and
receives advice on any technical
difficulties.

These principles are much easier
to state than to implement. It is
particularly hard to get a balanced
panel. Moreover, at any given time
many referees will be in use, which
means that the ideal reader may
not be available, especially at cer-
tain times of the year. We try not
to send a manuscript to a referee
who has another of our manu-
scripts or who has returned an
evaluation in the last six weeks.
Also, a few—but fortunately very
few—highly regarded scholars sim-
ply refuse to participate in the ref-
ereeing process. (I find it hard to
be sympathetic when they submit a
manuscript and have taken to tell-

ing them so.) By consulting the Ed-
itorial Board on virtually every
manuscript, I think we have gener-
ally done a good job with referee
selection, especially in getting tech-
nically qualified people on the pan-
els of referees. We have drawn into
the review process many young
scholars, largely recommended by
experts on the Editorial Board,
whose work is just becoming
known. Their help is especially im-
portant for manuscripts using new
techniques of analysis with which
many of their better known senior
colleagues may not be familiar.

I think that the make-up of
most—but admittedly not all—of
our panels would withstand expert
scrutiny as at least a reasonable
approximation of what is desirable.
Still, the quality of the reports
themselves depends on the efforts
of the reviewers. Some referees
deliver superbly thoughtful, even
creative, reviews that would be of
great help to any scholar's research
program. The majority provide
solid advice and analysis that
should help authors understand the
reception of a given paper, its per-
ceived strengths and limitations.
Some, unfortunately, provide much
more perfunctory comments, which
are frustrating to both author and
editor. In a few cases these reviews
are accompanied by (or consist of)
brutal and gratuitous negative com-
ments that serve no useful purpose.
I sometimes delete the most painful
of these; in other cases I cannot do
so without having the author mis-
read the nature of the recommenda-
tion. In the latter cases I attempt at
least to apologize for the referee's
ill-temper. Naturally, I tend over
time to try to eliminate those refer-
ees that provide unhelpful reviews.

Sometimes, by the way, referees
reprimand me for sending them a
manuscript that is not "worthy" of
their time and effort. In a few cases
they are right, and I should have
known enough to reject the manu-
script without review. Mostly, they
are not right; it is particularly
amusing to receive such a letter in
conjunction with at least one other
report in which the referee espe-
cially liked the paper and consid-
ered it superb. (This happened
twice in 1993-94.) In any case, I
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try to remind my referees that if
they do not review a weak paper, it
may have to go to a less competent
reader—who may like it.

In general, the referees do a re-
markable job and one which serves
the profession well. I think that the
"seminar by mail" does largely
constructive work, even while
90% of the manuscripts are being
rejected.

The Seminar by Mail: Editor's
Comments. I initially hoped also to
contribute to improving the quality
and research programs of scholar-
ship that must be rejected by offer-
ing helpful analysis from the Man-
aging Editor. I do try carefully to
interpret the reviews for the au-
thor, especially when the referee
gives me additional comments.
However, I have found it impossi-
ble for me to read every manu-
script submitted to APSR. The
most I can do is briefly to skim
them to see that the referees are,
indeed, talking about the right
manuscript. In the cases where
manuscripts receive two clearly
negative reviews, (about a third of
all submitted manuscripts, as noted
below), I rarely add further per-
sonal input. I wish I could do
more, but this is a choice that has
emerged in allocating my time.

In cases of manuscripts receiving
some encouraging reviews, I try to
read, or at least glance at, the
manuscripts as well as the reviews,
and usually give the author my own
suggestions and interpretation. The
extent to which I can do this use-
fully depends on the field. In some
fields I can do quite a bit, if only to
place the referee comments in the
context of other reviews I see on
similar work. In other fields (partic-
ularly in formal theory and norma-
tive theory), I can only comment
on the accessibility of the work to
the nonspecialist. In all cases when
I offer advice, I try to preface it
with acknowledgment of my limita-
tions in an area.

Manuscripts That Seem Likely
Candidates for Publication

I read as carefully as I can all
articles that emerge from the ref-

eree process as likely candidates
for publication in the Review.
When I encourage an author to re-
vise and resubmit a manuscript, I
try to give clear signals about what
I think are the strengths and weak-
nesses of the manuscript and to
which referees I would return on a
second round. (We usually return
to the two less favorable referees
and one new referee.) I try not to
give such encouragement unless I
think the odds of acceptance are at
least 50/50. In cases where the
odds seem less than that, but I can
see ways to revise that might give
an interesting manuscript a real
chance, I offer a "soft" rejection
that leaves open the possibility of
reviewing a substantially revised
version. I suggest possible (or nec-
essary) lines of approach if I can.
On the other side, if the initial ref-
eree support is unanimous and
strong (a pretty rare event), I still
try to advise the author on any re-
spects in which I think the manu-
script could be strengthened, even
if I do not make changes a require-
ment for acceptance.

I find that I spend a great deal of
time working with "soft reject,"
"revise/resubmit," or "nearly ac-
cept" manuscripts. Sometimes I
have been able to put authors in
touch with leading technical ex-
perts to help them rework their
technical analyses; this has resulted
in marked improvement in substan-
tively interesting, but technically
flawed, manuscripts. Sometimes, I
have been able to make a contribu-
tion myself, which is deeply satis-
fying, although of course the effects
are almost always marginal. I al-
ways press authors to take seri-
ously the advice of thoughtful ref-
erees, whether or not they seem
sympathetic.

It is hard to know how much of
my work results in improvement of
the articles. It clearly results in
changes in many articles, although,
again, much more in some fields
than in others. (I have learned
through painful experience that my
advice in normative theory is as
likely to be harmful as helpful to
manuscripts that will go back to the
referees, and I try to warn the au-
thors to that effect.) I think most
papers are better after serious revi-

sion, and most of the manuscripts
that receive encouragement will be
published elsewhere, if not ulti-
mately in the Review.

Authors have been generous with
comments of appreciation for my
efforts at advising them, although
by the nature of the situation I can-
not take their comments too seri-
ously. (If they appear in the notes,
these thanks are always deleted
before publication.) At times I have
put authors through very hard work
by requiring revisions, and even
re-revisions before publication.
They have shown remarkable toler-
ance of my intervention, under-
standing, (I hope), that my efforts,
however misguided, are aimed at
the common objective of improving
the final product, not personal grat-
ification. (I certainly hope this is
true.)

Ultimately, as revealed by this
account, I have come to choose as
my personal priority the publication
of the best papers in the Review,
rather than more complete partici-
pation in the "seminar by mail."
(However, I have spent a lot of
time with some manuscripts that
seemed likely candidates, but were
ultimately rejected.) "Best" means
not only survival in a review pro-
cess of the best scholars, but im-
provement of the original manu-
script to achieve the highest quality
it can achieve.

Beyond my efforts to encourage
substantive quality, I also work to
try to improve the accessibility of
the manuscripts to our readers.
Sometimes this is a matter of lan-
guage and organization; often it has
to do with presentation of figures
and tables. Our copy editor,
Michael Lane, and Associate Edi-
tor Linda Lindenfelser also work
hard, (often, but not exclusively, at
a more fine-grained level), to im-
prove the readability of manu-
scripts. Most authors accept these
efforts with grace and even appreci-
ation.

There is no immediate, reliable,
valid test of success in publishing
quality. We must let the case rest
in the hands of the current readers
and, beyond, in the development of
the discipline over the next decade.
It is satisfying to participate (even
in a limited way) in some of the
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most exciting scholarship currently
underway. Thus, we are intrinsi-
cally rewarded for our efforts. We
hope that the Review also bears
positive traces of them.

The Flow of New Manuscripts
Table 1 shows the absolute num-

ber of manuscripts received in
1993-94, as well as the distribution
across subfields of political science.
The flow of new manuscripts con-
tinued at very much the same rate
as in my two previous years as
Managing Editor, about 480 manu-
scripts a year. The average for the
last five years of Patterson's editor-
ship is shown in data column 1.
The comparison suggests about a
10% increase in submitted manu-
scripts.

All the totals in Table 1, includ-
ing those of the previous periods,
include revisions of previously sub-
mitted manuscripts. About 90% of
the manuscripts are being seen for
the first time, while the remainder
are revisions of manuscripts previ-
ously submitted. The table does not
include seven manuscripts that
could not be classified as political
science and were rejected for that
reason.

The distribution across subfields
also remains fairly consistent. In
comparison to the earlier period we
are seeing slightly fewer manu-
scripts in American politics and
formal theory, slightly more in the
other fields, especially comparative
politics. But most of the differences

are slight. As we are receiving
more total manuscripts, the decline
in American politics amounts to
about ten fewer manuscripts a
year. The increase in comparative
politics had already begun towards
the end of Patterson's term; the
increase in normative political the-
ory does reverse a slight pattern of
decline. Depending on the year we
consider, the increases in compara-
tive and normative theory amount
to 20 or more manuscripts a year.

I should add that while in most
cases the classification of manu-
scripts is fairly straightforward, a
number of manuscripts cut across
two (or even more) fields. It seems
to me that this is a growing ten-
dency across all the subfields. This
tendency is, doubtless, healthy for
political science, but troubling for
this kind of classification. I have
tried to classify the manuscripts in
terms of the predominant thrust of
the manuscript and the main com-
munity of readers that it is trying to
address.

The Acceptance of
Manuscripts

Table 2 shows the distribution
across fields in manuscripts pub-
lished or scheduled for publication
in 1994. The increase in APSR
space following the 1992 format
change (to the 8V2 by 11 inch paper
size) made possible an increase in
the number of articles, while also
increasing the size of the Book Re-
view. Although I am fighting a per-

TABLE1
Distribution of Manuscripts Submitted to the APSR by Subfield in
1985-1991 and from 1991-92 to 1993-1994

Subfield

American Politics and
Public Policy

Comparative Politics
Normative Political Theory
International Relations
Formal Theory
Total

Number of Manuscripts

Average
1985-1991'

41%

17
19
10
13

100%

426

1991-1992

34%

20
21
14
10
99%

479

1992-1993

37%

20
24
9

10
100%

487

1993-1994

34%

24
21
11
10

100<S

480

•Calculated from Patterson, Bruce, and Crone 1991, p. 766, Table 1. Average number in-
cludes only last five years. Manuscripts submitted include both new manuscripts and revi-
sions of previously submitted manuscripts. In the three most recent years there were 50.
47, and 46 revisions respectively.

petual, and seemingly hopeless,
battle to limit the size of manu-
scripts, thus far the increase in
space is being consumed by more
articles, not longer ones.

As usual, the distribution of pub-
lished articles across fields roughly
shadows the distribution of submit-
ted manuscripts. It is worth noting
that the majority of published
manuscripts go through a "revise
and resubmit" stage, so in some
cases a substantial lag can appear.
But it is roughly fair to say that
publication of manuscripts in a
given field responds above all else
to the number of manuscripts sub-
mitted in that field.

Table 3 shows equity in a differ-
ent way, by presenting acceptance
rates by subfield. Calculation of
these rates is somewhat problem-
atic, as explained in previous An-
nual Reports. The numbers shown
here for my editorship are based on
the decisions made in a given year.
Thus, for 1993-94, we received a
total of 480 political science manu-
scripts. By August 15, decisions
had been made on 391 of those,
while 89 (including most of the 55
received in June) remained pend-
ing. The table reports acceptance
rates by field among the 391. The
small numbers here inevitably
mean more year-to-year fluctuation.
In fields like international relations
and formal theory, which receive
about 10% of submitted manu-
scripts, an acceptance of four
would yield a 10% acceptance rate;
an acceptance of five would yield a
13% acceptance rate, while an ac-
ceptance of three would yield
"only" a 7% acceptance rate!
Given these small numbers, the
acceptance rates across fields are
highly consistent. The over-all rate
of 10% is similar to that under
Patterson's editorship. Although we
are receiving more manuscripts, we
have had about the equivalent
amount of additional space for pub-
lishing them.

The Time to Process
Manuscripts

In previous Annual Reports I
have described the process we use
to select a panel of referees for
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TABLE 2
Distribution of Manuscripts Published by the APSR by Subfield in 1985-91
and 1992, 1993, 1994

Subfield

American Politics and Public Policy
Comparative Politics
Normative Political Theorv
International Relations
Formal Theorv
Total

Number of Manuscripts

1985 91*

42'.i
lh
20
10
13

101':;.

49

1992

M%
17
24
13
11
991?

53

1993

39%
19
IK
14
11

101%

57

1994

36'*
23
21
9

11
iom
53

"Calculated from Patterson, Bruce and Crone, p. 766, Table 2: their figures are based on
decisions made in the given academic year, not on date of receipt or publication; average
total manuscripts excludes 1990-91. for which only 31 new decisions were reported.

each manuscript. The basic process
was unchanged this year. The pro-
cess led us to mail 1,576 manu-
scripts and requests for advice to
1,109 individuals. About 30 political
science manuscripts were rejected
without review, often for excessive
length. These figures are roughly
comparable to last year's.

Role of the Editorial Board. Again,
the help of the Editorial Board
members in advising on the selec-
tion of referees for almost all newly
submitted manuscripts was of great
value. Their dedication can be
pointed up by reporting that 74% of
their replies came within three days
of our inquiry; another 12% came
in the next two days (i.e., 86% of
replies came within a week); 96%
had arrived within 10 days. Many
of these replies included not only
evaluations of our suggested refer-
ees, but additional suggestions and,
often, thoughtful analyses of appro-

priately balanced panels. A few
also raised points of potential con-
cern about the approach described
in the manuscript or warned us of
conflicts of method or personality
within a particular subfield. Such
comments were extremely helpful
to us in choosing referees for other
manuscripts in the subfield, as well
as in the specific case. To help
avoid delays, advice was more fre-
quently sought from multiple mem-
bers of the Editorial Board than
had been true in the past.

Elapsed Time Statistics. Table 4
shows our report of the Elapsed
Time in the review process. Having
wrestled with these numbers for
several years now, I must empha-
size the difficulty created by the
"moving target" nature of the sub-
ject. I cannot be sure about the
comparability of figures across edi-
tors or journals, because a good

TABLE 3
Publication Acceptance Rates by the APSR by Subfield in 1985-1991 and
in 1991-92, 1992-93, 1993-1994

Subfield

American Politics and Public Policy
Comparative Politics
Normative Political Theory
International Relations
Formal Theory
Overall

Number of Decisions

1985-91*

11'-;
1 1 ';•;.

\v.
1 1 <•«

13'i
.. \\ci

na

1991-92"*

15*7
Wi
11^
I8S
14Cf-
13'if

356

1992-93**

13'*
10«
9'-;

I8'S
143-
I3'Y

382

1993-94**

11%
12%
10%
7%

12%
10%

391

'Calculated from Patterson, Bruce and Crone, p. 766. Table 3. Figures based on decisions
in a given year, not on date of receipt or publication.
"Percentages are acceptances divided by acceptances plus rejections plus revise/resubmit,
for manuscripts received from July 1 to June 30. decisions made as of mid August. Pending
manuscripts are not included. (E.g. for 1993- 94, 480 political science manuscripts had been
received; decisions had been made on 391, of which 41 were accepted, while 89 remained
pending, as of August 15, 1994.)

deal depends on just which statistic
is reported for which period. The
figures for referee replies and for
final decision time are both highly
dependent on the chosen time
frame and statistic. If we use sim-
ple averages (means), the monthly
times for response diminish steadily
over the year. (This is because the
figures for last fall can include out-
liers that are over six months old,
while any early summer manu-
scripts that have completed the full
review cycle are, by definition, go-
ing to have a short review time.)
Including even a handful of June
manuscripts in an August report
will give a very optimistic picture
for the year ending June 30.

Medians are far more reliable for
two reasons: (1) they are not af-
fected by the extreme outliers of
either the very slow reviews or
those not reviewed at all; (2) as
soon as half (plus one) of the
manuscripts received in a month
have been evaluated, we know
what the median time for that
month will be (it is the time of the
last manuscript in, if exactly half
plus one have arrived). Therefore,
working on August 15, we can usu-
ally calculate accurately the median
for each month for the first 11
months and have a number that
would not change if we analyzed it
again later.

Because of the greater reliability,
in my view, of the median I have
calculated Table 4 using the medi-
ans for all the months in which half
(plus one) of the manuscripts had
been returned. For 1993-94 this
was the first 11 months. I have av-
eraged those 11 monthly to get the
yearly numbers. I have broken
down Patterson's reported figures
into the three years he reported
medians and the three years he re-
ported means. I have not been able
to ascertain exactly which months
within each year are included.

The data in Table 4 show that
our performance falls well short of
the remarkable record achieved by
Patterson. I am quite confident that
even the most comparable calcula-
tions would reveal the same fact.
However, we continue to make
gains, especially in handling the
manuscripts in the initial review
process. The median manuscript
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TABLE 4
Elapsed Time in the APSR Review Process (Work Days)

Processing
Stage

From receipt to
referee assignment

From assignment to
last review

From last review
to decision

From receipt to
final decision

1981-
1982

—

—

71

1982-
1983

—

—

64

Average
1985-1988

(med)

7

45

4

55

Average
1988-1991

11

40

7

52

1991-
1992

26

44

9

72

1992-1993
(med)

22

41

5

65

1993-1994
(med)

16

41

5

63

Note: 1981-82 and 1982-83 are the first two years of the Zinnes editorship. Data from
Zinnes 1983, pp. 811-812. Intermediate stages were not reported by Zinnes. 19K5-1991 are
the Patterson editorship; data from Patterson, Bruce and Crone, Table 4. p. 768. Data from
Zinnes and Powell are converted to working days (absolute calendar days arc multiplied by
5/7), for consistency with Patterson. 1992-93 and 1993-94 are based on the months for
which over half the manuscripts were completed and medians available at the time of
report (9 months in 1992-93 and 11 months in 1993-94.)

that is reviewed now spends about
three weeks in our office before it
is sent out for review. In that time
the following steps have been com-
pleted:

(1) the manuscript has been logged
into our records and assigned a
number;

(2) it has been assigned to an
APSR intern;

(3) the intern has read the manu-
script;

(4) the intern has classified it as
appropriate for review or
turned it over to me for a deci-
sion to reject;

(5) the intern has prepared a de-
scription and a proposed list of
available referees, checked
these with me, and faxed them
and the author's Abstract to at
least one member of the Edito-
rial Board;

(6) the intern has received the re-
sponse^) and recommended
referees to me;

(7) I have chosen the referees;
(8) letters to the referees have been

prepared and mailed.

Recall that two new manuscripts
are arriving and entering this pro-
cess each business day!

I am grateful to my APSR in-
terns, to Associate Editor Linda
Lindenfelser, and to the Editorial
Board members for their efforts in
reducing these processing times.
For all or part of 1993-94 the in-
terns were Frank Bell, Jay Good-
liff, Nikolai Mikhailov, and Ethan

Zorick. I think that these times are
approaching the best one can rea-
sonably expect using this process.
The process of consulting the Edi-
torial Board is going to take about
a week longer than working only in
the local office and department. (By
the way, the mean for this part of
the process is also 16 working
days, reflecting the relatively uni-
form handling of manuscripts.)

The median time in the total cy-
cle—from receipt of the manuscript
until mailing an editorial decision—
for the manuscripts received in the
first 11 months of 1993-94 was 63
working days (88 total days), or
about three months. While we are
not proud of these numbers, which
remain over a week and a half
longer than the figures reported by
Patterson for 1985-88, they seem to
be acceptable by current standards
in political science. As suggested
above, I continue to believe that
the benefit of the advice from the
Editorial Board is, at least for me,
worth an extra week of processing
time.

Another View of Processing Time.
Another way to look at processing
time is to consider it from the point
of view of the authors submitting
manuscripts and the reviews they
receive. One way we speed up the
processing of manuscripts is to
monitor the nature of the incoming
referee reports. When two reports
are received that recommend either
outright rejection or the category

"Marginal importance/extensive
revisions needed," I examine the
reviews. If they are, indeed, nega-
tive, I reject the manuscript at that
point. Although I read the reviews
carefully, I do not ordinarily read
these manuscripts myself. If a third
review arrives later, it is sent to the
author. This procedure was also
used by previous editors and is, I
would guess, fairly standard in po-
litical science. (I do not know
whether most editors read these
manuscripts.) In most cases, the
"rejection with two" cases are
handled promptly. Of course, no
system is perfect and it is always
possible that two consecutive read-
ers had a day in which they were
blind to the possibilities of a manu-
script. But in the great majority of
cases I think these decisions are
accurate, and waiting for a third
report would not change the deci-
sion.

In the first 11 months of 1993-94,
we received 424 political science
manuscripts. Of these, 387 were
sent out for full review. Of those
sent for full review, 152 were de-
cided on the basis of two reviews,
while 212 received three reviews
and 23 remained pending on August
15. Assuming, fairly reasonably,
that almost all those remaining
pending will be decided on the ba-
sis of three reviews, we could say
that the manuscripts sent out for
review fell into two general catego-
ries, the 39% that were rejected on
the basis of two reviews and the
61% that required a third review.
The median processing time on the
former was about 50 business days,
a little over two months, compared
to the 63 days (three months) for
all manuscripts shown in Table 4.

To look at the manuscripts that
take a long time for reviews, we
can only consider the first part of
the year. Examination of the manu-
scripts for the first seven months of
the year, showed that of 268 manu-
scripts received in July-January, 23
either had taken over 180 days be-
fore a final decision was reached or
were still pending and going to take
that long. This is about %Vi% of the
manuscripts received in this period.
Most of us in political science
would consider this an excessively
long time for a decision. I certainly

December 1994 763

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500042128 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500042128


Association News

FIGURE 1
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share that view. The full distribu-
tion of times until a decision was
made is shown in Figure 1.

I can summarize Figure 1 briefly
in this way. A small number of
manuscripts are rejected in a very
short span of time, almost always
within a month. This is the 9% bar
at the far left of Figure 1. Authors
of these manuscripts are, I think,
receiving an appropriate processing
response; although they are not
necessarily happy with it, most ac-
cept it. Many of those rejected for
length are resubmitted later.

Of the manuscripts sent out for
review, over a third receive an ex-
peditious, but negative, decision for
which the median time is a bit over
two months. These manuscripts
make up the bulk of the cases in
the next two bars of the graph.

The largest number of manu-
scripts, about half of them, receive
decisions in a period between three
and six months, based on three re-
views. These decisions are a mix-

ture of acceptances, rejections,
"soft rejections," and encouraged
"revise and resubmits." By far the
largest numbers, of course, are re-
jected. For this group of authors
we process the manuscripts reason-
ably efficiently, although it would
be nice to do better. As shown in
Figure 1, the bulk of the manu-
scripts receive decisions in the
61-90 or 91-120 day periods (these
are calendar days), that is, in four
months or less. Seventy-four per-
cent of the manuscripts have been
decided by the end of the fourth
month. (Preliminary comparative
analysis of our first two years sug-
gests that last year only 66% of the
manuscripts had been decided by
the fourth month, and in 1991-92,
only 57%.) Some 10% of all manu-
scripts are decided in the fifth
month; another 7%, in the 6th
month.

A very small, but painful, subset
of manuscripts, about 8V2% in the
first seven months of 1993-94, wait

over six months for a decision. As
we see in the last two bars of Fig-
ure 1, 4% are in the seventh
month. The last bar reflects all ad-
ditional months; there are a couple
of manuscripts in most months up
to a year. Of the 23 manuscripts in
the over 6 months (180 calendar
days) categories, three were ac-
cepted, two received encouraging
revise/resubmits, fifteen were re-
jected, and three remain pending
(despite our best efforts.)

These manuscripts are the most
frustrating for both authors and edi-
tors. They seem to fall into two
types. In one, the problem is
drawn-out consecutive cancella-
tions by referees. When the cancel-
lations take a long time, (as when
we do not discover the reader is
out of the country until the absence
of response to our cards and letters
leads us to call after three months),
a couple of sequential cancellations
creates a refereeing disaster. In
1993-94, at least, manuscripts that
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entered the referee process in the
early summer were particularly
subject to this problem, (9 of the 23
manuscripts taking over 6 months
for a decision were submitted in
July), as are comparative politics
manuscripts (8 of the 23). More
unusually, an occasional manu-
script just receives many cancella-
tions. Although only about one ref-
eree in four cancels on average, we
have had manuscripts that have
taken 11 or 12 referees in order to
get three evaluations.

The second problem occurs when
we only gradually infer that a ref-
eree is not going to respond. By six
months the lagging referees have all
received reminder postcards, let-
ters, and several telephone calls
from the Associate Editor. Fre-
quently, we add another referee.
But we don't usually do this when
we have spoken to the first referee
and he/she promises us that a re-
view will be forthcoming very
soon. We tend to believe these
promises, which are usually ful-
filled. But when they are not, a ref-
eree can "string us along" for sev-
eral additional months with
repeated promises before we see
the light and replace him or her.
This is especially a problem when
the referee has been highly recom-
mended for the manuscript because
of unusual substantive or method-
ological expertise that makes him/
her difficult to replace.

We continue to work to avoid
the problems of excessive time to
decision through monitoring, re-
placement of referees, and even

initially sending to four referees
when we have doubts about prompt-
ness. Preliminary analysis of our
records for the first three years
suggests that in 1991-92, lH/2% of
the manuscripts took longer than 6
months to decide; and that in 1992-
93, the figure was 10V2%, compared
to the 8V2% in 1993-94. But these
difficulties are very hard to over-
come. I do offer my most sincere
apologies to those authors who
have suffered from them.

Book Review
I am deeply grateful to Melissa

Collie for her fine efforts over the
past three years as Book Review
Editor. It is a difficult and impor-
tant job, which she has handled
with great skill. Melissa is continu-
ing to edit the Book Review Sec-
tion through the March 1995 issue
of the APSR, which goes to press
in late September. The incoming
Book Review Editor, Mark Lich-
bach of the University of Colorado,
has been receiving, evaluating, and
assigning referees for all new books
submitted for review since Septem-
ber 1 and will be editing all mate-
rial to appear in the June 1995
issue. I look forward to working
with him.
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Errata: 1994-96 APSA
Directory of Members

Alexander, Herbert E., Ph.D.,
Yale University

Beck, Paul Allen, E-mail:
tsl449@ohstmvsa

Dunn, Charles DeWitt, Arkadel-
phia, AR 71923. Add to geo-
graphic index under Arkadelphia,
Arkansas.

Herrnson, Paul S., Associate Pro-
fessor, Phone: 301-405-4123,
Ph.D., University of Wisconsin-
Madison

Ravenhill, John, E-mail:
raven@coombs.anu.edu.au.

Russett, Bruce M., New Haven,
CT 06520-8301. Phone: 203-432-
5233

Sabato, Larry J., Delete from index
of minority members under the
heading of American Indian.

Watson, Cynthia, E-mail:
watsonc@ndu.edu
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