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Ronald ROgOWSki, Managing Editor

Daniel Treisman, Interim Managing Editor (2007-08)

for the APSR Editorial Collective at UCLA

his report was the first to be

prepared by the UCLA-based

team of co-editors that took

over leadership of the Review

inJuly 2007 from Lee Sigelman,
who had edited it for the previous six years.
Here we report on the j ournal’s operations
during the year from July 1, 2007, to June 30,
2008, including both decisions made dur-
ing the early months by Lee, as he closed
up shop, and those made by the new team.
Because revisions often take authors many
months to complete, the time span between
original submission and final acceptance of
an article can be long. As a result, the issues
of the journal published between mid-2007
and mid-2008 owe at least as much to Lee
as they do to us—indeed, of the articles
accepted during those 12 months, 83%
either had been accepted by Lee or came
to us as revised versions of papers he had
initially handled, almost all of which we
accepted. So our first task is to acknowl-
edge the extremely important contribution
Lee made to the publication in this tran-
sitional year, even as he was beginning a
well-deserved rest. We are grateful to Lee
for all his help, and our respect for his man-
agement skills only increases with time.

Besides Lee, many others made vital con-

tributions to the Review's operations last year.
We would like to thank: senior editor Joseph
Riser; last year’s cohort of editorial assistants
or “EAs” (Sarah Leary, Rebekah Sterling,
and Kristen Kao, who joined us mid-year);
professors Ken Schultz and Liz Gerber, who
helped fill a temporary gap by joining us as
half-time co-editors for the second half-year;
the members of the Review’s Editorial Board;
the always helpful staff at APSA’s national
office and at UCLA (in particular, Cindy Love
and Brett Nighman); the UCLA administra-
tion, which made a major contribution to
the journal’s budget; the authors who sub-
mitted their papers; and the reviewers who
donated their time, expertise, and good will
to assessing these submissions.
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SUBMISSIONS AND
PROCESSING

The Number of Papers
Submitted

The 2007-08 year witnessed a
dramatic jump in the number of
submissions. New submissions
came to 778, an increase of a lit-
tle over 30% compared with the
last previously reported full year
(2005-06).* Total submissions—
which include also those man-
uscripts resubmitted after revi-
sions—were also higher, at 829.
Our best guess is that the web-
based submission system that
was introduced concurrently
with the change in editorship in
July 2007 accounts for the jump
in submissions, in part because
it makes it easier for scholars
from other countries to submit
to the Review. As can be seen
from Table 1, submissions had
been increasing, albeit at a slow-
er pace, in previous years.

Turnaround Times

Transitioning to a collegial sys-
tem of editing at the same time
as switching to a web-based edi-
torial system presented chal-
lenges. As can be seen in Table 2,
the average processing time for
manuscripts from receipt to first
decision in 2007-08 was just
over three months. (We caution
that this figure cannot be com-
pared directly to the turnaround
times in previous reports, since
previous practice was to pro-
vide the median rather than the
mean and to measure the time
in working days rather than cal-

Table 1
Submissions per Year
YEAR NUMBER OF SUBMISSIONS
Total New
2007-2008 829 778
2006-2007 619 543
2005-2006 692 596
2004-2005 623 538
2003-2004 611 523
2002-2003 672 546
2001-2002 615 509
2000-2001 427 327
1999-2000 461 346
1998-1999 536 393
1997-1998 537 411
1996-1997 540 301
1995-1996 533 420
Table 2

Elapsed Time in Review
Process, 2007-08

PHASE OF AVERAGE NUMBER
REVIEW PROCESS OF CALENDAR DAYS
From receipt to editor assignment 20.1

From editor assignment to first 12.0
reviewer assigned

From editor assignment to first 76.2
decision

From receipt to first decision 96.3

endar days. Our best estimate is that our
median time from receipt to first decision
in working days was 68, compared to 45 in



Table 3

Distribution of Papers Submitted (%)

APPROACH
YEAR Formal Quantitative Formal and Quantitative SmallN Interpretive/Conceptual Other
2007-2008 14 49 8 2 25 2
2006-2007 11 55) 4 2 24 4
2005-2006 14 51 5 2 23 4
2004-2005 13 52 6 1 27 1
2003-2004 1 51 8 2 26 2
2002-2003 9 50 10 5 25 1
FIELD
American Comparative International Normative Formal Race, Ethnicity,
YEAR Politics Politics Relations Theory Theory Methods & Politics Other
2007-2008 26 21 17 14 7 4 3 8
2006-2007 31 31 15 15 5 3 n.a. n.a.
2005-2006 37 25 17 15 2 3 n.a. n.a.
2004-2005 38 26 15 14 4 4 n.a. n.a.
2003-2004 32 30 16 12 1 9 n.a. n.a.
2002-2003 34 26 16 13 6 6 n.a. n.a.

2005-06.) We are working to speed up pro-
cessing wherever possible without sacrific-
ing quality.

In particular, we have been trying to
reduce the initial delay between receipt of
manuscripts and their assignment to co-edi-
tors. This is the period during which our edi-
torial assistants conduct technical checks on
the manuscripts (for instance, making sure
that they meet length requirements, that all
graphs and figures referred to are actually
there, and that they are properly “blinded”)
and research a preliminary list of possible
referees, which the handling co-editor then
consults in making decisions on what refer-
ees to invite. Faced with the large increase
in submissions—much of which came in a
massive burst in the first months—we found
ourselves under-budgeted for editorial assis-
tants, which meant that the backlog of sev-
eral weeks that emerged in our first month
of operations proved very difficult to reduce.
With APSA’s help, including money for addi-
tional EAs, we have begun addressing the
problem. The total time from receipt to first
decision was lower in the second half than
in the first half of the year. A less tractable
problem, which we know we share with other
journals, is growing “reviewer fatigue,” which
becomes most problematic when a series of

potential referees all decline (often after sig-
nificant delay) to review a given paper.

The Mix of Submitted Papers

Categorized by primary analytical approach,
the mix of papers submitted this year was
quite similar to that in the last reported
full year. Seventy-one percent used either
formal modeling, quantitative methods, or
both, compared to 70% in 2005-06. A quar-
ter of the submissions used approaches
classified as interpretive or conceptual. As
in the past, the review continues to receive
very few papers conducting small-N com-
parisons. Not too much significance should
be attributed to small differences across
years in these figures, since many papers
could reasonably be classified in different
ways.

In the classifications by sub-field, we
added the two new categories this year, Race,
Ethnicity, and Politics and Other, for papers
thatlie beyond the bounds of any of the tra-
ditional sub-fields. Moreover, submitting
authors now choose their category, whereas
previously the editor or editorial assistants
did the classifying. This makes it somewhat
difficult to compare the proportions across
years. There was probably a decrease in the
share of submissions in American Politics,

and perhaps a smaller decrease in Compara-
tive Politics. However, since many of the

papers now classified under Race, Ethnic-
ity, and Politics and Other might under the

previous system have fallen under American

Politics or Comparative, the change may be

more apparent than real.

OUTCOMES

The outcomes of the review process show
considerable continuity with previous
reported years. The proportion of papers
rejected after full-scale review was 84.2%,
very close to the figure of 83.6% in 2005-06.
Slightly fewer than 6% were invited to
revise and resubmit, compared to 7.2% in
thelast reported year. (Within the year, the
dynamic increased, with revise and resub-
mit invitations being given out slightly
more frequently in the second half-year.)
The mix of papers accepted during the

year is shown in Table 5. We note with some
concern the high acceptance rate (compared
to the submission rate) for papers using
quantitative methods and the relatively lower
acceptance rate for interpretive or conceptual
manuscripts. However, we would repeat Lee
Sigelman’s customary warning on interpret-
ing such figures: “I would caution against
making too much of annual fluctuations,
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which are subject to the idiosyncrasies of
fitting complex papers into simple categories
and the small number of cases on which these
percentages are based,” and would reiterate
that five-sixths of these acceptances were in
fact “inherited” by us from Lee. Contrary
to popular perception, the rates for differ-
ent categories tend to vary quite signiﬁcant-
ly from year to year. In the last previously
reported full year, for instance, the imbalance
was in the opposite direction—conceptual/
interpretive papers were accepted at a rate
much higher than the rate of submissions.
At the same time, because of the long lead
time between initial submission and final
acceptance of revised manuscripts, the accep-
tances in any given year reflectin large part
editorial decisions made many months ear-
lier, and can be sensitive to random clusters
of high-quality submissions of particular
types. We have, nevertheless, been reviewing
our practice carefully to ensure that papers
in all categories are given scrupulously fair
consideration.?

We continue to refine our collegial edi-
torial model but are convinced it yields bet-
ter (or, at any rate, fuller) suggestions for
revision, as well as published articles that
are more accessible to a broad range of the
profession. It is also more work, and at the
same time more rewarding, than we had
imagined. m

CONGRESSIONAL FELLOWSHIP REPORT

NOTES

1. Submission statistics for the year 2006—07 were
generated for Tables 1 and 3 at UCLA some
months after editorial offices were closed at
George Washington University and using the
APSR’s transferred database. They cover only 10.5
months, due to a change in annual reporting peri-
ods (now July 1 through June 30). Annualized sub-
mission statistics for that same year would equal
707 and 621 for “total” and “new,” respectively.
Thanks go to UCLA political science graduate stu-
dent Rebekah Sterling for the additional database
research and compilations.

2. The annual report for 2008-09 is expected to

Table 4

Outcome of the First
Round of the Review
Process (%)

OUTCOME 2007-2008

Reject, incorrect submission 3.2

Reject without review 6.1

reflect a sharp, corresponding increase in the per- Rejectand withdrawn 84.2
centage of non-quantitative manuscripts accepted Invite R&R 59
in the six months after this first-year report was
originally prepared, bringing the mix for the full Conditional accept 0.6
year—so far, closer to that of recent past years.
Accept 0.0
Table 5
Distribution of Papers Accepted 20072008 (%)
APPROACH
Formal and Interpretive/
Quantitative Quantitative SmallN Conceptual Other
70 4 9 4

FIELD
American Comparative International Normative = Formal Race, Ethnicity
Politics Politics  Relations Theory Theory Methods  &Politics Other
30 22 26 9 13 0 0 0

A Dissertating Fellow

William Curtis Ellis, 2008-09 Congressional Fellow

nlike most APSA CFP partici-

pants, I am not a mid-career aca-

demic, journalist, federal employ-
ee, or health care professional. Tam a Ph.D.
candidate in political science, smack in the
midst of my dissertation research, which
generated job-search needs that are quite a
bit different than my colleagues. Most are
here on a sort of sabbatical from their cur-
rent career or even seeking to explore a pos-
sible career change. They are looking for
positions that will immerse them in the life
of a congressional staffer, some even desir-

William Curtis Ellis is a Ph.D. candidate in political sci-
ence at the University of Oklahoma’s Carl Albert Congres-
sional Research and Studies Center.
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ing the 70-hour-a-week “Hill lifestyle.”

I, on the other hand, am seeking to
immerse myselfin congressional institutions
and process, while maintaining enough free-
dom to pursue various forms of qualitative
dissertation research to supplement existing
theoretical and quantitative sections, as well
as provide additional insights that I would
have missed without this experience. As ITwas
told by my dissertation chair on countless
occasions, “make sure they know you are
not there to be a 60-hour-a-week, full-time
staffer. Your first priority is to move the dis-
sertation!”... Yes, Sir! Some of my grad school
colleagues even viewed this great opportunity
as a potential, unnecessary burden. They
often asked, “Why would youwant tolose a

year to D.C.? Are you sure you will be able to
move the dissertation forward and it won’t
just be lost time?”

Of course, these fears seem minor when
compared to the possible benefits of such an
experience. Many political scientists never
set foot inside the Beltway, and for that, our
work often suffers. Not to mention the career-
long benefits to myself, and the institutions
Iwork for, by having thoroughly established
“Hill” relationships. I am grateful for this
opportunity. I certainly had to take a slightly
different approach to the interview process
and be more open with potential office place-
ments about my constraints. But I do not
now, nor see myself in the future, regretting
the decision to participate in APSA CFP for



