
I submit this report at the end of my
second year as editor of the APSR.

Before turning to the specific business
at hand, I want to acknowledge the 
contributions that numerous individuals
made to the operation of the APSR
during 2002–2003. Conspicuous among
these individuals were Assistant Editor
Elizabeth Cook; APSR Editorial Interns
Todd Andrews, Jason MacDonald, Allen
McDuffie, Stephanie McNulty, and
Misty Olsen; the 44 members of the
APSR Editorial Board and especially 
the members of the Executive Commit-
tee (Neta Crawford, Darren Davis,
Robert Goodin, Kirstie McClure, James
Morrow, and Sven Steinmo); staff mem-
bers too numerous to list at the APSA
office, George Washington University,
and Cambridge University Press; the 
authors who submitted their papers; and
the hundreds of reviewers who donated
their time, knowledge, and skill to as-
sessing these submissions. 

I also want to note briefly two events
during 2002–2003 that had a major 
impact on the APSR. The first of these
was the appearance of the APSA’s new
journal, Perspectives on Politics. Be-
cause Perspectives on Politics is some-
thing of a work in progress at this
point, it is impossible to say exactly
how the intellectual division of labor
between it and the APSR will evolve in
the medium to long term. What is cer-
tain as of now is that the book review
section, formerly an integral component
of the APSR, has moved to Perspectives
on Politics, and that the APSR’s former
March-June-September-December publi-
cation schedule has changed to 
February-May-August-November. 

The second event was a site visit to
our editorial offices by a team consist-
ing of the Executive Committee of the
APSR Editorial Board. Following this
visit, which was undertaken at my re-
quest, the team prepared and submitted
to the president of the APSA an interim
report in which it assessed the perform-
ance of the editor and staff, conveyed
its thoughts about various APSR-related
issues, and offered several specific 
recommendations. Subsequently, the site
visit team also drafted surveys to be
completed by authors, reviewers, and
readers, and plans to incorporate the 
results of these surveys into its final 
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report. I am pleased to acknowledge
publicly my gratitude to the site visit
team for the way it has approached this
task and for the helpful recommenda-
tions it has provided (almost all of
which were implemented as soon as
they were received).

A year ago, in my first annual report
as editor of the APSR, I summarized
several new or revised reviewing pro-
cedures that we had established and I
documented trends in manuscript 
submissions, processing, and outcomes
(Sigelman 2003). Due to disruptions
associated with the September 11 
attacks and their aftermath, during
2001–2002 we faced even greater chal-
lenges than would normally beset an
editorial office in its first year of oper-
ation. As we headed into our second
year, it seemed likely that we would be
settling into a more “normal” mode of
operation. What seemed less certain
was just what “normalcy” might entail.
For example, during 2001–2002 we
had experienced an extraordinary surge
in submissions. Would that greatly 
enhanced manuscript flow prove to be
a one-year “spike” or would it become
the new norm?

Submissions and Processing

The Number of Papers Submitted
As described in my first annual re-

port (Sigelman 2003), my hope and ex-
pectation when I was named editor was
that we would quickly begin to receive
more manuscripts than had previously
been submitted to the APSR, especially
from parts of the discipline that had not
been well represented in the APSR’s
pages. Toward that end, the Editorial
Board and I took special steps to publi-
cize our eagerness to receive more sub-
missions than the APSR had gotten in
the past, our efforts to ensure that the
review process would run as it should,
and our aspiration to publish the best
article-length work across the full range
of the discipline. Whether as a result 
of these efforts or for other reasons,
submissions increased dramatically 
during 2001–2002: depending on how
submissions are counted, they rose by 

44% (total submissions) or by 56%
(submissions of new manuscripts) in
one year—an unprecedented rate of
growth!1

It would have been unrealistic to 
expect another huge increase in submis-
sions during 2002–2003 over the record-
setting level of 2001–2002. The real
question was whether what occurred in
2001–2002 was a one-time-only phe-
nomenon, in which case submissions
would revert to their status quo ante
levels once the market cleared. The 
answer, as shown in Table 1, is that
submissions showed no signs of abating
during 2002–2003. Indeed, they in-
creased again, though not by nearly as
much as in the preceding year. During
the 52 weeks since the end of our last
reporting period (August 14, 2002), the
total number of manuscripts that we
handled rose from 615 to 672, a 9% 
increase, and the number of new manu-
scripts we received rose from 509 to
546, an increase of 7%.

In sum, the dramatic increase in 
submissions that the APSR experienced
in 2001–2002 was not a one-time 
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Table 1
Number of Papers Submitted

Number of Submissions

Year Total Original

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 540 391
1995–1996 533 420
1994–1995 495 NA
1993–1994 480 NA
1992–1993 487 NA
1991–1992 479 NA
1990–1991 438 NA
1989–1990 428 NA
1988–1989 447 NA
1987–1988 391 NA
1986–1987 427 NA

Source: Sigelman (2003) and the
sources cited therein for all the data
presented in this report.



As noted above, when I assumed the
editorship, one of my major goals was
to attract not only a greater number,
but also a greater variety, of submis-
sions, so that the APSR’s pages would
be open, in fact as well as in form, to
work representing the substantive and
analytical diversity of our discipline.
Although the figures shown in Table 3
could certainly be interpreted as indi-
cating that progress in that direction
has been slow, I want to offer a differ-
ent perspective on what has occurred.
As a case in point, consider “small-N”
analyses. At first glance, the difference
between the 2% that such submissions
constituted in the 1995–2000 period
and the 5% that they constituted during
2002–2003 may not seem like much.
Bear in mind, though, that the total
number of submissions was much
larger in 2002–2003 than it had been
in earlier years, so “small-N” submis-
sions became, in effect, a somewhat
larger proportion of a much larger pie.
In raw numbers, whereas during the
1995–2000 period the APSR received,
on average, only about half a dozen
“small-N” submissions per year, in
2002–2003 we received two dozen. In
terms of the likelihood that “small-N”
research would actually be published 
in the APSR, that is a noteworthy 
difference. More generally, given the
very substantial increase in the 
number of submissions during the last
two years, the figures in Table 3 
actually mask considerable progress 
in attracting papers that represent 
fields and/or approaches previously 
under-represented in terms of submis-
sion to, and publication in, the 
APSR.

occurrence. Submissions continued to
rise during 2002–2003, though certainly
not at the same rate as they had the
year before. I interpret this continuing
but more moderate growth rate as a
healthy sign. A reversion to lower sub-
mission levels would have been disap-
pointing, but a continuation of the ex-
plosive growth of 2001–2002 would
have been too much of a good thing;
with available personnel, it would have
proven very difficult for us to process
that many more manuscripts in a timely
and efficient manner. 

Turnaround Times
Another positive development during

2001–2002 was that even though we
handled a record number of manu-
scripts, processing times were substan-
tially faster than had been the case in
the past. By the middle of our editorial
office’s first year of operation, our
“shake-down cruise” seemed to be over
and the review process was running 
efficiently and predictably. That being
the case, I considered any further
quickening of the pace of the review
process unlikely, especially if the 
volume of submissions continued to
grow. 

That expectation proved to be accu-
rate, for, as Table 2 indicates, the median
number of elapsed workdays at each step
of the review process remained virtually
constant from 2001–2002 to 2002–2003.
For the second consecutive year, I am
pleased to report that, on average, the re-
view process lasted only two months
from the day we received a manuscript
until the day we mailed the decision let-
ter to the author. Only rarely (certainly
less than 5% of the time) did a review
process drag on for a period that I
would consider problematic. 

The Mix of Papers Submitted
Arrayed across analytical approaches

and fields, the distribution of papers sub-
mitted to the APSR during 2002–2003
closely resembled the 2001–2002 distri-
bution. The overall proportion of 

“formal” and/or “quantitative” submis-
sions held constant at 69%, though there
were some shifts from one subcategory
to another (a lower percentage of “for-
mal” submissions and higher percentages
of “quantitative” and “formal-and-quanti-
tative” submissions). “Small-N” submis-
sions, virtually non-existent in the recent
past, accounted for a larger share of the
submissions, but still constituted only
5% of the papers we received. “Interpre-
tive/conceptual” papers fell off by a few
percentage points, largely reflecting a
drop of the same magnitude in the “nor-
mative theory” category. Roughly a third
of the papers we received focused on
American politics and a quarter fell into
the comparative politics category; 15%
or so represented the international rela-
tions field and a like percentage consid-
ered issues of normative theory; the rest
were evenly divided between formal the-
ory papers not elsewhere classified and
papers about research methods. The 
latter percentages all fell close to their
2001–2002 counterparts. Because many
papers were difficult to classify, I 
would caution against attaching much
importance to minor inter-category dif-
ferences or year-to-year differences in
proportions.
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Table 2
Elapsed Time (Median Number of Workdays) in the Review Process

Phase of Review Process 2001–2002 2002–2003

From receipt to reviewer assignment 1 1
From assignment to last review 39 40
From last review to decision 0 0
From receipt to decision 39 39

Table 3
Distribution of Papers Submitted by Approach and Field (%)

Approach

Formal and Interpretive/
Year Formal Quantitative Quantitative Small N Conceptual Other

2002–2003 9 50 10 5 25 1
2001–2002 17 45 7 1 29 2
1995–2000 13 48 7 2 30 0

Field

American
Politics Comparative International Normative Formal

Year and Policy Politics Relations Theory Theory Methods

2002–2003 34 26 16 13 6 6
2001–2002 30 25 14 17 8 6
1995–2000 38 23 12 18 6 2
1991–1995 35 22 12 21 10 0
1985–1991 41 17 10 19 13 0



Outcomes
Of every 100 first-round decisions

that I made during 2002–2003, 88
were rejections based on the recom-
mendations of reviewers. Two more of
every 100 first-round decisions (labeled
“incorrect” submissions in Table 4)
were notifications to the submitting au-
thor that I was unwilling to open the
review process on their paper because
the authorship of the paper had not
been rendered sufficiently anonymous,
or because the paper far exceeded our
length limit, or because its formatting
was wildly at variance with our guide-
lines (e.g., it was set up in a font far
too small to expect reviewers to toler-
ate). In every such instance, this sum-
mary rejection letter invited the author
to fix the problem and submit a cor-
rected version of the paper, and with-
out exception that invitation was ac-
cepted. One out of every 100 decision
letters informed the author that in my
judgment the paper was so inappropri-
ate for the APSR that no purpose
would be served by sending it out for
review; I wrote only five such letters 
in all.

In sum, only eight of every 100 of
my first-round decisions were “posi-
tive,” in the sense of holding the re-
view process open by inviting the au-
thor to revise the paper for further
consideration, accepting a paper subject
to some final conditions, or accepting
it unconditionally. I spent a great deal
of my time conveying bad news to 
authors.

Rather than going into detail about
the outcomes of subsequent rounds 
of the review process, I will note that
these outcomes followed directly from
the principles that I applied and the
practices that I followed in the first
round of the process. During 2002–
2003, I continued to make very sparing
use of “revise and resubmit” invitations
and to resist any temptation to pile one

such invitation on top of another. Thus,
I invited resubmissions only when the
reviewers expressed genuine enthusi-
asm about a paper and only when the 
required revisions were relatively nar-
row in scope; papers that were deemed
competent but incremental or were
seen as requiring “back to the drawing
board” changes were almost invariably
rejected, though on a few occasions I
did bow to the reviewers’ great enthu-
siasm for a paper that needed truly
major revisions or to their judgment
that an unusually well-crafted analysis
deserved to be published even though
it may not have been a truly major
breakthrough. Reflecting these princi-
ples and practices, I either accepted,
conditionally accepted, or rejected
every revised resubmission; that is, I
never offered a second “revise and re-
submit” invitation. Nor was it at all
common for me to reject a revised re-
submission. Of all the revised resub-
missions on which the review process
was completed during 2002–2003,
more than 85% were accepted. I would
prefer to report that that figure was
100% rather than 85%, but on occasion
the optimism that produced a 
“revise and resubmit” invitation turned
to disappointment with the revised 
paper.

In almost every instance, my initial
acceptance of a paper was conditional
rather than final. In accepting a paper
conditionally, I advise the author (1)
that I will assess the new version my-
self rather than send it out for further
review, and (2) that I will accept it as
soon as I receive a version that settles
any remaining issues. Most often, the
point of the remaining revisions is to
improve the accessibility and appeal of
a paper by reworking its introductory
and concluding sections and/or by edit-
ing the text to enhance readability; on

some occasions, straightforward and
specific substantive matters also require
attention.

An obvious question is whether cer-
tain types of papers fared better than
others. The key question in this re-
spect is how many papers representing
each approach and field were accepted
for publication during 2002–2003. Ar-
rayed across approaches, the 46 papers
that were accepted broadly followed
the distribution of the papers that were
received, though with some gaps. As
can be seen by comparing Tables 2
and 5, formal and/or quantitative pa-
pers constituted 63% of those ac-
cepted, close to the 69% that were
submitted. Compared to submissions,
purely quantitative papers were numer-
ically underrepresented and interpre-
tive/conceptual papers were numeri-
cally overrepresented among those
accepted. The cross-field deviations
were more substantial, with interna-
tional relations and normative theory
papers picking up the slack from
American politics papers. Lest these
patterns be viewed as manifestations
of an editorial bias against quantitative
analyses and research on American
politics, I hasten to add that those are
precisely the categories into which
most of my own work falls. If
pressed, I could provide some tentative
accounts for these gaps, but rather
than speculating about them at this
point, I would prefer to note that (1)
because no such patterns were evident
during the preceding year and (2) be-
cause I am unaware of any new bias
that may have intruded into our review
process during 2002–2003, (3) I tend
to regard these as one-time blips that
are unlikely to recur in years to come.
In any event, we will continue to
monitor these patterns to determine
whether they continue in 2003–2004.
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Table 4
Outcomes in First Round of
the Review Process (%)

Outcome 2002–2003
Reject, incorrect 

submission 2.1
Reject without review 1.0
Reject 88.3
Withdrawn by author 0.4
Revise and resubmit 7.6
Conditional accept 0.4
Accept 0.2

Table 5
Distribution of Papers Accepted, 2002–2003 (%)

Approach

Formal and Interpretive/
Formal Quantitative Quantitative Small N Conceptual Other

11 37 15 4 33 0

Field

American Formal
Politics Comparative International Normative Theory

and Policy Politics Relations Theory n.e.c Methods

15 24 24 24 4 9



pending final changes would count as three
submissions, not one. In terms of assessing
workflow, this counting rule is not at all 
unreasonable, for in the example just given,
several separate review processes would have

been conducted. For “new” or “original” sub-
missions, by contrast, that sequence would 
be counted as a single submission, not as
three.
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Note
1. “Total submissions” count successive re-

submissions of the “same” paper separately.
For example, a paper that was submitted, re-
vised and resubmitted, and then finally resub-
mitted following its conditional acceptance


