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ABSTRACT Dissemination of journal submission data is critical for identifying editorial bias,
creating an informed scholarly marketplace, and critically mapping the contours of a
discipline’s scholarship. However, our survey and case study investigations indicate that
nearly a decade after the Perestroika movement began, political science journals remain
reserved in collecting and releasing submission data. We offer several explanations for this
lack of transparency and suggest ways that the profession might address this shortcoming.

Political scientists publish their work in scholarly jour-
nals for a variety of reasons. Ideally, they want to
share their knowledge with others, and prosaically,
they aim to gain employment and achieve tenure and
promotion within a department, as well as obtain

higher status within the discipline. Publication in the profes-
sion’s top journals remains an important evaluative metric for
success in political science.1

Journal rankings inform both external evaluators (e.g., hiring,
promotion, and tenure committees) and the discipline itself about
which journals score highest on a number of indicators, including
their impact on the field and their reputation among peers. One
aspect of journal publishing that remains understudied is trans-
parency. At the most basic level of transparency, a journal will
gather and make accessible summary information about its sub-
mission and review processes, such as the average amount of time
it takes to inform an author of a first decision (turnaround) and
the journal’s acceptance rate. More transparent journals go fur-
ther by releasing data on the types of submissions they receive
and the personal characteristics of the authors who submit manu-
scripts. These data are broadly useful for both authors and edi-
tors: political scientists under pressure to publish understandably
want to know what attributes might reward an article with pub-

lication; journal editors want to ensure that no biases influence
their final manuscript decisions.

This article explores two questions: (1) How transparent are
the top political science journals in releasing submission data? (2)
How does transparency in releasing journal submission data ben-
efit political science journals specifically, and the profession gen-
erally? To answer these questions, we first surveyed the editors of
the top 30 political science journals on their journals’ record-
keeping practices and then examined in greater detail the records
of one political science journal, American Politics Research (APR).

ANALYZING AND RANKING JOURNAL OUTPUT

Editorial Bias and Journal Transparency
One major question—Are manuscripts from particular fields or
using certain methodologies privileged over others in gaining
publication?—formed the basis for the Perestroika movement, our
discipline’s most recent tumult. This movement asserted that the
discipline’s top journals, particularly the American Political Science
Review (APSR), discriminated against manuscripts employing qual-
itative methods.2 The charge of editorial bias3 against a journal—
meaning that a particular characteristic of a submitting author or
submittedmanuscriptpreventsotherwiseexcellentworkfrombeing
published—is serious. The Perestroika movement was ultimately
successful in gaining significant representation and influence on
APSA’s search committees for a new APSR editor and an inaugural
editor for a new APSA journal, Perspectives on Politics. Appointing
scholars familiar with and friendly toward a diversity of method-
ologies would, ideally, create an environment more welcoming to
submissions from a variety of methodological backgrounds.

Charges of editorial bias, however, did not end with implemen-
tation of these conciliatory measures (see, for example, former
Perspectives on Politics’ editor Jim Johnson’s [2009] rebuttal to
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charges of editorial bias at that journal). Moreover, editorial bias
may spread beyond matters of methodology to include the exclu-
sion of scholarship based on the submitting author(s)’ personal
characteristics or scholarly topic. Political scientists have self-
policed the discipline’s journals to determine whether the work
published represents the profession’s true diversity of scholar-
ship on, for example, Asian-Pacific Americans (Aoki and Takeda
2004), pedagogy (Orr 2004), human rights (Cardenas 2009), Latin
America (Martz 1990), urban politics (Sapotichne, Jones, andWolfe
2007), and comparative politics (Munck and Snyder 2007). Other
research (Breuning and Sanders 2007; Young 1995) has studied
whether the work of female political scientists is adequately rep-
resented in the discipline’s journals.

These articles analyze journals’ output—published articles—to
determine whether a particular demographic, methodology, or
topic field is underrepresented. The studies and the data employed
are important—after all, hiring and promotion decisions are made
on the basis of published, not submitted, work. But by analyzing
published work alone, these articles may misstate editorial bias.
After all, journals cannot publish work employing a certain meth-
odology if this work is never submitted. Hill and Leighley (2005)
responded in this vein to Kasza’s (2005) findings of editorial bias
against qualitative scholarship in the published work of the Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science (AJPS): “Despite our pledge to review
papers in any subfield of political science, we receive more in some
fields than in others. And we are captive to what is submitted to
the journal for review for publication” (351).

Transparency in Practice
Despite their potential, very few studies have analyzed journal
submission data. Lee Sigelman has provided the most insight into
journal submission data, most recently (2009) finding that coau-
thor collaboration—a trend that has seen a precipitous increase in
recent years (Fisher et al. 1998)—does not necessarily lead to a
higher rate of article acceptance at the APSR. Lewis-Beck and
Levy (1993) also analyze journal submission data, finding that,
contrary to conventional wisdom, neither an author’s past pub-
lishing success or field nor the timing or turnaround time of the
submission strongly predict publication in the AJPS. The few polit-
ical science studies that do analyze submission data focus solely
on one of the discipline’s few general political science journals—
American Political Science Review, Journal of Politics, Perspectives on
Politics, and PS: Political Science and Politics. As the profession is
organized by subject area (Grant 2005) and field-specific journals
publish the vast majority of political science scholarship, these
analyses may miss the true submission experiences of most polit-
ical scientists. No analysis has been conducted on the submission
data of any of the profession’s many field-specific journals.

The availability or lack of such data may be a major reason
why so few studies have assessed submission data. Some journals
do provide submission data in published annual reports. The edi-
tors of International Studies Quarterly (ISQ), for example, post
highly detailed submission data analyses on the journal’s web-
site.4 Submission, rejection, and acceptance data are broken down
by author gender, submission month, and subfield, and across
years, among other divisions. Unfortunately, the public release of
such data by other journals is rare, a finding that the journal edi-
tor questionnaire we present below reinforces. For example, though
the AJPS maintains summary statistics on submissions, accep-
tances, and rejections, it provides these numbers only to mem-

bers of the journal’s editorial board at its annual gathering. Most
journals seem to follow this model of exclusive release of submis-
sion data.

There are several good reasons why editors may opt to not
release their journal’s submission data. First, editors must be care-
ful to keep the peer-review process blind when releasing these
data. Confidentiality issues may explain why those scholars who
have published analyses of submission data have also been the
editors of the respective journals under study. Second, many edi-
tors may find it too difficult to maintain detailed journal submis-
sion data. The data collection process can be time consuming, and
some journals have only a limited staff that is prone to turnover
every semester or academic year.5 Additionally, journals tend to
migrate to a new editor or different institution every few years,
which can lead to a loss of submission data or unwillingness by
an editor who views his or her term as temporary to keep these
data. These journal migrations (both internal and external ) may
also lead to inconsistencies in the data collection process. Finally,
many editors simply may not see the value in maintaining detailed
submission data.

Assessing Journal Quality
While we do not associate journal transparency with journal qual-
ity, the growing literature on assessing journal quality does inform
our work. Although there is no clear consensus on what consti-
tutes a high-quality journal, most journal rankings employ one of
two approaches: the citational and the reputational. The cita-
tional approach relies on counting the number of times that other
academic articles cite a particular journal’s published articles. This
method has been used to rank political science journals (Chris-
tenson and Sigelman 1985; Hix 2004), individual scholars (Klinge-
mann, Grofman, and Campagna 1989; Masuoka, Grofman, and
Feld 2007b),6 and departments (Klingemann 1986; Masuoka, Grof-
man, and Feld 2007a; Miller, Tien, and Peebler 1996). The impact
ranking, which publishers often use to promote journals, relies
on citation data (see, for example, Thomson’s Institute for Scien-
tific Information Journal Citation Reports).7

Thereputationalapproachreliesonpollingarepresentativesam-
ple of scholars about journal quality in a particular field. James
Garand and Micheal Giles have become the standard-bearers for
reputational studies of journal quality in the profession (Garand
1990, 2005; Garand and Giles 2003; Garand et al. 2009; Giles and
Garand 2007; Giles, Mizell, and Patterson 1989; Giles and Wright
1975). This research fulfills a disciplinary longing for journal qual-
ity measurements.8 Although these two approaches dominate the
journalrankingliterature,somescholarsarguethatneither isappro-
priate. Plümper (2007), for example, criticizes both approaches for
being overly esoteric. His ranking, the Frequently Cited Articles
(FCA) Score, focuses instead on journals’ real-world impact.

Scholars have not yet included transparency in their ranking
systems. We believe that knowing journals’ degree of transpar-
ency in collecting and sharing submission data will be of interest
as a comparison measure to journals’ quality rankings. In addi-
tion, our effort to rank journals according to their transparency
serves as an example of the difficulty of creating a standard mea-
sure for journal characteristics.

THE IMPORTANCE OF JOURNAL SUBMISSION DATA

We believe that transparency and legitimacy are the primary rea-
sons that scholarly journals should collect and disseminate

T h e P r o f e s s i o n : W h a t H a p p e n s a t t h e J o u r n a l O ffi c e S t a y s a t t h e J o u r n a l O ffi c e
.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

364 PS • April 2011



submission data. The typical political scientist interacts with a
chosen journal during the review process at only two stages: sub-
mission and decision. The author is necessarily excluded from
what transpires in the two to three months in between those stages,
but after this period of silence, authors may find the editor’s deci-
sion to be somewhat arbitrary, particularly when the reviewers’
recommendations conflict.

Even if no actual bias exists in editors’ decisions, the opacity of
the double-blind peer-review and the final decision-making pro-
cesses may foster the perception of bias among authors. Hearsay
and conjecture may lead to perceptions that a journal does not
publish a certain type of work or scholarship from a certain type
of author. The point of such criticism is, in fact, the promotion of
perestroika, or openness. In response to the charges of the Pere-
stroika movement, APSR editorial reports under the new regime
(e.g., Sigelman 2003, 2004, 2005) deluged readers with the journal’s
submission data as a means of proving that editorial bias no lon-
ger existed in its pages, if it ever did.

Keeping and releasing such data may help correct for per-
ceived editorial biases. Analyses of journal publications serve a
purpose, but they unduly limit the universe of scholarship under
analysis by looking at only the end product of the journal pub-
lishing process—manuscripts that have cleared the hurdle of schol-
arly publication. These studies ignore the much larger universe of
journal article submissions. Exploring, analyzing, and reporting
such data will: (1) aid authors in deciding where to submit their
manuscripts, (2) inform editors of potential biases in their journal’s
review process, and (3) allow the discipline to reassess evalua-
tions of the quality of its journals.

METHODS AND RESULTS

Survey of Journal Editors
To assess the transparency of political science journals in main-
taining and releasing submission data, we first searched the web-
sites of the 30 highest ranked journals, as rated on their impact by
Garand et al. (2009). We looked for whether these websites relayed
simple record-keeping information, such as average turnaround
time, as well as more detailed submission data. The search turned
up little in the way of the release of detailed submission data, and
we rarely found that even simpler summary statistics were being
disseminated. Only 10 of the 30 journal websites provided basic
information, and in most of these 10 cases, the websites provided
only a rough estimate of average turnaround times.

Editors unwilling to publish this information on their journal’s
website may provide it in print or by request. To more formally
assess journals’ transparency in releasing submission data, in July
2009,9 we sent an e-mail questionnaire (see figure A1 in the appen-
dix) to the editors (or editorial staff ) of the top 30 political science

journals, receiving at least a partial response from 20 of the 30
journals surveyed.10 About half of the editors of the 30 journals
responded to the entire survey or directed us to print or web mate-
rial to answer our questions. Table 1 summarizes the responses to
the questionnaire, ranks the journals on their transparency in
releasing submission data, and provides general information on
and comparisons of the record-keeping practices of the top 30
journals. Figures 1 and 2 rank the responding journals by accep-
tance rates and turnaround time from initial submission to first
decision, respectively.

The journal transparency rankings depend on the availability
of journal information (e.g., acceptance rates, turnaround rates,
number of submissions per year) via three different mediums: on
the web, in print, and by request. Journals that provided informa-
tion via all three mediums received a ranking of one. Journals
delivering the information via two mediums received a ranking of
either two or three. A journal that offered the information both
on the web and by request was ranked higher than a journal that

provided the information in print and by request, because visit-
ing a journal’s website generally imposes fewer opportunity costs
than does obtaining a journal’s print copy.11 Finally, journals that
provided such information only by request received a ranking of
four.

While the measure is a bit crude, much can be learned from
this first attempt at assessing political science journals’ transpar-
ency in releasing submission data. First, Garand et al.’s (2009)
rankings indicating impact do not necessarily correlate with the
transparency rankings. Although the APSR and the Journal of Pol-
itics (ranked first and third, respectively, under Garand et al.’s sys-
tem) both received a transparency ranking of one, Political Research
Quarterly (ranked 16th with Garand et al.’s system) also received a
top transparency score. Five journals received a ranking of two,
and three received a ranking of three. Almost half of the journals
(11 of 23)12 indicated that they would be willing to provide such
information only upon request. Many journals clearly keep but
do not openly share their submission data.

In the spirit of transparency, table 1 also provides some of the
additional survey information provided by the journal editors.
These data showcase the ample variation that exists in the sub-
mission and review processes of the profession’s top journals. The
top political science journals vary widely in the number of sub-
missions they receive, their acceptance rates, and their average
turnaround time until first decision.

Transparency Case Study
Our examination of submission data for American Politics Research
(APR)13 from January 2006 to December 2008 highlights the many
benefits of more extensive journal record-keeping. While past work
has examined submission and publication data from the more

Even if no actual bias exists in editors’ decisions, the opacity of the double-blind peer-review
and the final decision-making processes may foster the perception of bias among authors.
Hearsay and conjecture may lead to perceptions that a journal does not publish a certain type
of work or scholarship from a certain type of author. The point of such criticism is, in fact, the
promotion of perestroika, or openness.
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general political science journals, we could find no scholarship
that focused on a field-specialized journal like APR. The follow-
ing assessment of the articles published in relation to the articles
submitted offers a more complete view of the journal’s specializa-
tion and biases.

Our examination focused on a few understudied relationships
in the field of political science journal publishing, including the
effect of the lead author’s region, university type, and profes-
sional status on a manuscript’s likelihood of acceptance. A lead
author’s geographic location has been shown to influence article
acceptance in academic journals in the medical field (Boulos 2005;
Tutarel 2002), so we expected that such a geographic bias might
also favor APR’s acceptance of manuscripts submitted by lead
authors from the Mid-Atlantic region. Authors from these locales

are likely to have a greater familiarity with the editor and edito-
rial staff as the result of shared attendance at regional confer-
ences or service on regional boards.

We also expected that authors who work at institutions that
place a greater emphasis on research would have more success
publishing their work in APR. Research institutions typically give
their faculty lighter teaching loads so that they will have more
time to research and publish. In academia at large, articles by
authors from academic settings are accepted at scholarly peer-
reviewed journals at significantly higher rates than articles by
authors from nonacademic settings (Tenopir and King 1997). We
expected to find a similar difference in acceptance rates of submit-
ted manuscripts from authors in academic settings with different
foci and resources.

Ta b l e 1
Summary of Political Science Journal Questionnaire Responses

GARAND
RANK

TRANSPARENCY
RANKa

NUMBER OF
SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED,

MOST RECENT YEAR

ACCEPTANCE
RATES

(%) TURNAROUND

American Political Science Review 1 1 757 7.0 88

American Journal of Political Science 2 2 531 10.0 118

Journal of Politics 3 1 923 11.0 48

British Journal of Political Science 4 — — — —

International Organization 5 4 351 8.4 30

World Politics 6 3 229 9.0 120

Comparative Politics 7 4 220 — —

Comparative Political Studies 8 4 305 19.0 65

International Studies Quarterly 9 2 — — —

Journal of Conflict Resolution 10 4 350 11.0 —

Perspectives on Politics 11 — — — —

Legislative Studies Quarterly 12 4 150 16.0 60

Political Analysis 13 4 — — —

Political Theory 14 2 286 7.0 60–90

Foreign Affairs 15 4 1,000 7.5 21

Political Research Quarterly 16 1 411 14.0 60

European Journal of Political Research 17 4 214 13.0 90

PS: Political Science and Politics 18 2 90 24.0 86

Electoral Studies 19 — — — —

International Security 20 4 211 6.0 90

Public Opinion Quarterly 21 4 250 — about 60

Political Studies 22 3 250 25.0 90

Philosophy and Public Affairs 23 3 256b 7.0 60c

Politics and Society 24 4 225 10.0 60

Journal of Theoretical Politics 25 — — — —

Political Behavior 26 — — — —

Journal of Democracy 27 4 — — —

European Journal of International Relations 28 — — — —

American Politics Research 29 2 190 16.0 45

Political Science Quarterly 30 — — — —

Notes. aWeb, print, and by request = 1; web and by request = 2; print and by request = 3; by request only = 4; no contact made with journal or no information found denoted by bar.
bNumber includes resubmissions. c82% of manuscripts turned around in 60 days or fewer.
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Finally, we posited that an author’s professional status would
impact the likelihood of his or her article being accepted. Sea-
soned academics (associate and full professors) are more likely
than less experienced scholars to know the norms of publishable
scholarship and be better able to correctly match their manu-

script to an appropriate venue
(Pasco 2002). Additionally, sub-
mitting authors who have
attained their doctorate but
have not yet gained tenure
(usually assistant professors)
would likely have a higher
probability of acceptance than
would graduate students. These
authors have the advantage of
some research and publishing
experience and are driven to
produce high-quality work by
the incessant ticking of the ten-
ure clock. In examining these
hypotheses, we controlled for
manuscript turnaround time,
the number of authors on a sub-
mission, the subject area of the
manuscript, and whether the
manuscript had a female lead
author (see table A2 in the
appendix for information on
variable measurement).

The reasons why editorial
bias may creep into editorial
decision-making are easy to
explain, even if an editor is try-
ing to be conscientious and fair.
Take, for example, two submis-
sions of approximately equal
quality. Reviewers return two
equally critical sets of reviews,
but the editor knows the author
of the first manuscript and not
the author of the second. The
editor may be willing to hazard
that the author of the first
manuscript is capable of man-
aging the revisions and give that
author the benefit of the doubt,
sending him or her a decision
of revise-and-resubmit. But,
being completely in the dark
about the author of the second
manuscript, the editor may not
extend him or her the same ben-
efit of the doubt and may
instead send a rejection letter.

It is important to note that
by “knowing” the author of the
first manuscript, we do not
mean that this author has to
have been a student, much less
an advisee of the editor. Some-

times just having been on a conference panel together or having
met a time or two is enough. And, of course, editors are not always
even conscious of what biases might be operating, which is why
conscientious editors should be interested in serious data collec-
tion and analysis.

F i g u r e 1
Responding Journals’ Acceptance Rates, Most Recent Year

F i g u r e 2
Responding Journals’ Average Turnaround Time in Days from
Manuscript Submission to First Decision, Most Recent Year
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Case Study Findings
Over the 2006–08 period, the APR journal staff of one full-time
editor and one half-time graduate student processed 491 manu-
scripts.14 During this time period, 111 manuscripts were accepted.
Twenty-four of the manuscripts that received a decision of revise-
and-resubmit were never returned (see table A1 in the appendix
for additional data on submissions).15 As hypothesized, articles
submitted by lead authors from the Mid-Atlantic region have a
slight advantage over articles submitted from other regions: just
over 30% of manuscripts submitted by lead authors from the Mid-
Atlantic region were accepted to APR (see table A3 in the appen-
dix for the descriptive statistics). The probit model’s excluded
category is the Mid-Atlantic region (see table 2). The signs for
nearly every region (except international) are negative, indicat-
ing that papers submitted by lead authors from Mid-Atlantic insti-
tutions are more likely to be accepted than papers from other
regions. Although these relationships are not statistically signif-
icant,16 the accompanying predicted probabilities17 (see table 3)

provide a better sense of their substantive significance. Lead
authors from the Mid-Atlantic region generally have a 15 to 20
percentage point advantage over lead authors from other regions
in terms of article acceptance at APR. International papers appear
to have the next best chance of acceptance, but this finding could
be an artifact of the small number of manuscripts (n � 11) that
were submitted by authors working abroad.

Ta b l e 2
Predicting Final Acceptance at APR
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES COEFFICIENT SE P-VALUE

Lead Author Status

Assistant Professor 0.341 0.206 .098

Associate Professor 0.203 0.246 .408

Full Professor −0.255 0.268 .342

Institution Type of Lead Author

Master’s −0.587 0.343 .087

Ph.D./Research 0.436 0.378 .249

High Research Activity 0.326 0.300 .276

Very High Research Activity 0.265 0.275 .336

Region of Lead Author

International 0.245 0.920 .790

Mountain −0.692 0.453 .127

Midwest −0.290 0.214 .177

New England −0.452 0.311 .146

Pacific West −0.305 0.271 .260

South −0.330 0.208 .112

Southwest −0.667 0.424 .116

APR Board Member 0.208 0.290 .475

Controls

Subject

Behavior and Elections 0.206 0.167 .219

Congress 0.451 0.224 .045

Judiciary 0.225 0.222 .310

Manuscript Turnaround 0.008 0.004 .064

Number of Authors 0.156 0.085 .068

Lead Author Gender −0.035 0.162 .830

Constant −1.622 0.403 0.000

Notes. N = 464. Log likelihood = −229.254. Pseudo-R2 = .089. Coefficients and stan-

dard errors calculated using probit regression. p values are two-tailed. Graduate stu-

dent is the excluded variable for author status. Bachelor’s degree is the excluded

category for institution type. Mid-Atlantic is the excluded variable for region. The

model includes the three subject categories with the most submissions; a number

of other categories are excluded ~American political development, interest groups,

media, other, parties, policy, presidency, public opinion, and subnational!.

Ta b l e 3
Predicted Probability of Acceptance at APR
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES PROBABILITY

Lead Author Status

Graduate Student 0.186

Assistant Professor 0.280

Associate Professor 0.283

Full Professor 0.176

Institution Type of Lead Author

Bachelor’s 0.187

Master’s 0.111

Ph.D./Research 0.362

High Research Activity 0.313

Very High Research Activity 0.267

Region of Lead Author

International 0.306

Mountain 0.091

Mid-Atlantic 0.322

Midwest 0.179

New England 0.134

Pacific West 0.165

South 0.179

Southwest 0.095

APR Board Member 0.291

Non-APR Board Member 0.230

Controls Probability

Subject

Behavior and Elections 0.268

Congress 0.356

Judiciary 0.291

Manuscript Turnaround

34 Days 0.205

38 Days 0.214

45 Days 0.229

56 Days 0.255

117 Days 0.417

Number of Authors

1 0.204

2 0.247

3 0.294

4 0.346

5 0.400

Lead Author Gender

Female 0.226

Male 0.236

Note. Predicted probabilities calculated using the observed values approach.
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As hypothesized, articles submitted by lead authors from
research institutions18 performed better at APR than articles sub-
mitted by scholars from other institution types. The excluded cat-
egory in the model is the bachelor’s degree institution type. The
sign for master’s degree institutions is negative, indicating that
papers submitted by lead authors from these institutions are less
likely to be accepted than papers submitted by authors from
bachelor’s degree institutions. The signs for the three research
institution rankings are positive, suggesting that papers submit-
ted by lead authors from these institution types are more likely to
be accepted than papers submitted by authors from bachelor’s
degree institutions. Although these relationships are not statisti-
cally significant, the predicted probability of acceptance at APR is
generally higher for authors from institutions with a research focus
(see table 3).

Somewhat surprisingly, lead authors who are graduate stu-
dents, assistant professors, and associate professors all have sim-
ilar likelihoods of manuscript acceptance at APR, while full
professors’ chances of manuscript acceptance lag slightly behind.
The excluded category in the model is the status of graduate stu-
dent. The manuscripts of assistant and associate professors are
more likely to be accepted at APR than the work of graduate stu-
dents, but full professors seem to have less success. None of these
relationships reach accepted levels of statistical significance. Sub-
stantively, the most surprising finding is that graduate students
have a 19% predicted probability of having their manuscript
accepted at APR, while full professors have an 18% likelihood of
acceptance (see table 3). Two types of selectivity bias may well be
behind this finding. First, APR has a notable reputation for pub-
lishing the work of younger scholars who are just launching their
careers. These scholars may well send their best work to the jour-
nal. Second, senior faculty, who are also cognizant of this reputa-
tion, may prefer to send their best work elsewhere.

The nonsignificance of many of these relationships led us to
look at an additional relationship—whether authors who serve as
APR board members have a higher probability of acceptance than
non-board members. Indeed, manuscripts with an author who is
an APR board member are 6 percentage points more likely to be
accepted than manuscripts without a board member author (see
table 3). Although not statistically significant, this increased rate
may be explained by some factors other than editorial bias. First,
board members may have a greater familiarity with the types of
articles that APR publishes than the average American politics-
focused political scientist. Second, board members are chosen not
at random, but predominantly because of their past publishing
successes.

In summary, many of the relationships explored here are nei-
ther statistically nor substantively significant. Here, null findings
prove a relief. While some patterns exist between the personal
characteristics of APR authors and the likelihood of manuscript
acceptance, none show particularly strong evidence of editorial
bias. Nevertheless, awareness of even slight tendencies for bias
can inform the editorial staff in future decision-making.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Despite the variety and breadth of focus seen in the discipline’s
journals, all use some manner of peer review to ascertain whether
a submission is of high enough quality to merit publication. This
process can either be shared with a broader public or kept undis-
closed. This shared commonality of process across journals has

been left largely unstudied as a result of editors’ reserve—either
mindful or not—in releasing journal submission data.

The lack of such data leads to inaccurate and potentially harm-
ful conclusions about publishing in political science journals. First,
all members of the profession—from graduate students to ten-
ured faculty—should know the long odds they face when submit-
ting a manuscript for publication in a top political science journal.
We believe that our study is the first to publish journal accep-
tance rates (see table 1)19 across multiple journals since the APSA
last did so (Martin 2001). A simple method of ranking journals’
selectivity, which often serves as a stand-in for journal quality,
uses their acceptance and rejection rates. Analyzing those data
can lead to some interesting insights into our discipline. For exam-
ple, scholars in other disciplines have found journal acceptance
rates to be correlated with peer perceptions of journal quality (Coe
and Weinstock 1984), the methodological quality of the manu-
scripts published (Lee et al. 2002), and the level of consensus within
a discipline (Hargens 1988, 147). Other disciplines mine and pub-
lish these data to further a broader understanding of their profes-
sion.20 Our discipline could benefit from the same self-reflection.

Second, journals may reap the unjust rewards of alleged edi-
torial bias toward the articles they publish. Data on submitted
articles’ subfields and methodologies, and perhaps even on some
individual characteristics of submitting authors, should be pub-
lished to allow a more accurate evaluation of whether a journal
engages in editorial bias. The availability of this information can
create a more informed market in which editors are aware of and
can address their potential for bias, and in which authors can
better choose where to send their work.

Finally and in a related vein, the absence of published submis-
sion data leads to a potentially skewed understanding of the types
of scholarship that are being undertaken within the discipline.
Counting only published articles does not create accurate mea-
surements of what work is being done in the profession. Edi-
tors or reviewers unfamiliar with the newest methods or fields
may be guarded in suggesting their publication, with the result
being that groundswells of work employing a particular methodol-
ogy—such as the recent surge in studies employing field experi-
mental designs—are not accurately captured when studying
journal publications.

Fortunately, there seems to be an easy solution to this problem
as most journal editors we contacted were more than willing to
share their submission data. This willingness supports our belief
that journal editors serve at the behest of their authors and their
audiences, a perspective that suggests that editors’ only reasons
for not distributing submission data are naiveté that readers would
find such data useful and possible time constraints. The solution
here is simply to educate journal editors about the value to the
profession of releasing submission data.

Our research does, however, raise some difficult issues in cases
in which transparency must be balanced against privacy, particu-
larly when information about editorial bias or rejected manu-
scripts might reveal author identities inadvertently. Suppose that
by examining a journal’s records over a limited period, research-
ers were to find the hint that an editorial regime had favored a
small number of faculty and students from one university. If the
number of authors favored was sufficiently small, they would be
easily identifiable, putting them in a very vulnerable position.
However, these authors would likely have no idea that they had
been favored, figuring instead that their work had been subject to
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the same rigorous review process as all other submissions. Should
such a finding be published for the world to see? Probably not.
But certainly, such a result should be shared with the editor and
perhaps the editorial board to serve as a kind of mid-course cor-
rection. Editors may not even be aware that appearances of impro-
priety are slipping into their editorial practices. Awareness is often
the best inoculation against bias.

From an editorial structure standpoint, such an arrangement
as that devised by the outgoing management at Political Behavior
seems well-adapted to handling the potential conflicts posed by
friendly submissions. By appointing one editor from the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh, Jon Hurwitz, and one editor from the Univer-
sity of Kentucky, Mark Peffley, the matter was easily avoided.
Joint-editor arrangements are still relatively rare in the field, how-
ever. Longer term, limiting editorial terms through regular rota-
tion of editorships is very important. No editor should hold such
a powerful position forever.

While our study faced certain limitations with regard to the
difficulty of comparing the profession’s wide variety of journal
practices, we believe that we have made a solid case for greater
transparency. Greater release of submission data may lead to mul-
tiple journal-specific datasets. Compilation of these data on one
site by a central agent—perhaps the APSA—would help in two
ways: (1) by encouraging the creation of a commonly accepted
standard for which journal submission data are reported, and
(2) by allowing comparisons across journals.21 �

N O T E S

This article would not have been possible without the help of James Gimpel, who, on top
of providing both its inspiration and its data, also reviewed multiple drafts. Irwin Morris,
Mike Hanmer, and Anne Cizmar all offered excellent critiques that, when addressed,
substantially improved the article. James Garand was generous in sharing an advance,
pre-publication copy of his coauthored Garand et al. (2009) article. Finally, we owe a
debt of gratitude to the journal editors who took the time to respond to our survey. All
errors remain the responsibility of the authors, whose names are listed in reverse-
alphabetical order.

1. Book publication remains the other important metric for obtaining and re-
taining academic employment in political science. In this case, the esteem of
the publisher often serves as a proxy dividing “good” academic books from
“bad.” See Goodson, Dillman, and Hira (1999) for a reputation-based ap-
proach to ranking political science book publishers.

2. For a summary of the movement’s stances, see Mr. Perestroika’s (2000) open-
ing e-mail salvo.

3. “Editorial bias” is used here to mean a significant difference between the
amount of scholarship submitted in an area or by a type of author and the
amount eventually published. Some recent articles have found a different
kind of bias—“publication bias”—in their analysis of the statistical underpin-
nings of articles published in the profession’s journals. Gerber, Green, and
Nickerson (2000) find that sample size matters in voter mobilization studies
that employ a field experimental design: treatment effects on turnout were
larger in studies with smaller sample sizes, potentially leading scholars citing
this literature to overstate the effects of the treatment on turnout. Small-n
studies must show larger effects than their large-N kin to pass accepted stan-
dards of statistical significance, leading to a bias against small-n studies that
show smaller results. Others (Gerber and Malhotra 2008; Gerber et al. 2010)
have found evidence of publication bias at the APSR and the AJPS, but they
leave the disentangling of the sources of bias to others.

4. For these reports, see http://www.indiana.edu/;iuisq/.

5. The movement of journal submission processes to electronic formats should
ease the laboriousness of submission data collection.

6. Alternatively, see the reputational rankings of scholars composed by Somit
and Tanenhaus (1967).

7. These data can be accessed at http://www.isiwebofknowledge.com.

8. At least if the position of Giles and Garand’s (2007) article at number one on
the list of PS’s most-downloaded articles in the past year (as of June 25, 2009)

is any indication. For this list, see http://journals.cambridge.org/action/
mostReadArticle?jid�PSC.

9. A follow-up e-mail was sent two weeks later to individuals who did not re-
spond. We contacted the nonresponding journals a final time in December
2009.

10. Two journals (Political Analysis and the Journal of Conflict Resolution) re-
sponded that they were undergoing editorial transitions that made respond-
ing to our survey difficult. While we cannot be certain, editorial transitions
may be one of the more significant hindrances to consistent and transparent
record-keeping.

11. None of the responding journals provided the information via web and print
but not by request.

12. Attentive readers will notice that this number differs from the figure that we
offered earlier (i.e., that 20 of 30 journals responded with at least a partial
response to our survey). Three journals responded that the information was
generally available by request, but that because of an ongoing editorial transi-
tion, this information could be shared in the future, but not at present.

13. APR has been published since 1975, and while not the top journal in the polit-
ical science discipline, it generally ranks among the top 30 (Giles and Garand
2007, though APR’s rank varies depending on which measure is employed).
APR may be considered a fairly typical example of a more specialized journal
to which many American politics subfield-focused political scientists submit
and publish work, as opposed to the discipline’s elite, general journals. APR
publishes across all branches and areas of American government; according to
its website, the journal prints the “most recent scholarship on such subject
areas as: voting behavior, political parties, public opinion, legislative behavior,
courts and the legal process, presidency and bureaucracy, race and ethnic
politics, women in politics, public policy, [and] campaign finance” (see
http://www.bsos.umd.edu/gvpt/apr/).

14. Processing a manuscript includes making a record of the manuscript in the
submission database; assigning, inviting, and reassigning reviewers; making a
first decision on the manuscript (either reject or revise-and-resubmit); and
making a second (and sometimes a third) decision if the first-round decision
is a revise-and-resubmit. On occasion, authors have appealed rejection deci-
sions. APR considers these requests on a case-by-case basis.

15. We chose to explore submission records as they relate to final decisions be-
cause at APR, a revise-and-resubmit decision generally indicates that an arti-
cle has a strong potential for future acceptance. The present editor, James
Gimpel, does not offer a chance to revise and resubmit a manuscript unless he
believes that there is an excellent chance that a revision will successfully over-
come the reviewers’ reservations. It is possible that some of the 2008 revise-
and-resubmits will still be returned and accepted; however, the likelihood of
that occurrence lessens with time. APR normally designates a period ranging
from 5 to 10 months to return a revised manuscript, so most of the outstand-
ing revise-and-resubmits in this dataset will likely remain in that purgatory of
having been neither accepted nor rejected.

16. We coded many of the variables (region, university type, author status, and
gender) with respect to the lead author. The lead (or submitting) author is the
individual most likely to be noted by the editorial staff and thus provides
potential information for bias. When we ran the same probit model with only
single-authored papers, the results did not change, even though the sample
size declined dramatically.

17. Predicted probabilities were calculated using the observed values approach, as
recommended by Hanmer and Kalkan (2009).

18. We used the institutional categorizations created by the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, available at http://classifications.
carnegiefoundation.org/lookup_listings/institution.php.

19. Journals use different methods to calculate these numbers, and we have done
our best to convey the percentage of manuscripts that are eventually accepted
for publication over a three-year period. These numbers may differ slightly
from those that the journals provided us as we tweaked them for conformity
to this standard. This process further speaks to the need for a central agency
to set uniform standards for this and other journal submission measures.

20. For an example of one discipline’s efforts, see the annual reports released by
the American Psychological Association (APA), available at http://
www.apa.org/pubs/journals/statistics.aspx. The University of North Texas has
a site that links to the journal acceptance and rejection rates of journals in
multiple disciplines, available at http://www.library.unt.edu/ris/journal-
article-acceptance-rates.

21. The APA provides one successful example of this sort of compilation and
dissemination of basic journal submission data (see note 20). Such a site
would fit well as replacement for APSA’s now outdated efforts (Martin 2001)
and would complement the association’s recent publications on publishing
(Yoder 2008) and assessment (Deardorff, Hamann, and Ishiyama 2009) within
the profession.
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Ta b l e A 2
Variable Measurement for APR Submission Data
VARIABLES MEASUREMENT

Region of Lead Author

International “International” = 1 and all else = 0

Mountain “Mountain” = 1 and all else = 0

Mid-Atlantic “Mid-Atlantic” = 1 and all else = 0

Midwest “Midwest” = 1 and all else = 0

New England “New England” = 1 and all else = 0

Pacific West “Pacific West” = 1 and all else = 0

South “South” = 1 and all else = 0

Southwest “Southwest” = 1 and all else = 0

Institution Type of Lead Author • BA = 1; all else = 0
• MA = 1; all else = 0
• Ph.D. research = 1; all else = 0
• High research activity = 1; all else = 0
• Very high research activity = 1; all else = 0

Lead Author Status • Graduate student = 1; all else = 0
• Assistant professor/lecturer/recent graduate = 1; all else = 0
• Associate professor = 1; all else = 0
• Full professor = 1; all else = 0
• Other = 999

Lead Author Gender Female lead author(s) = 1; male lead author = 0

Field

Behavior and Elections Behavior and elections = 1; all else = 0

Congress Congress = 1; all else = 0

Judiciary Judiciary = 1; all else = 0

Manuscript Turnaround 1–117 days

Number of Authors 1 author = 1; 2 authors = 2; 3 authors = 3; 4 authors = 4; 5 or more authors = 5

APR Board Member An author serves as board member = 1; an author does not serve as board member = 0

First Decision Accepted = 1; not accepted = 0

Note. International = Not U.S.; Mountain = CO, ID, MT, NV, UT, WY; Mid-Atlantic = DE, DC, MD, NY NJ, WV; Midwest = IL, IN IA, KS, KY, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, SD, WI; New England =

CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT; Pacific West = AK, CA, HI, OR, WA; South = AL, AR, FL, GA, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, TX, VA; Southwest = AZ, NM, OK; other = scholars working outside of tradi-

tional college or university settings ~e.g., with think tanks, interest groups, or the government!.

APPENDICES

Ta b l e A 1
Summary of Non-Acceptances for APR Submission Data
FINAL DECISION NUMBER PERCENT OF TOTAL NOTES ON BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS

Editorial Reject 8 1.63 • Distributed almost evenly among regions of lead authors.
• More likely for lead-author graduate students and assistant professors.
• Distributed almost evenly for lead authors from all ranks of institutions.

Outstanding Revise-and-Resubmits 24 4.89 • Distributed almost evenly among regions of lead authors.
• More likely for lead-author assistant professors.
• Almost always among lead authors from universities that focus heavily on

research.

Reject 348 70.88 • Distributed almost evenly among regions of lead authors; lead authors from
the Southwest region rejected at a slightly higher rate.

• Distributed almost evenly among lead authors of all statuses.
• More likely for lead authors from institutions that do not focus as heavily on

research.

Accept 111 22.61 • More likely for lead authors from the Mid-Atlantic region.
• More likely for lead-author assistant professors and associate professors.
• More likely for lead authors from universities that focus heavily on research.

Total 491 ;100.00
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Ta b l e A 3
Descriptive Statistics for the Attributes of
Submitted APR Papers

ATTRIBUTE OF PAPER
NOT

ACCEPTED ACCEPTED
TOTAL

SUBMITTED

Number of Authors

1 82.2 17.8 270

2 72.8 27.2 162

3 72.7 27.3 44

4 58.3 41.7 12

5+ 33.3 66.7 3

Subfield of Paper

American Political Development 50.0 50.0 2

Behavior and Elections 54.9 45.1 193

Congress 72.1 27.9 61

Interest Groups 76.5 23.5 17

Judiciary 72.7 27.3 66

Media 84.2 15.8 19

Other**ENDNOTE 83.3 16.7 12

Parties 85.7 14.3 14

Policy 80.0 20.0 20

Presidency 91.7 8.3 24

Public Opinion 85.0 15.0 20

Subnational 83.3 16.7 30

Lead Author Gender

Male 76.9 23.1 372

Female 78.5 21.6 116

Lead Author Rank

Graduate Student 79.5 20.5 78

Assistant/Lecturer 74.3 25.7 257

Associate Professor 74.7 25.3 75

Full Professor 84.9 15.2 66

Institution Type of Lead Author

Bachelor’s College 80.6 19.4 36

Master’s College/University 92.9 7.1 70

Ph.D./Research University 66.7 33.3 24

High Research University 72.7 27.3 88

Very High Research University 74.8 25.2 258

Lead Author Region

International 90.9 9.1 11

Mountain 86.7 13.3 15

Mid-Atlantic 69.6 30.4 79

Midwest 77.3 22.7 119

New England 82.4 17.7 34

Pacific West 72.9 27.1 48

South 79.0 21.0 167

Southwest 83.3 16.7 18

APR Board Member 64.0 36.0 25

Manuscript Turnaround

1–34 Days (Quintile 1) 83.2 16.8 25

35–38 Days (Quintile 2) 75.6 24.4

39–45 Days (Quintile 3) 83.2 16.8 95

46–56 Days (Quintile 4) 73.4 26.6 90

57–117 Days (Quintile 5) 70.7 29.3 113

Overall Totals 77.4 22.6 94

F i g u r e A 1
E-mail Questionnaire to Journal Editors

Dear ___________,

A co-author and I are doing research for a scholarly article on

academic publishing. The goal for this study is to inquire about

the submission records kept by journals and whether the infor-

mation is readily available to those in the political science

profession.

Would you be willing to answer a few questions about your

journal and the record-keeping process?

Do you keep records on journal acceptance/rejection/revise

and resubmit rates?

If so, are you willing to share these rates with us?

Do you keep records on the average turnaround for the first

decision to be made?

If so, are you willing to share the turnaround time with us?

If yes to either of the first two questions, do you have the

information divided by relevant subtopics?

For example, what is the percentage of manuscript

acceptances that cover the topic of elections?

Do you keep records on other manuscript details? If so, which

details?

Can the above information be found on the journal’s website, in

print, or by contacting the journal?

How many submissions did your journal receive last year?

How many pages does your journal run?

What is the size of your staff?

Thank you for assisting us with this project. We appreciate

your willingness to devote time to this important issue.

Take care,

Stephen Yoder and Brittany Bramlett

University of Maryland

syoder@gvpt.umd.edu

bbramlett@gvpt.umd.edu
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