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This report summarizes the work of the Political Behavior editorial office
to date for 2015. First, I want to thank the previous editorial team of Tom
Rudolph and Jeff Mondak for their work on the journal and for being so
helpful with the transition. While the transition to Iowa State has not been
seamless, Tom and Jeff have done everything in their power to minimize the
problems. The journal was in excellent shape on January 1 and this made
the management of the journal much easier.

Political Behavior also benefits from a diligent and outstanding editorial
assistant, Jason Johnson. Jason is a Master’s student at ISU and has been
indispensable for the day to day operations of Political Behavior. The team
at Springer, Lorraine Klimowich, Divya Nagarajan, and Malathi Athish have
also answered every question and been there at every turn to help out. It
has been wonderful to work with Springer.

The members of the editorial board also deserve special recognition. This
is a working editorial board. The members are called on frequently to help
with reviews when manuscripts have recalcitrant reviewers. I have also been
more aggressive at desk rejecting manuscripts and routinely ask members of
the editorial board to provide a second set of eyes on the paper to make sure
I am not missing something in the manuscript. Without fail, members of
the editorial board have been willing to provide quick and concise feedback.
Members of the editorial board also provide feedback on the operations of
the journal and provide advice when I am faced with difficult decisions.

Manuscript Submissions, Decisions, and Reviews

Submissions to Political Behavior have declined from last year. Table 1
presents the number of new submissions and revisions the journal received in
each calendar year. For whatever reason, 2014 was by far the highest volume
of submissions in the history of Political Behavior. The rate of submissions in
2015 is lower and the forecast is to receive approximately the same number of
submissions as 2013, the second highest number ever received by the journal.

What is a little worrisome is that the number of resubmissions is down. I
am not sure the cause of this. This has been due, in part, to the decline in the
number of second revise and resubmits. In 2014, for instance, 27.3 percent
of the manuscripts that received an R and R on the first submission also
received one on the second. So far in 2015, no author has been asked to revise
and resubmit a second time. This does not, however, account for the entire
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Table 1: Submissions to Political Behavior, 2010-2015

Year New Submissions Revisions Total

2015 211 (318 estimated) 36 (50 estimated) 247 (368 estimated)
2014 349 77 426
2013 317 93 410
2012 292 61 353
2011 228 78 306
2010 206 105 311

decline. Additionally, the percentage of manuscripts offered a revise and
resubmit after the initial submission (see next table) has increased slightly.
There are not many pending revisions, so it is unclear what is responsible for
this change.

The acceptance rates of Political Behavior have remained relatively sta-
ble (see Table 2). The R and R rate in 2015 is higher than in the previous few
years and the rate of eventual acceptance of these manuscripts has stayed
relatively stable over the past six years. Frankly, I expect the rate of ac-
ceptances of revised manuscripts to decline for the rest of 2015. As I have
learned the process, my standards for a revise and resubmit have gone up.
There are a handful of manuscripts that were offered a revise and resubmit
early in the year that probably would not be now. It is likely that a higher
percentage of these will be rejected after they are revised.

Table 2: Decision rates for Political Behavior, 2010-2015

Year Reject without review Reject Revise and resubmit

2015 20.1% 66.7% 13.2%
2014 6.2% 83.1% 10.1%
2013 6.3% 81.3% 12.2%
2012 7.7% 75.9% 11.1%
2011 5.6% 77.1% 15.9%
2010 20.1% 57.7% 20.9%

The main change in the outcome of the submissions is the increased use
of reject without review. More than one fifth of the manuscripts submitted
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to Political Behavior have not been sent out for review. This is a substantial
increase compared to the previous editors, but is in line with the rate during
the editorial term of Hurwitz and Peffley. This increased use of desk rejects
is an intentional decision by the editor. I feel that no one is well served when
manuscripts that have a low probability of acceptance undergo full review:
The editor needs to find additional reviewers; Reviewers spend their time
reviewing a subpar manuscript; authors may get some feedback, but at the
cost of a significant delay in submitting the manuscript to a more appropriate
journal.

Political Behavior continues to have a fast turn around time. Table 3
presents these data for the past 6 years. The current average time until an
initial decision is 43.3 days, 24 days quicker than 2014. This number is lower
for two reasons. First, the number of manuscripts that are rejected without
review artificially shrinks this number. The average desk rejection occurs 2
days after the initial submission.

Table 3: Time until initial decision for Political Behavior, 2010-2015

Year Days

2015 43.3
2014 67.6
2013 67.0
2012 71.6
2011 69.4
2010 81.2

Condiering only the manuscripts sent out for review, the average number
of days until an initial decision is 51. There are, however, a small number
of manuscripts that have currently been under review for an abnormally
long time. I do not believe these are included in the data and this truncation
artificially decreases the average. Once these decisions are made, the number
will probably be closer to around 55 days, which is still an improvement.

Finding scholars willing to review manuscripts remains a challenge. So
far in 2015, there have been 995 requests for review sent out. 416 reviews
have been completed and another 98 are “promised.” Of the remainder, 266
have declined to review, 61 were terminated by the editor after the deadline
for the review passed, 133 simply never responded, and 21 are still pending
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a response to the request. Reviewing for journals is an important service to
the discipline and the rate of declinations is disappointing.

Those who agree to review for Political Behavior do a fabulous job. The
ones who agree to review respond to the request in, on average, 3.3 days.
The average time to complete a review is 28 days from agreeing to review.
The reviewers are also quite discriminating. Only 11.4 percent recommend
publication (and this includes manuscripts that are resubmissions). Almost
32 percent suggestion rejection. In general, I find the feedback to be polite
and helpful.

There is a substantial backlog of accepted manuscripts. There is currently
about a 1 year lag between the acceptance of a manuscript and when it will
appear in print. I am not sure how to rectify this. Thankfully, the online
first publication by Springer helps minimize the effect of this delay.

New Initiatives

In addition to the increased use of desk rejection, there have been two new
initiatives I have undertaken for Political Behavior. First, I am slowly ex-
panding the journal’s presence on social media. Political Behavior now has
a Facebook page and Twitter handle. I use both of these when there is news
about the journal or a new issue is in print. Additionally, I have created a
blog for the journal. I am asking authors of accepted manuscripts to write a
short accessible post for the blog to highlight their work. We have one post
so far, but I anticipate more soon. A copy of this report will also be posted
to the blog.

The second initiative is intended to increase the accessibility of data and
transparency of the research published in Political Behavior. On behalf of
the journal, I have signed on to the Data Accessibility and Research Trans-
parency (DA-RT) and Transparency and Openness Promotion (TOP) guide-
lines. Data availability and research transparency are obviously a concern in
Political Science. Most journals appear to be adopting some type of rules to
require the sharing of data and code to make sure that the research is trans-
parent and the data are accessible. Despite some of our very public failings,
Political Science is at the forefront of these efforts and I am proud to have
Political Behavior be part of these efforts. Starting with manuscripts sub-
mitted January 1, papers will not be accepted without the authors including
where the data and code are online. Research that cannot comply with this
rule will be dealt with on a case by case basis, but at minimum the authors
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need to include an explanation of why they cannot comply in the original
submission so that reviewers can take this into account when they review
the paper. So far, there reactions of authors have been uniformly positive. I
have created a Dataverse page for Political Behavior and encourage authors
to place their data and code there.
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