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Dear Council and Section Members, 
 
Now in our fifth and final(!) year of editorial operation, we are pleased to report on the health of the 
journal and our management of it. Submissions are up, we are publishing 4 issues a year, authors 
receive decisions expeditiously, we receive manuscripts from all over the earth, the journal continues 
to break into new abstracting databases, and we are proud of the quality of research that has 
appeared in the journal’s pages. Before we proceed to a review of the life of the journal under our 
watch, we wish to thank the authors for allowing us to consider their work and the generous and 
thoughtful reviewers of submissions, including our Editorial Board members, some of whom have 
reviewed multiple times for us.  
 
Our Impact Has Rebounded! 
 

The Impact Factor is a widely recognized metric of the consumption of a 
journal and its impact on a field as captured through citations of articles from 
the previous year. For the first time in 2013, Politics & Religion research received 
an Impact Factor covering 2012 of .238. The IF given in 2014 doubled that 
figure to .467, which moved us up from 136/157 to 101/157. The figure issued 
in 2015 and covering 2014 articles yielded .273 (rank 132/161 journals). And 

then we rebounded in 2016 (covering 2015 articles) to .426 (rank 125/163). For a journal with a 
small number of articles, these numbers are bound to bounce around, but it also highlights that we 
need to stay current with the excellent research published in the journal. Please keep it up – post 
your work to your website, suggest it to others, and cite P&R work liberally. We regularly 
recommend (and never mandate) that authors include more work in their citation list, which is a way 
to continue the dialogue in the pages of the journal. 
 
International Attraction 
Scholars from the United States have generated 48 percent of submissions in Editorial Manager (54 
percent in 2012, 47 percent in 2013, 50 percent in 2014, and 48 percent in 2015, and 40 percent so 
far in 2016), with representation from a diverse set of countries both English and non-English 
speaking (in 2016): Albania, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia, China, Estonia, Germany, Iran, 
Iraq, Israel, Italy, Korea, Kuwait, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia, 
Serbia, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Turkey, and the UK. We are quite pleased that the strong 
international flavor of the journal since its founding has remained in the submission pool. To bolster 
this, we have attempted to spread reviewership broadly, often to scholars not in the EM system, as a 
way to evangelize the journal.  
 
Submission Rates are on a New (Higher) Plateau 
The ebb and flow of submissions continue in roughly expected ways and highlight the stability in 
submission rates across the last 5 years. Figure 1 shows how submissions accumulated through each

year IF 

2013 .238 
2014 .467 
2015 .273 
2016 .426 



 

year from 2010 through August of 2016. There is some variation, but the end result has been 
roughly the same. P&R received roughly 80 submissions a year from 2010-2014. The total for 2012 
was a local high (95) and it seems that 2015 marked a punctuation (at 128) and perhaps a new 
equilibrium as 2016 appears to be acquiring submissions at a higher rate than the 2010-2014 group. 
Of course 2015 was when the journal moved to 4 issues. We and Cambridge continue to advertise to 
boost the number of manuscripts we are able to consider. Please do the same. 
 
Figure 1 – The Accumulation of Submissions Across Months and Years (2010-2016) 

 
 
Submission Processing 
We are quite proud of the expeditious manner in which we handle manuscripts. By and large, we do 
not tarry. There are exceptions – the dramatic ramp up in submissions in 2015 took its toll. Articles 
given full consideration during our tenure average just over 90 days until first decision (see Table 1). 
Our goal, of course, is to continue at this pace of consideration, which is going quite well in 2016. 
 

Table 1 – The Average Number of Days from Submission Until First Decision, 2012-(August) 2016 
 
 2012* 2013 2014 2015 2016 

All Submissions 77.8 65.1 79.1 110.3 67.8 

Non-Desk Rejects 82.7 104.5 83.8 120.4 75.7 

* The 2012 figures only include submissions through Editorial Manager. 
 
Submission Outcomes 
The outcomes of our review processes have remained relatively constant across our five years. For 
our size journal, we believe the statistics in Table 2 suggest we are able to exercise a reasonable level 
of discretion. We invite just over 40 percent of submissions, on average, revise their work for further 
consideration (a very small percentage is accepted outright). Some portion are desk rejected (a 
growing portion this year), but in one way or another we reject about 60 percent of submitted 
manuscripts at the first decision point. We try not to desk reject many pieces unless they are just not 



 

appropriate for the journal in order to maximize feedback to authors. Very, very few pieces are 
rejected at the second round if given an R&R, which we feel is advantageous for all. 
 

Table 2 – Distribution of First Decision Terms, 2012-2016 (through August) 
 2012* 2013 2014 2015 2016 
 N % N % N % N % N % 

Accept  6 8 1 1 2 4 5 4 1 2 

Revise 23 32 51 50 33 40 36 28 11 26 

Reject 34 48 45 44 42 51 68 53 22 52 

Desk reject 8 11 4 4 8 6 19 15 8 19 

Total 71 ~100 102 ~100 85 ~100 128 ~100 42 ~100 

* The 2012 figures only include submissions through Editorial Manager. 

 
Reviewing 
Across the nearly five years of our editorship, we have issued 1,396 invitations to review to 927 
individuals. This is up from 670 last year (and 466 the year before), which is a nice measure of 
growing exposure and the hard work of gaining reviews for disparate manuscripts across time. Of 
those, 52 percent have agreed to review and 46.5 percent have completed the review (89 percent of 
those who agreed complete reviews). This is not far off the response rate that higher tier journals 
experience (see Djupe 20151). The positive response rate has varied around 50 percent for each year. 
 

 Of those 48 percent who do not agree to review, a majority (52%) end up 
“uninvited,” which means that a 10 day window elapses without a response 
one way or another (after receiving reminder invitations). This is highly 
frustrating since it means a lengthy delay between invitations. Some of this is 
due to academic mobility (though we often check their affiliation by hand), so 
a good portion is due to inattention, spam filters, and other nefariousness. 
 

The dimensions of recruiting reviewers are highlighted in Figure 2, which shows the number of 
requests we had to make for each reviewed manuscript (there are a few 1’s, which means the 
manuscript is still open, the outcome was sufficiently clear after 1 high quality review, or most likely 
that the ms was an r&r for which we often only solicit a single review). About 28% are done with 2 
requests, and 2/3 are done after 4 requests. However, 10 percent of manuscripts have required 7 or 
more requests and the record holder is now 18! The previous record was 14, a mark we’ve hit three 
times (and 12 four times). The mean is 4.1. 
 
We have been trying several initiatives to increase the reviewer response rate and help keep our time 
to decision low. First, we try to identify younger scholars and use the reviewer recruitment process 
to spread the word about the journal. Thus we do not rely heavily on our editorial board, though we 
do ask them to review (we ask them to commit to 3 reviews a year, though most are not asked to do 
that many). 
 

                                                             
1 Djupe, Paul A. 2015. “Peer Reviewing in Political Science: New Survey Results.” PS: Political Science and 
Politics 48(2): 346-351. 

Year % Agreed 

2012 51.8 
2013 57.0 
2014 49.8 
2015 52.6 
2016 50.4 



 

We have begun recognizing particularly excellent reviews by writing brief commendations that are 
sent to the reviewer’s department chair. We do not yet have a prize for the best review nor do we 
distribute badge ribbons; Paul is handing out stickers this year. 
 

Figure 2 – The Number of Requests Made for Each Reviewed Manuscript, 2012-2016. 

 
Last year we reported that Paul was involved with a pan-academic project to identify and recognize 
reviewer service. Now in the deployment stage, journals, presses, and other entities may begin to 
report out reviewer statistics through Publons.com and ORCID – orcid.org – which is a private-
public partnership to accurately identify academics to enable tracking of research, grants, and now  

 
service activities. Please get an ORCID 
identification code and attach it to your editorial 
manager account with us (and APSA journals). 
Editorial Manager has a “fetch” function that will 
attach it for you once you log in. Editorial 
Manager now allows an automatic sync feature 
that will report out reviewer statistics to Publons, 
which will shuttle them to ORCID. Now, Paul’s 
ORCID record includes his review activity (which 
he can choose to make public or not). We urge 
you to do the same. 
 
 

Tips for Success 
The question was once raised about what connection there was between time of submission and 
eventual acceptance. Fortunately, the Editorial Manager system records the local time as the time of 
submission and not GMT as would otherwise be expected from a UK-centric institution in the age 
of Brexit. Thus, we can examine the likelihood of a rejection given time of submission in Figure 3. 
 
 
 
 



 

Figure 3 – The Distribution of Rejected Manuscripts by Hour of Submission, 2012-2016 

    
The morning is generally a felicitous time to submit, but pushing to submit before midnight is 
perhaps not recommended. The overall average difference in hour submitted is not considerably 
different between reject and a manuscripts with another fate (this is first decision status) – only one 
hour later (p=.08). 
 
Parting Notes  
Because of the move to 4 issues a year, there is no hint of a backlog and the time from acceptance to 
print is less than a half year now. Moreover, with FirstView, research is visible and available quickly. 
Lastly, we are trying to use social media a bit to get the word out about the journal and the research 
that appears. Search for “Politics & Religion, a journal of the APSA Religion and Politics Section” 
and like us on Facebook if you are in to that sort of thing. We’re also on Twitter and gain more 
followers every week.  
 
Lastly, we want to highlight a few salutary continuing features of the journal. The book review 
section continues to be innovative and of outstanding quality thanks to Andrew Lewis. The Featured 
Review Exchange is quite successful and the section continues to cover religion and politics broadly.  
 
Please continue to send us and our successor(s) your best work.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Paul A. Djupe 
Department of Political Science 
Denison University 

& Angelia R. Wilson 
Department of Politics 
University of Manchester 

 


