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OnJune 1, 2020, a little more than two months after
the World Health Organization’s COVID-19 pan-
demic declaration, our editorial team assumed the
leadership of the American Political Science Review
(APSR). Although this confluence of eventsmakes

it difficult to isolate the pandemic’s effect on new submissions and
review processes, this article describes submission and review
patterns in the two and a half years before and after the onset of
the pandemic and the editorial transition. It describes our prelim-
inary observations regarding what the patterns suggest about the
pandemic’s impact on the APSR.1

NEW SUBMISSIONS

Figure 1 plots the number of new submissions by month with
means for five periods related to the COVID-19 pandemic or the
editorial transition. The pre-announcement period—from
January 2018 through the end of July 2019, when the American
Political Science Association (APSA) announced that our team
would lead the journal in June 2020 (American Political Science
Association 2019)—serves as our pre-pandemic, pre-editorial tran-
sition baseline or reference category. The announcement of a new
team may change author behavior if some authors believe their
research will fare better or worse under the current or a new team.
Average monthly submissions were only slightly lower between
August 2019 and March 2020 than during the pre-announcement
period (i.e., -3.7 fewer manuscripts per month). During the initial
months of the pandemic—from the beginning of April through
the end of May 2020—average monthly new submissions
rebounded, averaging 111.5 per month. Despite widespread con-
cern that the effect of the pandemic and the shift to remote
teaching would affect scholarly productivity (Kim and Patterson
2022; Myers et al. 2020; Shalaby, Allam, and Buttorff 2020),
average monthly new submissions increased to 137.7 during the
first year of our editorial leadership (June 1, 2020–July 31, 2021).
This also was the same year that K-12 education and childcare
were most impacted during the COVID-19 pandemic.2

After this initial uptick, however, average monthly new sub-
missions decreased to 120.7 permonth in the second academic year
of the COVID-19 pandemic (i.e., from August 2021 onward). This
number was still higher, however, than the pre-pandemic, pre-
transition baseline average. Perhaps researchers were able to
submit newmanuscripts during the lockdown period in the initial
months of the pandemic but, as it continued, online teaching and
travel restrictions disrupted research plans, particularly for new

projects and early-career researchers (Breuning et al. 2021; Cahu-
sac de Caux 2022; Douglas et al. 2022; Jamali et al. 2023; Squazzoni
et al. 2021; Sverdlik, Hall, and Vallerand 2022). Although it is not
conclusive, this preliminary descriptive evidence is consistent with
a short-term boost in new submissions, with a subsequent lull in
the second and third years of the pandemic. That the editorial
transition may have boosted new submissions is equally possible.
The sharp increase in new submissions in June 2020 compared to
May 2020 is consistent with this argument. When we regress
monthly new submissions on a set of indicators for time period,
the first 15 months of our tenure is the only period with average
monthly submissions statistically different from the pre-
announcement (i.e., pre-August 2019) baseline.3

Substantive,Methodological, andRepresentational Diversity of
New Submissions

Our editorial team’s vision explicitly advocated increasing the
substantive, methodological, and representational diversity of the
APSR (The Editors 2019). This section explores new submission
patterns along these dimensions. If we observe larger increases in
submissions that are consistent with our vision relative to tradi-
tional submission patterns, it suggests that the editorial transition
—rather than the pandemic—explains the overall increase in new
submissions during the first two years of the COVID-19 pandemic.

With regard to substantive focus, we expressed an interest in
publishing more work on race and ethnicity; women, gender, and
sexuality; the environment; and politics in the Global South. As part
of the submission process, corresponding authors can (but are not
required to) choose multiple classifications for their manuscript.
Figure 2 (panel A) plots the number of submissions with substantive
classifications identified as priorities for our team.4 The large
increases across several substantive classifications are consistentwith
the possibility that the APSR attracted new submissions that other-
wise may have been submitted to other political science journals.

Corresponding authors also are asked to classify the analytic or
methodological approach used in their manuscripts. Our team
encouraged new submissions using less common epistemological
(e.g., interpretive, critical, postcolonial, or post-structural) or
methodological (e.g., case study, ethnographic, or small N)
approaches in political science. Since the 2020 editorial transition,
the APSR has received 29.5% more submissions that are classified
as primarily interpretive, critical, or post-structuralist in their
epistemology and 36% more submissions using case-study, ethno-
graphic, or other small-N methodologies (see figure 2, panel B).
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Although new submissions in each category have increased
since June 2020, these increases are outpaced by the absolute
increase in the number using quantitative, observational
(282, or 18.4%), and experimental (227, or 50%)methods. These
latter approaches continue to be the most common primary
methodologies reported for submissions to the journal.5

Assuming that the pandemic’s early effects on research output
did not vary substantially by substantive topic, epistemology,
or methodology, then the evidence suggests that some portion
of the increase in new submissions after June 2020 may be
attributed to authors who responded to our team’s public
commitments to diversify the approaches used in the APSR’s
published scholarship.

At the same time, we know that global and systemic health
inequalities, closure of pre-K childcare facilities andK-12 schools,
and the shift to online learning had uneven impacts on political
scientists’ productivity (Breuning et al. 2021; Shalaby, Allam, and
Buttorff 2021; Simien and Wallace 2022), making it difficult to
disentangle the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic from our
editorial transition. First, we considered authors’ regional loca-
tion. Our submissions data have reliable location information
only about the corresponding author. Using this indicator, new
submissions increased by 19.6% (165 additional new submis-
sions) from Europe, 24.8% (446 new submissions) from North
America, and 40.4% (145 new submissions) from other global
regions since the June 2020 editorial transition. Although the
largest proportional increase in new submissions was from
outside of North America and Europe, the absolute number of
new submissions from other global regions (504) was still about
half that of Europe (1,008) and more than four times fewer than

new submissions from North America (2,244). Nonetheless, the
increase in new submissions from outside of Europe and North
America is consistentwith qualitative research that finds that the
COVID-19 pandemic provided new opportunities for scholars in
the Global South to be part of global research partnerships
(Cahusac de Caux 2022, 368).

Second, gender may have had conflicting implications for
new submissions. On the one hand, during the early months
of the pandemic, preliminary evidence suggested that
women’s research was more negatively affected than men’s
by the health crisis and childcare and school closures (Bender
et al. 2022; Breuning et al. 2021; Deryugina, Shurchkov, and
Stearns 2021; Kwon, Yun, and Kang 2023; Squazzoni et al.
2021). On the other hand, however, women are more likely
thanmen to study gender and politics (Key and Sumner 2019;
Maliniak et al. 2008), and our interest in publishing work on
gender may have prompted more women to submit their
work to the APSR than under previous editorial teams.
Figure 3 (panel A) plots the number of new submissions by
authors’ self-reported gender in the 29 months before and
after the first months of the COVID-19 pandemic and the
editorial transition.6 Author gender is listed as “uncoded”
when one or more authors decline to self-identify their
gender. New submissions increased across all author gender
classifications except new submissions by teams of men,
which decreased by 3.1%. Nonetheless, teams of men remain
the third most common author type of new submissions to
the APSR, after solo men and mixed-gender teams. New
submissions to the APSR do not seem to reflect narratives
about gendered effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.7

Figure 1

Monthly New Submissions, 2018–2022
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Although we cannot know for certain, this suggests that our
team’s expressed interest in publishing work on gender may
have prompted more women to submit their work to the
APSR even as the gendered effects of the pandemic may have
made it more difficult for them to do so.

Third, we considered patterns in new submissions by race or
ethnicity. The health effects of the pandemic in theUnitedStates,
where a majority of new APSR submissions originate, were
concentrated disproportionately in communities of color
(Mude et al. 2021). In addition, protests followingGeorge Floyd’s
murder in May 2020 may have affected the research output of
Black scholars and other scholars of color (Simien and Wallace
2022). Simultaneously, our stated interest in publishing more
work on race and ethnicity may have attracted more new sub-
missions by scholars of color, who are more likely to work in this

area. Although new submissions by all author groups increased
after the editorial transition, the largest proportional increases
were from individual authors of color (i.e., 535, a 54.2% increase)
and author teams with a least one scholar of color (i.e., 706, a
52.5% increase) (see figure 3, panel B).

Fourth, we have suggested that our editorial team’s call for
greater substantive diversity generally is associated with and
may explain increases in representational diversity among
submitting authors. To assess this argument, we regressed
manuscripts’ substantive classifications (i.e., Global South;
Women or Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity; and
Race/Ethnicity) on the related author characteristic by edito-
rial team. Figure 4 plots the predicted probabilities based on
these logistic regressions.8 Across all known author character-
istics, new submissions under our team are more likely to fall

Figure 2

New Submissions by Substantive Focus and Epistemology or Methodology, 2018–2022
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Figure 3

New Submissions by Author Gender and Race/Ethnicity, 2018–2022
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under one of the substantive topics we encouraged than they
were under the previous team. Although manuscripts by
corresponding authors outside of North America and Europe
are more likely to be about politics in the Global South under
our team than the previous team,North American correspond-
ing authors nevertheless are the most likely to classify their
manuscripts this way. Women or non-binary authors or
mixed-gender teams also were more likely to classify their
submissions as being about women, gender, and/or sexuality
and politics after June 2020. When at least one author iden-
tifies as a scholar of color, manuscripts also are more likely to
address race or ethnicity and politics, particularly under our
team.

THE REVIEW PROCESS

The COVID-19 pandemic affected not only scholarly output
and journal submissions but also peer-review processes

(Goodman 2022). Like authors, editors and peer reviewers
also experienced pandemic-related disruptions. We disag-
gregate turnaround times to provide insight into the pan-
demic’s impact on peer review at the APSR (figure 5).
Editorial team practices determine the time from submission
to when a new manuscript is desk rejected or sent out for
peer review. Our median time to desk reject (10 days) is
double that of the previous team’s (5 days), in part because
we require at least two editors to agree on all desk-reject
decisions. Our team needs a similar median number of days
to invite peer reviewers. Our team’s median turnaround
times for decisions on new manuscripts after peer review
were about two weeks sooner for rejections and about six
weeks sooner for invitations to revise and resubmit com-
pared to the previous team’s. Our team is unusual in that it is
relatively large and uses a collaborative, non-hierarchical
model (The Editors 2021). Although we might expect such

Figure 5
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a model would slow down the editorial process, the evidence
suggests that our large team and collaborative and collective
approachmay have helped us maintain timely decision times
and manage pandemic disruptions experienced by members
of our team.

In addition to our team’s size and collaborative model, we
differ in our approach to reviewer invitations, which also may
explain the relative quickness of our decision times after
review. During the period analyzed herein, both teams based
their decisions on a similar average number of reviews
(i.e., Mannheim=2.9, Current=3 reviews/decision). Our team
was not faster because we relied on fewer reviewer reports per
manuscript. Instead, our team invited, on average, 6.3
reviewers per manuscript, whereas the Mannheim team
invited an average of 5.1. This difference could be due to
initially inviting more reviewers or inviting additional
reviewers sooner when existing invitations are declined or
reviews are overdue. As a result, under our team, reviewers
took a median of 64 days to complete their reviews, compared
to 75 days in the final two and a half years of the Mannheim
team (figure 6).9

Finally, Goodman (2022) observed that the gendered
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic also extend to peer
review, and we provide modest insights into reviewer expe-
riences by gender and global region of residence. We used a
tool that assigns probable binary gender based on first
names and their association with gender identities in mil-
lions of social media profiles to code the probable binary
gender of reviewers (Demografix ApS 2022).10 Our reviewer
database also includes the reviewer’s country of residence.

The proportion of invited reviewers who ultimately com-
pleted a review by the time of an editorial decision decreased
across the board and in similar magnitudes for all reviewers
and reviewer characteristics in the 29 months after
June 2020 compared to the previous 29 months (figure 7).
Our reviewers were less likely to complete an invited
review during our tenure than before and we needed to
invite more reviewers to have the same number of reviews
per manuscript for our decisions. However, we suspect that
editors at smaller journals, which tend to have more diffi-
culty securing reviewers in general, may have had different
experiences.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Based on these patterns, we offer tentative conclusions. The
timing of the editorial transition and our public commit-
ments to broaden the reach of the journal may help to explain
why new submissions to the APSR increased during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Our commitment to substantive diver-
sity may have incentivized the submission of articles about
race and ethnicity and gender and sexuality in ways that
moderated—or even worked against—some of the
pandemic-related challenges to productivity faced by women
and people of color, thus contributing to greater representa-
tional diversity among submitting authors. In our experience,
reviewers were less likely to complete reviews during the first
years of the pandemic, but by inviting more reviewers per
manuscript, our teamwas able to reduce overall review times.
This strategy may not work as well for smaller journals that
already struggle to secure reviews.

Figure 6

Invited Reviewers and Reviews per Manuscript and Days with Reviewers, 2018–2022

Month/Year

Note: Includes only those manuscripts with decisions.

January 1, 2018–October 31, 2022, 29 months before and after editorial transition.
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NOTES

1. We restrict our analyses to these periods because the Mannheim editorial
team designed and implemented a new author questionnaire in January
2018, makingmore nuanced analyses possible only after this date. Editors do
not have access to the author questionnaire data, including self-reported
gender, race, and ethnicity, when they are managing manuscripts. All
submission and decision data analyzed in this article are restricted to
January 1, 2018, through October 31, 2022—or 29 months before and after
the most recent editorial transition (Dion and Strolovitch 2023).

2. Figure 1 in the online supplemental materials plots the proportion of K-12
students in school in the United States, the source of a majority of new
manuscript submissions, by learning mode: remote, hybrid, or in person. By
August 2021, almost all students were back to in-person instruction, which
should have reduced the childcare responsibilities of academic families with
children.

3. See table 1 in the online supplemental materials. To assess the extent to
which all new editorial teams experience a boost in submissions, figure 2 in
the online supplemental materials plots monthly new submissions by

month of tenure for our team and for the two previous teams. The results
suggest that all teams experienced an increase in new submissions; however,
our team experienced a larger initial increase, which decreased in the second
year of our term and the pandemic to levels comparable to the previous
team’s monthly submissions. In contrast, the previous team seemed to more
consistently attract more new monthly submissions than the 2012–2016
team throughout the first half of its term.

4. The same classification options were available under both teams.

5. This classification scheme was adopted by the Mannheim editorial team,
with APSA Council approval. Corresponding authors are limited to one
choice.

6. The questionnaire, originally adopted by the Mannheim team, asks all
authors to self-identify as a man, as a woman, or as non-binary. During
the period of reporting, 33 authors of new submissions during the past two
and a half years of the previous team’s editorial leadership and 74 authors
during the first two and a half years of our leadership self-identified as non-
binary. These numbers may include the same scholar(s) more than once, if
they submitted multiple new manuscripts to the APSR.

7. Our author database does not include family status and/or care responsibil-
ities to allow us to directly measure the effect of caregiving on new sub-
missions by gender.

8. See tables 2 and 3 in the online supplemental materials for manuscript
frequencies and full-model results, respectively.

9. In a previous Notes from the Editors (2022), we presented a version of this
figure with data since 2008, showing that this inverse relationship between
the number of invited reviewers and the decision times extends across
multiple editorial teams and is not specific to the COVID-19 pandemic.

10. Previous studies have found that Genderize.io is 98% accurate compared to
hand-coding binary genders (Teele and Thelen 2017, fn. 11). Unfortunately,
the tool does not account for non-binary identities.
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