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INTRODUCTION 
These are both exciting and challenging times to assume the editorship of American Sociological 
Review.  The excitement comes from the opportunity to build on the success of previous editors 
and to showcase the very best sociological work being produced today.  As the flagship journal 
of the American Sociological Association, ASR has a long, proud history of publishing research 
that is intellectually innovative, substantively important, and methodologically rigorous.  More 
recently, ASR has emerged as the undisputed leader among journals in terms of intellectual 
influence over the discipline. This is reflected in a variety of ways.  The journal has a now well-
established position as the number one Sociology journal in terms of citation impact according to 
several measurement criteria.  The number of submissions has skyrocketed to record highs. 
Efforts made by the ASA and recent editorial teams to connect sociological scholarship with 
broader audiences have been very effective. ASR articles are increasingly capturing media 
attention and enlightening discussion and debate pertaining to both public policy and 
contemporary social issues. 
 
Yet the editorship clearly also comes with its share of challenges, both old and new.  We see 
three such challenges as particularly relevant. Addressing these challenges forms the core 
component of our proposal. First, for better or worse, publishing in ASR has become particularly 
consequential for scholars when it comes to landing a top job, securing tenure and promotion, 
and receiving salary increases.  As a result, editors of the journal are under increasing pressure to 
evaluate papers fairly and efficiently. This means that, while upholding the high standards of the 
journal must take top priority, editors must keep in mind that an unnecessarily long review 
process can damage scholarly careers (particularly for those who have yet to achieve 
tenure).  Second, because the journal is the flagship journal of the American Sociological 
Association, editorship comes with an obligation to publish scholarship that reflects the 
theoretical and methodological diversity of the discipline as a whole. While previous editorial 
teams have attempted to address this challenge, the pervasive problem of under-representation of 
qualitative research and theoretical papers remains (ASR Editor’s Report 2012, 2013). Finally, 
changes in publishing practices across the social and behavioral sciences, and advances in 
communication technology also mean that ASR must respond in new ways to the demand for 
timely dissemination of research. We propose concrete guidelines to improve the efficiency with 
which the journal guides papers through the developmental review process to address the first 
issue and specific steps to enhance the review process to address the last two issues. 
 
ADAPTING ASR TO NEW CHALLENGES 
Improving Efficiency by implementing Editorial Best Practices  
 
Increased demand for an efficient peer review process has recently motivated the implementation 
of new models of manuscript evaluation and publication in general interest journals within and 
outside the discipline. These journals promise relatively rapid editorial decisions and immediate 
electronic publication for accepted articles.  More importantly, the peer-review process is touted 
as explicitly evaluative, rather than developmental, with submissions judged on the quality of the 
analysis and with recommendations for additions and/or revisions kept to a minimum. Under this 
model the journal’s editorial team does not seek to improve articles through the peer review 
process.  Instead, there is an expressed preference to publish most submitted papers unless 
significant flaws are detected, with the ultimate quality evaluation of the paper determined by the 
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readership post-publication rather than by the editorial team before publication. We view this 
recent experimentation with alternative editorial models with interest, but refuse the implication 
that this model can serve as a replacement for the core developmental model characteristic of 
ASR and other top journals in Sociology. As we see it, the search for alternative models, as well 
as its sponsorship by high profile social scientists,  is spurred by a growing dissatisfaction with 
the perceived increasing length of the developmental process, especially for manuscripts that are 
put through the “Revise and Resubmit” (R & R) cycle. This situation provides an extra incentive 
for ASR editors to offer a rigorous peer review process that allows papers to achieve their full 
potential before publication, retaining the strengths of the developmental model but improving 
on the efficiency.   
 
As the flagship journal of the ASA, quality control is essential. A primary task of the editorial 
team is to ensure that the journal’s content reflects the very best work carried out in the field and 
that articles are published in a timely manner so as to maximize their intellectual and practical 
impact.  To reach that goal, we seek to improve the efficiency of the developmental peer review 
model employed by ASR.  Strong submissions can be improved considerably when the authors 
benefit from constructive feedback from experts in the field. However, the developmental 
process can sometimes run against the quality control and efficiency goals, ultimately becoming 
counter-productive. This is especially likely when manuscripts are put through multiple rounds 
of revisions and receive (often inconsistent) feedback from an excessive number of reviewers.  
 
For as long as we can remember, ASR has been admirably efficient in processing initial 
submissions.  Indeed, we strongly suspect that the increasing volume of submissions is in part 
due to widespread perceptions on the part of authors, especially junior and early-career scholars, 
that they will not have their papers tied up for a long time before receiving an initial 
decision.  We aim to maintain that standard, while also seeking out new ways to improve on past 
performance. We will address the issue of efficiency by strategically using members of the 
editorial board during the review process and by making a judicious use of the initial R & R 
decision. Our aim is to use the R & R decision exclusively on papers for which there is strong 
consensus on the part of the entire editorial team (inclusive of the deputy editors and members of 
the editorial board assigned to each paper) with regards to potential for publication and the 
feasibility of the revisions required by the reviewers. We believe that an astute use of the R & R 
decision will do a lot to improve the efficiency of the review process at ASR.    
 
Even if used with care, there is still the issue of efficiency of the review process for papers that 
do receive the R & R decision. We propose a multipronged approach to address this issue. Our 
strategy is centered on sticking to hard and fast rules reflective of now widely accepted and 
promoted editorial best practices (both within and outside of Sociology).  Early intervention from 
the editorial team, we propose, will maintain the rigor of the process while substantially reducing 
the need for multiple R & R decisions.   
 
First, we believe that the journal can improve the extent to which it provides guided feedback to 
authors during the R & R process. Our plan is for each initial R & R decision to be accompanied 
by a review from a member of the editorial team (with the “team” including editorial board 
members as well as deputy editors and editors). This review will not only offer comments on the 
strengths and weaknesses of the submission, but will also offer clear guidance on how the author 
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should engage the comments of regular reviewers along with which specific criticisms and 
suggestions for improvement the author should prioritize.  This will help authors to focus their 
energy on the shortcomings of the paper that are agreed on by the editorial team to be most 
crucial rather than trying to sort through sometimes conflicting reviewer suggestions that may 
have little bearing on, or might negatively affect, the ultimate quality of the revised paper.  
 
Second, we believe that the developmental component of the review process is one of 
diminishing returns with multiple revisions. Our plan is to address this issue by limiting the 
number of R & R decisions to a maximum of two and by being exceedingly sparing with the 
practice of granting second R & R decisions.  There may be cases where a second R & R 
decision will be needed, particularly in cases where authors may be somewhat inexperienced and 
need an additional opportunity to improve the paper or address a critical point.  Early editorial 
intervention, however, should reduce the need for second R & R decisions.  However, in no case 
will we issue a third R & R decision.  The decision after a second R & R will be rejection, 
acceptance, or conditional acceptance.   
 
Third, we believe that neither authors nor the editorial team are helped when new reviewers are 
brought into the evaluation process after an initial R & R decision is rendered. The major 
drawback that comes from bringing in new reviewers is that they add (unintended) incoherence 
to papers as authors have to stretch to incorporate suggestions that are raised by new reviewers 
who, understandably, feel compelled to offer feedback on the paper that is distinct from that 
which has already been offered. Our plan is to address this issue by abolishing the practice of 
introducing new reviewers after the first R & R except in unusual circumstances (e.g. previous 
reviewers are unable or unwilling to provide a second review).  In addition to relying on 
previous reviewers, our proposal is to exploit the diversity and expertise of the editorial board 
and the deputy editorial team to assess the quality of the revised manuscript and provide decision 
recommendations to the editors (rather than having to bring in a new reviewer to evaluate the 
paper).  
 
A Directed Review Process to Address the Underrepresentation of Qualitative and Theoretical 
Articles  
 
For decades, new ASR editors have sought to address the issue of the relative under-
representation of papers using certain methodological strategies (e.g. ethnography, experiments, 
etc.) in the pages of the journal so as to better reflect the existing diversity of empirical work in 
the discipline at large. Further, there is also the perennial observation that “pure” theory papers 
make only rare appearances on the pages of ASR. These sincere efforts to publish more 
qualitative and theoretical work have admittedly met only limited success. We see these two 
issues as connected; the relative rarity of theory pieces in ASR feeds into the perception that the 
journal is not as friendly towards qualitative work as other top journals in the discipline. 
 
In addition, the relative rarity of theory pieces feeds into the perception of ASR, not always fair, 
as a rigorous journal exclusively dedicated to “normal science” but not to intellectually risky 
articles. While the standard research article is and should continue to be the bread and butter of 
ASR, we believe that the journal can take even further steps toward expanding and reinforcing its 
position as the most influential outlet in the field by making an effort to publish high quality, yet 
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provocative, theory pieces (thus breaking the perception that these are more welcome in other 
top outlets). Previous ASR history suggests that these types of theoretical articles have the 
potential for a big payoff by turning into citation classics. This includes older examples such as 
DiMaggio and Powell’s classic 1983 piece on institutional isomorphism to more recent successes 
such as Neil Gross’s 2009 piece on social mechanisms (one of the most highly cited ASR pieces 
in the 2000s).  
 
A significant problem that past editors have had to deal with is the lack of diversity in the pool of 
submissions both when it comes to qualitative and theoretical work.  We also suspect that 
reviewers, as well as authors, may have their own sense of what an ASR paper “should look 
like,” in spite of editors’ expressed openness to a variety of research methods; a classic example 
of the “self-fulfilling prophecy.”  As prior editors have done, we will express and publicize this 
same openness to methodological diversity and theoretical contributions and we will appoint 
deputy editors and editorial board members who are representative of the methodological 
diversity of the field and who are also known for publishing theory pieces.  Beyond that, 
however, we agree in principle with a point recently made by Jerry Davis (2014), editor of 
Administrative Science Quarterly, that the submission pool is to a great extent a reflection of the 
review process.  A process that treats all submissions in the same way is likely to yield accepted 
publications that are advantaged by the “standard” process. In our view, pursuing a one-size-fits-
all evaluation strategy will mean that the problem of under-representation of theoretical and 
qualitative work will continue to go unresolved. 
 
To deal with this issue, we intend to utilize a more “directed” review process in which the editors 
are more proactive in the earliest stages of the process when it comes to these types of 
submissions.  This would involve giving close attention to new submissions, identifying those 
promising papers that utilize underrepresented methodology or papers whose primary 
contribution is theoretical.  Selected reviewers, at least one of which will always be a member of 
the editorial board with the relevant expertise, will be provided with specific guidance and 
direction pertaining to the journal’s standards for different types of work (e.g., an expression of 
our openness to “theory generating” research and not just “theory testing” work, and specific 
questions that are oriented more toward the paper’s contribution to theory rather than the 
generalizability of presented findings).  We will also address the issue of underrepresentation in 
the handling of those submissions that we target as addressing this need. Having deputy editors 
and editorial board members who reflect the methodological diversity in the field, who are 
capable of evaluating theoretical work and who also have standards, is vital in the 
implementation of this editorial strategy.    
 
Time Matters:  A Mechanism for being First to Publish Groundbreaking Empirical Work 
 
As the ASA’s flagship journal, ASR should be the natural home of research that presents 
groundbreaking empirical work that is relevant to ongoing policy debates or to theoretical 
debates in the field. The standard developmental process may work against the goal of 
publishing timely articles either by increasing the chances of rejection of these types of papers, 
or by subjecting them to a long review process that demands that authors develop an elaborate 
theoretical framework.  This can lead to a situation where either the work is no longer timely by 
the time it appears in print or the substantive contribution is buried under an overly-elaborate 
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theoretical framework of little interest to the lay public and policy makers.  Our plan is to target 
these “timely” papers so as to direct the review process away from expectations that may 
adversely work against articles whose primary contribution rides on the substantive or policy-
relevance importance of their main empirical finding. We are not proposing to dedicate a portion 
of the pages of ASR to publishing articles tagged as “research notes.” This implies more modest 
contributions that might best be published in less prestigious outlets.  Instead we propose that as 
editors we would publicize our interest in publishing rare, but important papers that occasionally 
emerge when new data become available and address important questions of importance to 
scholars, policy makers, and the general public. Here, also, we would be utilizing a “directed” 
review process, proactively identifying these types of papers in the submission pool and 
providing specific guidance to selected reviewers and members of the editorial board delineating 
explicit criteria for assessing these unique contributions. The primary aim of this directed review 
is to expedite the evaluation and publication of papers whose impact depends on the timeliness 
and policy relevance of their findings. 
 
Broad Dissemination of ASR Articles to improve circulation across disciplinary subfields 
 
Recent ASR editorial teams have made substantial advances when it comes to disseminating ASR 
publications to broader (extra-disciplinary and lay) audiences.  Efforts to alert the media to ASR 
content have clearly paid off, and the journal’s content has also been made more accessible to 
sociologists (e.g., with the distribution of the table of contents to ASA members by email).  We 
plan to continue to build on these successful initiatives. However, we believe that ASR can do 
better in publicizing accepted articles within the discipline.  As the field has grown it has also 
become more differentiated, as best exemplified in the explosion of new ASA sections in the last 
two decades. This subfield-style of organization facilitates specialization and the pursuit of 
targeted questions, but it hampers scholarly communication. ASR, as the flagship journal is 
interested in publishing articles that cut across subfields, yet in many cases scholars are unaware 
of research articles that address their areas of concern because they may be authored by scholars 
who are not recognized as members of their own intellectual community. This can be 
ameliorated by instituting a mechanism that allows authors to find out about recently published 
work that may be relevant to them. This may involve adopting an approach similar to that 
practiced by Karen Cerulo, the editor of Sociological Forum, who forwards accepted articles 
directly to leaders in the field based on recommendations of the authors. 
 
Finally, recent changes in communication technology have seen a dramatic change in the way in 
which people read the content of ASR.  As editors, we would be seeking ways to make creative 
use of ASR’s web resources that go beyond replicating the print content of the journal.  The 
current editorial team’s use of podcasts provides a nice example of that. 
 
CO-EDITORS’ BACKGROUNDS AND QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Omar Lizardo’s research deals with various topics at the intersection of cultural and cognitive 
sociology, social psychology, the sociology of organizations, and social network theory. He has 
extensive experience with the ASR review process having published two articles in the journal 
since 2006, serving frequently as a reviewer, and currently serving on the editorial board. He has 
also accumulated extensive review and editorial experience in other ASA and non-ASA journals, 
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having been a previous member of the Sociological Theory editorial board (2009 -2012) and 
being a current deputy editor at Mobilization since 2011. In addition, he is an active member of 
the editorial board of six Sociology journals. These include Theory and Society, Sociological 
Forum, Journal of World Systems Research, and Social Currents. Most recently (with Jessica 
Collett) he was the guest editor of a special issue (June of 2014) of Social Psychology Quarterly 
dedicated to the intersection of Cultural Sociology and Social Psychology. 
 
Rory McVeigh’s research examines structural foundations of collective conflict and his work 
cuts across several of sociology’s subfields, including social movements, political sociology, 
stratification, race/ethnicity, gender, and crime.  He has extensive experience with the ASR 
review process having published four articles in the journal since 2003, serving frequently as a 
reviewer, and currently serving on the editorial board.  He is also on the editorial board of Social 
Forces and is co-editor of the popular blog Mobilizing Ideas.  He was deputy editor of the 
journal Mobilization from 2006 to 2008 and has served as the journal’s editor from 2008 until the 
present.  In the year before he took over as editor, the median turnaround time for new 
submissions was 29 weeks.  Since that time, however, (for the last six years in a row), the 
median time from submission to decision has been 8 weeks or less.  During that same time, the 
number of submissions to the journal has doubled.   
 
Sarah Mustillo’s research focuses on health and mental health, demography, social psychology, 
and quantitative methodology, with a particular focus on race and gender.  She has contributed to 
the methodological literature on multiple imputation, the longitudinal modeling of categorical 
data, and the modeling of trajectory variance and has considerable methodological breadth in her 
substantive work. She also has extensive experience with the collection of survey and interview 
data and teaches an annual workshop for ICPSR on growth mixture modeling. Her work has 
appeared in ASA journals such as the Journal of Health and Social Behavior and Social 
Psychology Quarterly and been supported by the National Institutes of Health and the 
Department of Defense. She has recently served on the advisory board for the ICPSR Summer 
Program and is currently serving as the secretary/treasurer of the ASA Methodology Section. 
 

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Notre Dame offers a very supportive home for American Sociological Review.  The College of 
Arts and Letters has generously supported our department’s editorship of Mobilization since 
2006.  Currently, sociology’s Mark Berends also serves as co-editor of the journal Education 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis.  The University will provide office space, and the department 
will allocate graduate students to help with administrative assistance.  McVeigh will have no 
teaching responsibilities in the 2015/2016 academic year while he is completing his third term as 
department chair.  He will be on leave in 2016/2017, allowing him to devote extra time to the 
journal.  Thereafter, he will be receiving two course reductions per year (a 1-1 teaching 
load).  Lizardo and Mustillo will each be receiving two course releases per year (a 1-1 teaching 
load). 



ABBREVIATED ANONYMOUS VISION STATEMENT 

ADAPTING ASR TO NEW CHALLENGES 
Improving Efficiency by implementing Editorial Best Practices  
 
Increased demand for an efficient peer review process has recently motivated the implementation 
of new models of manuscript evaluation and publication in general interest journals within and 
outside the discipline. These journals promise relatively rapid editorial decisions and immediate 
electronic publication for accepted articles.  More importantly, the peer-review process is touted 
as explicitly evaluative, rather than developmental, with submissions judged on the quality of the 
analysis and with recommendations for additions and/or revisions kept to a minimum. Under this 
model the journal’s editorial team does not seek to improve articles through the peer review 
process.  Instead, there is an expressed preference to publish most submitted papers unless 
significant flaws are detected, with the ultimate quality evaluation of the paper determined by the 
readership post-publication rather than by the editorial team before publication. We view this 
recent experimentation with alternative editorial models with interest, but refuse the implication 
that this model can serve as a replacement for the core developmental model characteristic of 
ASR and other top journals in Sociology. As we see it, the search for alternative models, as well 
as its sponsorship by high profile social scientists,  is spurred by a growing dissatisfaction with 
the perceived increasing length of the developmental process, especially for manuscripts that are 
put through the “Revise and Resubmit” (R & R) cycle. This situation provides an extra incentive 
for ASR editors to offer a rigorous peer review process that allows papers to achieve their full 
potential before publication, retaining the strengths of the developmental model but improving 
on the efficiency.   
 
As the flagship journal of the ASA, quality control is essential. A primary task of the editorial 
team is to ensure that the journal’s content reflects the very best work carried out in the field and 
that articles are published in a timely manner so as to maximize their intellectual and practical 
impact.  To reach that goal, we seek to improve the efficiency of the developmental peer review 
model employed by ASR.  Strong submissions can be improved considerably when the authors 
benefit from constructive feedback from experts in the field. However, the developmental 
process can sometimes run against the quality control and efficiency goals, ultimately becoming 
counter-productive. This is especially likely when manuscripts are put through multiple rounds 
of revisions and receive (often inconsistent) feedback from an excessive number of reviewers.  
 
For as long as we can remember, ASR has been admirably efficient in processing initial 
submissions.  Indeed, we strongly suspect that the increasing volume of submissions is in part 
due to widespread perceptions on the part of authors, especially junior and early-career scholars, 
that they will not have their papers tied up for a long time before receiving an initial 
decision.  We aim to maintain that standard, while also seeking out new ways to improve on past 
performance. We will address the issue of efficiency by strategically using members of the 
editorial board during the review process and by making a judicious use of the initial R & R 
decision. Our aim is to use the R & R decision exclusively on papers for which there is strong 
consensus on the part of the entire editorial team (inclusive of the deputy editors and members of 
the editorial board assigned to each paper) with regards to potential for publication and the 
feasibility of the revisions required by the reviewers. We believe that an astute use of the R & R 
decision will do a lot to improve the efficiency of the review process at ASR.    



 
Even if used with care, there is still the issue of efficiency of the review process for papers that 
do receive the R & R decision. We propose a multipronged approach to address this issue. Our 
strategy is centered on sticking to hard and fast rules reflective of now widely accepted and 
promoted editorial best practices (both within and outside of Sociology).  Early intervention from 
the editorial team, we propose, will maintain the rigor of the process while substantially reducing 
the need for multiple R & R decisions.   
 
First, we believe that the journal can improve the extent to which it provides guided feedback to 
authors during the R & R process. Our plan is for each initial R & R decision to be accompanied 
by a review from a member of the editorial team (with the “team” including editorial board 
members as well as deputy editors and editors). This review will not only offer comments on the 
strengths and weaknesses of the submission, but will also offer clear guidance on how the author 
should engage the comments of regular reviewers along with which specific criticisms and 
suggestions for improvement the author should prioritize.  This will help authors to focus their 
energy on the shortcomings of the paper that are agreed on by the editorial team to be most 
crucial rather than trying to sort through sometimes conflicting reviewer suggestions that may 
have little bearing on, or might negatively affect, the ultimate quality of the revised paper.  
 
Second, we believe that the developmental component of the review process is one of 
diminishing returns with multiple revisions. Our plan is to address this issue by limiting the 
number of R & R decisions to a maximum of two and by being exceedingly sparing with the 
practice of granting second R & R decisions.  There may be cases where a second R & R 
decision will be needed, particularly in cases where authors may be somewhat inexperienced and 
need an additional opportunity to improve the paper or address a critical point.  Early editorial 
intervention, however, should reduce the need for second R & R decisions.  However, in no case 
will we issue a third R & R decision.  The decision after a second R & R will be rejection, 
acceptance, or conditional acceptance.   
 
Third, we believe that neither authors nor the editorial team are helped when new reviewers are 
brought into the evaluation process after an initial R & R decision is rendered. The major 
drawback that comes from bringing in new reviewers is that they add (unintended) incoherence 
to papers as authors have to stretch to incorporate suggestions that are raised by new reviewers 
who, understandably, feel compelled to offer feedback on the paper that is distinct from that 
which has already been offered. Our plan is to address this issue by abolishing the practice of 
introducing new reviewers after the first R & R except in unusual circumstances (e.g. previous 
reviewers are unable or unwilling to provide a second review).  In addition to relying on 
previous reviewers, our proposal is to exploit the diversity and expertise of the editorial board 
and the deputy editorial team to assess the quality of the revised manuscript and provide decision 
recommendations to the editors (rather than having to bring in a new reviewer to evaluate the 
paper).  
 
A Directed Review Process to Address the Underrepresentation of Qualitative and Theoretical 
Articles  
 



For decades, new ASR editors have sought to address the issue of the relative under-
representation of papers using certain methodological strategies (e.g. ethnography, experiments, 
etc.) in the pages of the journal so as to better reflect the existing diversity of empirical work in 
the discipline at large. Further, there is also the perennial observation that “pure” theory papers 
make only rare appearances on the pages of ASR. These sincere efforts to publish more 
qualitative and theoretical work have admittedly met only limited success. We see these two 
issues as connected; the relative rarity of theory pieces in ASR feeds into the perception that the 
journal is not as friendly towards qualitative work as other top journals in the discipline. 
 
In addition, the relative rarity of theory pieces feeds into the perception of ASR, not always fair, 
as a rigorous journal exclusively dedicated to “normal science” but not to intellectually risky 
articles. While the standard research article is and should continue to be the bread and butter of 
ASR, we believe that the journal can take even further steps toward expanding and reinforcing its 
position as the most influential outlet in the field by making an effort to publish high quality, yet 
provocative, theory pieces (thus breaking the perception that these are more welcome in other 
top outlets). Previous ASR history suggests that these types of theoretical articles have the 
potential for a big payoff by turning into citation classics. This includes older examples such as 
DiMaggio and Powell’s classic 1983 piece on institutional isomorphism to more recent successes 
such as Neil Gross’s 2009 piece on social mechanisms (one of the most highly cited ASR pieces 
in the 2000s).  
 
A significant problem that past editors have had to deal with is the lack of diversity in the pool of 
submissions both when it comes to qualitative and theoretical work.  We also suspect that 
reviewers, as well as authors, may have their own sense of what an ASR paper “should look 
like,” in spite of editors’ expressed openness to a variety of research methods; a classic example 
of the “self-fulfilling prophecy.”  As prior editors have done, we will express and publicize this 
same openness to methodological diversity and theoretical contributions and we will appoint 
deputy editors and editorial board members who are representative of the methodological 
diversity of the field and who are also known for publishing theory pieces.  Beyond that, 
however, we agree in principle with a point recently made by Jerry Davis (2014), editor of 
Administrative Science Quarterly, that the submission pool is to a great extent a reflection of the 
review process.  A process that treats all submissions in the same way is likely to yield accepted 
publications that are advantaged by the “standard” process. In our view, pursuing a one-size-fits-
all evaluation strategy will mean that the problem of under-representation of theoretical and 
qualitative work will continue to go unresolved. 
 
To deal with this issue, we intend to utilize a more “directed” review process in which the editors 
are more proactive in the earliest stages of the process when it comes to these types of 
submissions.  This would involve giving close attention to new submissions, identifying those 
promising papers that utilize underrepresented methodology or papers whose primary 
contribution is theoretical.  Selected reviewers, at least one of which will always be a member of 
the editorial board with the relevant expertise, will be provided with specific guidance and 
direction pertaining to the journal’s standards for different types of work (e.g., an expression of 
our openness to “theory generating” research and not just “theory testing” work, and specific 
questions that are oriented more toward the paper’s contribution to theory rather than the 
generalizability of presented findings).  We will also address the issue of underrepresentation in 



the handling of those submissions that we target as addressing this need. Having deputy editors 
and editorial board members who reflect the methodological diversity in the field, who are 
capable of evaluating theoretical work and who also have standards, is vital in the 
implementation of this editorial strategy.    
 
Time Matters:  A Mechanism for being First to Publish Groundbreaking Empirical Work 
 
As the ASA’s flagship journal, ASR should be the natural home of research that presents 
groundbreaking empirical work that is relevant to ongoing policy debates or to theoretical 
debates in the field. The standard developmental process may work against the goal of 
publishing timely articles either by increasing the chances of rejection of these types of papers, 
or by subjecting them to a long review process that demands that authors develop an elaborate 
theoretical framework.  This can lead to a situation where either the work is no longer timely by 
the time it appears in print or the substantive contribution is buried under an overly-elaborate 
theoretical framework of little interest to the lay public and policy makers.  Our plan is to target 
these “timely” papers so as to direct the review process away from expectations that may 
adversely work against articles whose primary contribution rides on the substantive or policy-
relevance importance of their main empirical finding. We are not proposing to dedicate a portion 
of the pages of ASR to publishing articles tagged as “research notes.” This implies more modest 
contributions that might best be published in less prestigious outlets.  Instead we propose that as 
editors we would publicize our interest in publishing rare, but important papers that occasionally 
emerge when new data become available and address important questions of importance to 
scholars, policy makers, and the general public. Here, also, we would be utilizing a “directed” 
review process, proactively identifying these types of papers in the submission pool and 
providing specific guidance to selected reviewers and members of the editorial board delineating 
explicit criteria for assessing these unique contributions. The primary aim of this directed review 
is to expedite the evaluation and publication of papers whose impact depends on the timeliness 
and policy relevance of their findings. 
 




