


Opening the Black Box of Editorship



This page intentionally left blank 



Opening the Black Box of
Editorship
Edited by

Yehuda Baruch

Alison M. Konrad

Herman Aguinis

and

William H. Starbuck



Selection and editorial matter © Yehuda Baruch, Alison M. Konrad, Herman
Aguinis and William H. Starbuck 2008
Individual chapters © contributors 2008

All rights reserved. No reproduction, copy or transmission of this publication
may be made without written permission.

No paragraph of this publication may be reproduced, copied or transmitted 
save with written permission or in accordance with the provisions of the 
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988, or under the terms of any licence 
permitting limited copying issued by the Copyright Licensing Agency, 90 
Tottenham Court Road, London W1T 4LP.

Any person who does any unauthorised act in relation to this publication 
may be liable to criminal prosecution and civil claims for damages.

The authors have asserted their rights to be identified as the authors of
this work in accordance with the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

First published 2008 by
PALGRAVE MACMILLAN
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire RG21 6XS and
175 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10010
Companies and representatives throughout the world

PALGRAVE MACMILLAN is the global academic imprint of the Palgrave 
Macmillan division of St. Martin’s Press, LLC and of Palgrave Macmillan Ltd.
Macmillan® is a registered trademark in the United States, United Kingdom 
and other countries. Palgrave is a registered trademark in the European 
Union and other countries.

This book is printed on paper suitable for recycling and made from fully 
managed and sustained forest sources. Logging, pulping and manufacturing
processes are expected to conform to the environmental regulations of the
country of origin.

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Opening the black box of editorship / edited by Yehuda Baruch, Alison
M. Konrad, Herman Aguinis and William H. Starbuck.

p. cm.
Includes index.

1. Manuscripts—Editing. 2. Journalism—Editing. 3. Academic writing.
I. Baruch,Yehuda.

PN162.O64 2008
808’.027—dc22 2008016166

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 09 08

Softcover reprint of the hardcover 1st edition 2008 978-0-230-01360-5

ISBN 978-1-349-28490-0                ISBN 978-0-230-58259-0 (eBook)
DOI 10.1057/9780230582590



I am grateful for the support of my husband, Mark.
Alison M. Konrad

Thanks to my wife, Heidi, and daughters, Hannah and Naomi, for
their infinite patience and love.
Herman Aguinis

Great many thanks to my wife, Avital, for her love and care,
and to my children, Ben, Aya, Neta Bat-El, and Avinoam 
for their understanding.
Yehuda Baruch



This page intentionally left blank 



vii

Contents

List of Figures x

List of Tables xi

Notes on Contributors xii

Preface xxi

Acknowledgments xxvi

List of Abbreviations xxvii

Part I General/Introductory Chapters

1 Knowledge Creation and the Journal Editor’s Role 3
Alison M. Konrad 

2 The Role of Editing in Knowledge Development: Consensus 
Shifting and Consensus Creation 16
John R. Hollenbeck

3 How May I Help You? Editing as Service 27
Ann Marie Ryan 

4 A Letter to Editors 39
Stephen R. Barley 

Part II Effective Editorship

5 Setting up an Effective Manuscript-Review Process 49
K. Michele Kacmar

6 Communicating with Authors 56
Sara L. Rynes

7 Building and Maintaining a Strong Editorial Board and 
Cadre of Ad Hoc Reviewers 68
Daniel C. Feldman

8 Managing the Editorial Review Process:
It’s the People That Matter 75
Angelo S. DeNisi

9 Being an Ethical Editorial Board Member and Editor:
The Integral Role of Earned Trust 88
Debra L. Shapiro and Jean Bartunek



10 Using Technology to Improve the Editorial Process 97
Martin Kilduff

11 Moving a Journal up the Rankings 104
Gerard P. Hodgkinson

12 The Developmental Editor: Assessing and 
Directing Manuscript Contribution 114
Donald D. Bergh

13 The Case for an Activist Editorial Model 124
Jerry A. Jacobs

14 Balancing Authorial Voice and Editorial Omniscience:
The “It’s My Paper and I’ll Say What I Want To”
versus “Ghostwriters in the Sky” Minuet 134
Arthur G. Bedeian

Part III Editing Different Types of Journals

15 Editing a Top Academic Journal 145
Sheldon Zedeck

16 Editing a Bridge Journal 157
Theresa M. Welbourne

17 Developing a Global Journal: Embracing Otherness 167
Haridimos Tsoukas

18 Sustaining Independent Journals 176
Timothy Clark and Mike Wright

19 Reflections on Creating a New Scholarly Journal:
Perspectives from a Founding Editor 188
Larry J. Williams

20 Running an Electronic Journal: Considerations 
and Possibilities 197
Bernard Forgues and Jeanie M. Forray

Part IV Editorship and Academic Career

21 Opening the Black Box of Editorship: Editors’Voice 209
Yehuda Baruch

22 The Motivating Potential of an Associate Editor’s Role 223
Carol T. Kulik

23 How Editors are Selected 231
Wayne F. Cascio

viii Contents



24 What Authors Need to Know to Navigate the
Review Process Successfully: Understanding and 
Managing the Editor’s Dilemma 239
Dov Eden

25 Epilogue: Trade-Offs among Editorial Goals 
in Complex Publishing Environments
William H. Starbuck, Herman Aguinis, Alison M. Konrad, 250
and Yehuda Baruch

Author Index 271

Subject Index 276

Contents ix



Figures

Figure 25.1 Impact factors with four editors 251
Figure 25.2 Percentages of business journals with different 

impact factors in 2004 263
Figure 25.3 Percentages of articles that received different numbers 

of citations over 17 years 264

x



Tables

Table 1.1 Tywoniak’s (2007) complexity definition
of knowledge 4

Table 1.2 Relationships between the four types of knowledge 6
Table 12.1 Contribution typology 116
Table 21.1 Support from various sources 217
Table 21.2a Positive outcomes 220
Table 21.2b Negative outcomes 220

xi



xii

Notes on Contributors

Coeditors

Yehuda Baruch (DSc Technion, Israel) is professor of management at the
University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK. He formerly held visiting positions
at London Business School and the University of Texas at Arlington. His
research interests are global and strategic human resource management
(HRM), careers, and technology impact on management. He has published
over 80 papers in refereed journals, including Human Resource Management
(HRM), Organizational Dynamics, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Human
Relations, and Organization Studies (OSS), and some 20 books and book chap-
ters, including the coedited book Winning Reviews: A Guide for Evaluating
Scholarly Writing. Professor Baruch is the editor of Group & Organization
Management and former editor of Career Development International, serving
on the editorial board of several journals, including the Journal of
Management ( JOM). He has edited special issues for leading journals such as
the Journal of Vocational Behavior and HRM. Professor Baruch served as the
chair for the careers division of the Academy of Management (AOM). 

Alison M. Konrad was 2003–7 editor of Group & Organization Management.
She joined the Richard Ivey School of Business, University of Western
Ontario, in 2003 as a professor of organizational behavior and also holds
the Corus Entertainment Chair in Women in Management. Previously, she
was professor of HR administration at Temple University’s Fox School of
Business and Management, where she taught for 15 years. She was chair of
the AOM’s gender and diversity in organizations division in 1996–7 and
received the division’s Sage Scholarship Award for contributions to the field
of gender and diversity in organizations in 1998. She has published two
books and over 50 articles and chapters on topics relating to workplace
diversity. Professor Konrad’s current work focuses on organizational diver-
sity initiatives and making workplaces more inclusive. 

Herman Aguinis is professor of management and holds the Mehalchin Term
Professorship of Management in the Business School at the University of
Colorado Denver (UCD). He has been a visiting scholar at universities in the
People’s Republic of China (Beijing and Hong Kong), Malaysia, Singapore,
Argentina, France, Spain, and Australia. He has written Performance
Management (Prentice Hall, 2nd edition, 2009), Applied Psychology in Human
Resource Management (with Wayne F. Cascio, Prentice Hall, 6th edition, 2005),
and Regression Analysis for Categorical Moderators (Guilford, 2004) and has edited



Notes on Contributors xiii

Test-Score Banding in Human Resource Selection (Praeger, 2004). He has published
about 60 journal articles in the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ), Academy
of Management Review (AMR), Journal of Applied Psychology ( JAP), Personnel
Psychology, and elsewhere. He is a fellow of the American Psychological
Association (APA), the Association for Psychological Science, and the Society
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (SIOP), and past editor of
Organizational Research Methods. His work on this book was completed, in
part, while he was on sabbatical leave from UCD and held a visiting appoint-
ment at the University of Salamanca (Spain) and University of Puerto Rico.

William H. Starbuck is professor-in-residence at the University of Oregon
and professor emeritus at New York University (NYU). He has held faculty
positions in economics, sociology, or management at Purdue University,
Johns Hopkins University, Cornell University, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, and NYU, as well as visiting positions in England, France, New
Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the United States. He was also senior research
fellow at the International Institute of Management in Berlin. He edited the
Administrative Science Quarterly (ASQ), chaired the screening committee for
Fulbright awards in business management, directed the doctoral program in
business administration at NYU, and was president of the AOM. He has pub-
lished over 140 articles on accounting, bargaining, business strategy, com-
puter programming, computer simulation, forecasting, decision making,
human-computer interaction, learning, organizational design, organiza-
tional growth and development, perception, scientific methods, and social
revolutions. He has also authored two books and edited 16 books. 

Contributors 

Stephen R. Barley is the Charles M. Pigott Professor of Management Science
and Engineering and the codirector of the Center for Work, Technology and
Organization at Stanford’s School of Engineering. He holds a PhD in organ-
ization studies from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Prior to com-
ing to Stanford in 1994, Barley served for ten years on the faculty of the
School of Industrial and Labor Relations at Cornell University. He was edi-
tor of the ASQ from 1993 to 1997 and the founding editor of the Stanford
Social Innovation Review from 2002 to 2004. In collaboration with Gideon
Kunda of Tel Aviv University, Barley has recently published a book on con-
tingent work among engineers and software developers, entitled Gurus,
Hired Guns and Warm Bodies: Itinerant Experts in the Knowledge Economy, with
Princeton University Press. 

Jean M. Bartunek is the Robert A. and Evelyn J. Ferris Chair and Professor of
Organization Studies at Boston College, as well as a fellow (since 1999) and a
past president (2001–2) of the AOM. Her PhD in social and organizational



psychology is from the University of Illinois at Chicago. Her substantive
research interests focus on organizational change, conflict associated with it,
and organizational cognition, and her methodological interests center
around ways in which external researchers can collaborate with inside mem-
bers of a setting, to study the setting. She is an associate editor of the Journal
of Applied Behavioral Science and serves on the editorial boards of many other
journals. She has published more than 90 journal articles and book chapters
and five ([co]authored or coedited) books. 

Arthur G. Bedeian is a Boyd Professor at Louisiana State University. He is a
past president of the AOM, a former dean of the Academy’s Fellows Group,
and a recipient of the Academy’s Distinguished Service Award, the Ronald
G. Greenwood Lifetime Achievement Award, and the Richard M. Hodgetts
Service Award. A former editor of the JOM, he has served on the editorial
boards of 16 journals, including AMR, JAP, and Organizational Research
Methods. A former chair of the J. William Fulbright Foreign Scholar Board, he
has been an external reviewer for the National Science Foundation, the
National Academy of Science, and the Research Council of Canada. 

Donald D. Bergh is an associate professor at the University of Denver. He
received a PhD from the University of Colorado at Boulder and an MBA and
BS from Utah State University. He is a former associate editor of the AMJ and
is a coeditor (with David Ketchen, Jr.) of the book series Research Methodology
in Strategy and Management (Elsevier), now in its fourth volume. He also serves
on the review boards of the Strategic Management Journal, Organization
Science, and Organizational Research Methods. Beginning in 2008, Dr. Bergh
will serve as an associate editor for Organizational Research Methods and will
rejoin the review board of the AMJ.

Wayne F. Cascio is US Bank Term Professor of Management at the UCD. He
is past chair of the HR division of the AOM and past president of the SIOP. He
has consulted with more than 150 organizations on six continents, and has
published more than 80 journal articles, 35 book chapters, and 20 books,
most recently, Investing in People: Financial Impact of HR Initiatives (with John
Boudreau, FT Press, February 2008). An elected fellow of the AOM, he also has
received the Distinguished Career Award from the Academy’s HR division. In
2004 he was the first HR leader ever to receive an honorary doctorate from the
University of Geneva, Switzerland. Chair of the Society for Human Resource
Management (SHRM) Foundation, he wrote and hosted the five DVDs that
the foundation has produced: HR Role Models, HR in Alignment, Fueling the
Talent Engine, Ethics – The Fabric of Business, and Trust Travels.

Timothy Clark is professor of organizational behaviour at Durham Business
School. He has been involved in editing journals since 1997, when he was an
associate editor of Human Relations, before he joined the Journal of

xiv Notes on Contributors



Management Studies ( JMS), where he became a general editor in 2002. He con-
ducts research into different aspects of consultancy, including the role of
management gurus. These have resulted in a series of publications, including
Managing Consultants (Open University Press, 1995) and Critical Consulting:
New Perspectives on the Management Advice Industry (with R. Fincham, Blackwell,
2002). His latest book focuses on the nature of speaker-audience interaction
within management guru lectures (Management Speak, with David Greatbatch,
2005). He also serves on the editorial boards of Journal of Management Inquiry
and Management Communication Quarterly.

Angelo DeNisi is dean of the A. B. Freeman School of Business and Albert
Cohen Chair in Business Administration at Tulane University. He received
his PhD in industrial/organizational psychology from Purdue University
and taught at Kent State University, University of South Carolina, Rutgers,
and Texas A&M University, before moving to Tulane. He is a fellow of the
SIOP (division 14 of the APA) and the APA, and he also served as president
of SIOP. He is also a fellow of the Southern Management Association and of
the AOM and the president-elect for the AOM. Angelo has been an active
researcher, whose work has been funded by the Army Research Institute and
the National Science Foundation, among others, and has appeared in the
top journals in management. In addition, he has written, coauthored, or
coedited several books and served as the editor of the AMJ.

Dov Eden (PhD, University of Michigan) is the Saltiel Professor of Corporate
Leadership at Tel Aviv University’s Faculty of Management, where he has
chaired the organizational behavior program and directed the Israel Institute
of Business Research. He is a past associate editor of AMJ and has served on
the editorial boards of JAP, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes (OBHDP), and Leadership Quarterly. Lexington Books published his
book Pygmalion in Management: Productivity as a Self-Fulfilling Prophecy. His
article “Leadership and expectations: Pygmalion effects and other self-
fulfilling prophecies in organizations” won the Leadership Quarterly Best
Article Award. He is a fellow of the AOM, APA, and SIOP. He has held visit-
ing appointments at NYU, the University of Maryland, and Baruch College
and has consulted for leading Israeli public and private corporations, the
Israel Defense Forces, and kibbutz enterprises.

Daniel C. Feldman (PhD, Yale University) is Associate Dean for Research,
Synovus Chair of Servant Leadership, and director of the Leadership
Research Consortium at the University of Georgia’s Terry College of
Business. Professor Feldman has served as editor-in-chief of the JOM, associ-
ate editor for HRM, and consulting editor for the Journal of Organizational
Behavior. He has also served as Chair of the Careers Division of the AOM and
on the executive committee of its Organizational Behavior Division. He has
written six books and over 125 articles on career development and on topics

Notes on Contributors xv



xvi Notes on Contributors

such as socialization, early career indecision, job choice, career mobility and
embeddedness, contingent employees, career plateaus, international assign-
ments, layoffs, downsizing, and early retirement. 

Bernard Forgues (PhD, Paris-Dauphine University) is currently professor of
organization theory at the University of Lille’s Business School, in Lille,
France. Starting September 2008, he will join EM-Lyon Business School. In
1998, he founded M@n@gement, which is probably the oldest scholarly elec-
tronic journal in management with continuous operations. He served as
the founding editor of M@n@gement, then as one of its coeditors, and in
2005, when M@n@gement became the official journal of AIMS (Association
Internationale de Management Stratégique), he joined the publications advi-
sory committee of the association. He also serves on the editorial boards of
Strategic Organization, European Management Review, and Service Business. He
has published in Organization Science, Organization Studies, International Studies
of Management and Organization, Service Business, as well as several French
outlets. His current research interests are twofold: he studies organizations
over the long run, with an evolutionary perspective, and looks at location
strategies of multiunit businesses. 

Jeanie M. Forray (PhD, University of Massachusetts Amherst) is associate
professor of management at Western New England College in Springfield,
MA. She served as founding editor-in-chief of Organization Management
Journal (OMJ) from 2001–6, and currently serves as a member of the journal’s
advisory committee. She is on the editorial review board of Gender, Work &
Organization, Management Learning and Journal of Management Education. Her
work has been published in Organization, OSS, Group & Organization
Management, Time and Society, Journal of Organizational Change Management,
Management Learning, and Journal of Management Education, among others.
Her research interests are eclectic, with principal attention given to organi-
zational justice and management education, and she tends to look at the
world through feminist, ethnomethodological, and critical discursive lenses. 

Gerard P. Hodgkinson is Professor of Organizational Behavior and Strategic
Management and Director of the Centre for Organizational Strategy,
Learning and Change at the University of Leeds, UK. His principal research
interests center on the cognitive processes underpinning the strategic man-
agement of organizations. The author of two books and over 50 scholarly
articles and chapters in edited volumes, his work has appeared in a number
of major outlets including the Annual Review of Psychology, Organizational
Research Methods, OSS, Personnel Psychology, Risk Analysis, and Strategic
Management Journal. He was the Editor-in-Chief of the British Journal of
Management (BJM: 1999–2006) and currently serves on the editorial boards
of the AMR, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, and Organization Science.



John R. Hollenbeck received his PhD in management from NYU in 1984
and is currently the Eli Broad Professor of Management at the Eli Broad
Graduate School of Business Administration at Michigan State University.
Dr. Hollenbeck served as the acting editor at OBHDP in 1995, the associate
editor of Decision Sciences from 1999 to 2004, and the editor of Personnel
Psychology from 1996 to 2002. Prior to serving as editor, he served on the edi-
torial board of these journals, as well as the boards of the AMJ, AMR, JAP,
and the JOM. Dr. Hollenbeck has published over 60 articles and book chap-
ters on the topics of team decision making and work motivation, much of
which was funded by the Office of Naval Research and the Air Force Office
of Scientific Research. According to the Institute for Scientific Research this
body of work has been cited over 1,300 times. 

Jerry A. Jacobs is Merriam Term Professor of Sociology at the University of
Pennsylvania. He has served as the editor of the American Sociological Review
(ASR) and the president of the Eastern Sociological Society. His research
has addressed a number of aspects of women’s employment, including
authority, earnings, working conditions, part-time work, and entry into
male-dominated occupations. His research has been funded by the National
Science Foundation, the Spencer Foundation, the Sloan Foundation, Atlantic
Philanthropies, and the Macy Foundation. His research projects include a
study of women’s entry into the medical profession, funded by the Macy
Foundation, and a study of working time and work-family conflict among
university faculty. 

K. Michele (Micki) Kacmar is the Durr-Fillauer Chair of Business Ethics at
the University of Alabama. She received her PhD in HRM from Texas A&M
University. Her general research interests fall in the area of impression man-
agement, organizational politics, ethics, and work-family conflict. She has
published over 75 articles in journals such as AMJ, JAP, OBHDP, and Human
Relations. Dr. Kacmar served as editor of the JOM from 2000 to 2003, as an
associate editor of the HRM Journal from 1996 to 1999, and on the board of
directors of the SHRM Foundation from 1993 to 2000. She is an associate
editor of the AMJ for the term 2007–10.

Martin Kilduff (PhD, Cornell) is a professor of management and the editor
of AMR. His work focuses on social networks including the two coauthored
books Social Networks and Organizations (Sage, 2003) and Bringing the
Individual Back In: Organizational Behavior and Interpersonal Networks
(Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). He has also published articles
on social networks, in the major research journals including ASQ,
Organization Science, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, and AMJ.

Carol T. Kulik is a research professor of HRM at the University of South
Australia. Her interests encompass cognitive processes, demographic diversity,

Notes on Contributors xvii



and procedural fairness in organizations, and her research focuses on explain-
ing how HRM interventions influence the fair treatment of people in organi-
zations. Carol is particularly interested in bridging the academic-practice
divide and ensuring that academic research addresses problems of interest to
the business community. She authored a book titled Human Resources for the
Non-HR Manager (published by Erlbaum in 2004), which makes the cutting-
edge research on HR issues accessible to managers with no formal training
in human resources. She has served as the senior associate editor at the JOM
and is currently the division chair for the organizational behavior division
of the AOM. 

Ann Marie Ryan is a professor of organizational psychology at Michigan
State University. Her major research interests involve improving the quality
and fairness of employee-selection methods, and topics related to diversity
and justice in the workplace. In addition to publishing extensively in these
areas, she regularly consults with organizations on improving assessment
processes, including work with Procter & Gamble, Ford Motor Company,
Dow Chemical, Kelly Services, and many other private sector organizations.
She also has worked extensively on the design of hiring processes for public
sector organizations, particularly for police and fire departments. She cur-
rently serves on the Defense Advisory Committee on Military Personnel
Testing. She is a past president of the SIOP and past editor of the journal
Personnel Psychology. She received her BS with a double major in psychology
and management from Xavier University and her MA and PhD in psychol-
ogy from the University of Illinois at Chicago. Further information about
her research and consultation work can be found at http://psychology.
msu.edu/People/faculty/ryanVITA.pdf.

Sara Rynes (PhD, University of Wisconsin) is the John F. Murray Professor
of Management and Organizations at the University of Iowa. Her research
interests are compensation, selection and recruitment, management education,
and knowledge transfer between academics and practitioners. She is currently
editor of the AMJ and has served on the editorial review boards of the JAP,
Personnel Psychology, Quality Management Journal, Academy of Management
Learning and Education, and Frontiers in Industrial and Organizational Psychology.
She is a fellow of the AOM, the APA, the SIOP, and the Management
Education Research Institute and a recipient of the Herbert G. Heneman
Career Achievement Award in Human Resource Management. She was for-
merly on the faculties of Cornell University and the University of Minnesota. 

Debra L. Shapiro (PhD, Northwestern University) is the Clarice Smith
Professor of Management at the University of Maryland’s Robert H. Smith
School of Business. Before joining the Smith School in 2003, Shapiro was
the Willard J. Graham Distinguished Professor at the University of North

xviii Notes on Contributors



Carolina’s Kenan-Flagler Business School (where she was on the faculty
[1986–2003] and also served as associate dean [1998–2001]). Shapiro’s
research regards antecedents and consequences of workplace-related con-
flicts such as perceived mistreatment and/or injustice, including how to
effectively resolve these (e.g., via third-party procedures, negotiation strate-
gies, explanations, and other communication tactics), especially when dis-
puting parties are from different cultures. Shapiro’s publications include a
book Managing Multinational Teams: Global Perspectives (published by
Elsevier/JAI Press, 2005) and over 60 journal articles and book chapters in
outlets including premier management journals such as ASQ, AMJ, AMR,
JAP, JPSP, OBHDP, Handbook of Organizational Justice, and Handbook of
Negotiation and Culture. Shapiro is a past member of the AOM’s board of gov-
ernors (2002–5) and currently an associate editor of the AMJ.

Haridimos Tsoukas is the George D. Mavros Research Professor of
Organization Theory at ALBA, Greece; professor of organization studies at
Warwick University, UK; and the editor-in-chief of OSS. He has coedited the
Oxford Handbook of Organization Theory: Meta-theoretical Perspectives (Oxford
University Press, 2003) and is the author of Complex Knowledge: Studies in
Organizational Epistemology (Oxford University Press, 2005). He has pub-
lished articles on organizational knowledge, organizational change and the
management of social reforms, and meta-theoretical issues in organization
and management studies in leading journals, including the AMR, Strategic
Management Journal, Organization Science, OSS, and the JMS.

Theresa M. Welbourne (PhD, University of Colorado, Boulder) is president
and CEO of eePulse, Inc., a technology- and management-research com-
pany. Prior to founding the company, she worked full time in academics
with Cornell University and the University of Michigan. She also has affili-
ated roles with executive education at the Ross School of Business,
University of Michigan, and the Center for Effective Organizations,
University of Southern California. Her research has been featured in popu-
lar publications such as Inc. magazine, Wall Street Journal, and The Financial
Times and has been published in books and journals such as the AMJ, JOM,
Journal of Organization Behavior, and JAP. She is the editor-in-chief of HRM.

Larry J. Williams received his PhD in organizational behavior from Indiana
University’s School of Business, and he is University Professor of Management
at Virginia Commonwealth University. His main interests involve structural
equation methods. He is the founding editor of Organizational Research
Methods and previously served as consulting editor for the JOM. Dr. Williams
has served as chairperson for the research methods division of the AOM and
also established the Center for the Advancement of Research Methods and
Analysis at Virginia Commonwealth University. Dr. Williams received the

Notes on Contributors xix



2005 Distinguished Career Contributions Award by the AOM’s research
methods division. In 2004, he was recognized by the Southern Management
Association as an author of two of the six most highly cited articles in the
30-year history of the JOM. He was also elected in 2004 to be a member of
the Society for Organizational Behavior. 

Mike Wright is professor of financial studies at Nottingham University
Business School, director of the Center for Management Buy-out Research,
and visiting professor at INSEAD, Erasmus University, and University of
Siena. He received an honorary doctorate from the University of Ghent in
2006. He was an editor of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice from 1994 to
1999. He has been an editor of JMS since 2003. He is a consulting editor for
the International Journal of Management Reviews. He has edited special issues
of the AMJ, Journal of Business Venturing, JMS, JOM, Research Policy, Journal of
Business Finance and Accounting, Accounting and Business Research, Journal of
Corporate Finance, Industrial and Corporate Change, Managerial and Decision
Economics, etc. He serves on six editorial review boards, including that of
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal and Journal of Business Finance and
Accounting. His recent books include Academic Entrepreneurship in Europe
(Edward Elgar, 2007; with B. Clarysse, P. Mustar & A. Lockett) and Private
Equity and Management Buy-outs (Edward Elgar, 2008; ed. with H. Bruining).

Sheldon Zedeck, University of California at Berkeley, is editor of the JAP;
former editor and associate editor of Human Performance, a journal that he
and Frank Landy founded; as well as former associate editor of Applied
Psychology: An International Review. He has written numerous journal articles
and has served on the editorial boards of Contemporary Psychology and
Industrial Relations. Dr. Zedeck has been active in the SIOP, in addition to
consulting with private and public sector organizations and serving as an
expert witness in employment discrimination cases.

xx Notes on Contributors



Preface

Goals and audiences for this volume

Scientific publications are at the heart of science as a system (Luhmann, 1984;
Stichweh, 1998), and publishing is perhaps the most desired outcome of aca-
demics’ work (Cummings & Frost, 1995). The cliché “publish or perish” is
reflected in academic careers (Baruch & Hall, 2004; Rynes et al., 2005).
Individual and departmental scholarly reputations grow through publication in
refereed journals (Daft, 1995; Huff, 1999), and peer pressure maintains and rein-
forces this trend (Bedeian, 2004). Editors have significant power over the selec-
tion of manuscripts to publish. They occupy a key position in the publishing
process and thus influence the shape of future knowledge. As a result, editor-
ship carries with it strong scholarly position and prestige, and becoming an
editor is a major event in anyone’s academic career. Serving as an editor requires
the community’s trust and shows career success. Serving as an editor is a sig-
nificant honor and responsibility, accompanied by substantial hard work. 

In spite of the centrality of the editorship role, there is much mystery sur-
rounding the nature and notion of editorship. Sometimes, more myth than
reality prevails. Many scholars, not merely the novices, are unaware of edi-
torial practices, processes, and strategies. Misinformation and lack of aware-
ness might obstruct judgment in navigating the publication process. It might
even lead to poor handling of the process, which would hamper the chances
of eventually publishing good manuscripts. It can cause people to become
editors for the wrong reasons, to perform poorly as editors once they are in
the role, and to miss opportunities to learn from the experience of others. 

This book contributes towards a more transparent system. It brings to
light the “behind the scene” processes. Further, we relate to issues concerned
with editorial work, its perils and benefits, and explicate a normative system
of knowledge creation. 

In a nutshell, this book aims to be 

(1) an academic scholarly work on the roles of editors and processes of
editorship in knowledge creation and dissemination, 

(2) a guide for editors and professional associations in charge of setting
editorial policies for developing and maintaining high-quality editing
processes,

(3) a guide and realistic job preview for scholars who wish to become
editors, and 

(4) an important socialization tool for all doctoral students and scholars
who wish to learn the intricacies of the publishing process.
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xxii Preface

Brief description

Understanding editorial work and how to become an effective editor is
highly relevant for most scholarly academics working in the social, behav-
ioral, and organizational sciences (e.g., members of the AOM, SIOP, APA,
American Sociological Association, Strategic Management Association, and
other professional organizations). This book offers essential scholarly read-
ing for gaining knowledge and insights that can enhance scholarly achieve-
ments and explicate the relevance of editorship to the academic career. 

The need for this book is clear: with much at stake in the “publish or per-
ish” environment, understanding editorial work and processes is crucial for
academic scholars. Further, from an individual career perspective, becoming
an effective editor is an important goal for scholars at the peaks of their aca-
demic careers – a goal that contributes to the development and dissemina-
tion of knowledge. This book not only contributes to the growing field of
academic careers but also provides tips on how to succeed in them (Baruch
& Hall, 2004; Frost & Taylor, 1996; Miller, Glick, & Cardinal, 2005). 

Despite the importance of editorship, there is no formal preparation or
specific advice to prepare people for this role. To date, most scholars have
learned how to edit by trial and error or via mentoring. The book offers a
vital additional resource to success in the role. This is the first book dedi-
cated entirely to the topic of editorship. It enables scholars around the world
to learn from shared experiences and knowledge. The scholars who wrote
the chapters for this book come from a variety of perspectives and back-
grounds, but all have had major editorial experience. These represent a
highly acclaimed set of prestigious, truly international journals. 

Structure for the book

This book comprises four parts: (I) General, Introductory Chapters; (II) Effective
Editorship; (III) Editing Different Types of Journals, and (IV) Editorship and
Academic Careers. 

In the opening chapter, Alison Konrad, former editor of Group & Organization
Management, links the editorial process with perspectives on knowledge cre-
ation. She concludes that the goal of editing is “to adjudicate the intersubjective
knowledge-conversion process whereby a manuscript representing the personal
knowledge of the author(s) becomes part of the common body of knowledge
in the field” and, from this definition, draws several conclusions about the edi-
torial process. In chapter 2, John Hollenbeck, former acting editor of OBHDP,
former associate editor of Decision Sciences, and former editor of Personnel
Psychology, elaborates on what types of articles have the greatest unique con-
tribution and value-adding potential and, consequently, are most likely to be
accepted for publication. Ann Marie Ryan, former editor of Personnel
Psychology, regards editing as a vital professional service that the editors conduct
for the community, and takes us to the servant-leadership view. Closing the



first part in reflection on editorship experience, Steve Barley, former editor of
ASQ, addresses present and prospective editors with the enlightening and
revealing article “A Letter to Editors.” 

The second part moves to the debate about how to be an effective editor.
Micki Kacmar, former editor of the JOM, offers her wise advice about how to
set up an effective manuscript review process, whereas Sara Rynes, former
editor of the AMJ, explains emerging issues in communicating with authors
and discusses how to guide and support authors in their journey to publi-
cation (or otherwise). Daniel Feldman, another former editor of the JOM,
tells us about the important role of team building. The editor is a leader of
several teams – the small one, that of associate editors, who share editorial
decision making; the editorial board, as a wider team closely associated with
the journal; and the cadre of ad-hoc reviewers – without whom editors will
not be able to make a learned, validated decision on manuscripts. Feldman
discusses how to develop and maintain strong bonds with these constituen-
cies of the journal. Angelo Denisi, former editor of the AMJ, has significant
experience in dealing with authors who are not so happy with either the
decision or the process, or both. Another group that needs careful handling
are reluctant reviewers. Debra Shapiro, former associate editor of the AMJ,
and Jean Bartunek, associate editor of the Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science, take us to the ethical minefield of issues needing consideration,
during the review, revision, and decision-making processes. Martin Kilduff,
editor of the AMR, focuses on the increasingly important element that is
essential in dealing with the increasing number of submissions – the use
(and sometimes misuse) of technology in the editorial process – how to
improve editorial work and yet keep the human touch in dealing with
multiple constituencies in the process. Gerard Hodgkinson, former editor of
the BJM, maps out the critical factors that ultimately determine the standing
of academic journals in the global marketplace of scholarly excellence and
addresses the question regarding what steps might be taken in order to
improve a journal’s performance in that regard. Donald Bergh, former asso-
ciate editor of the AMJ, explains how editors can help authors in creating
added value in the review process. Jerry Jacobs, editor of the ASR, provides a
slightly different view and advocates an “activist” role for editors, whereas
Arthur Bedeian, former editor of the JOM, takes a strong stance in support of
letting authors express their own view (instead of being influenced by
“ghostwriters in the sky”). 

The third part of the book explores a diversity of issues associated with the
editorship of different types of journals. Sheldon Zedeck, former editor of
the JAP, reflects on his experiences as the editor of a top academic journal,
including both challenges and gratifications. He provides a realistic job
preview for those interested in becoming an editor and those who wish to
understand some of the realities faced by editors on a daily basis. Theresa
Welbourne, editor of HRM, expresses her own views, as well as those of her
editorial board, in describing a bridge journal and opens the reader’s eyes to
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the need to reach for both the academic and the practitioner communities,
a demanding task which she leads successfully. Haridimos Tsoukas, editor of
OSS, describes how his journal transformed from being European into a truly
international journal, which keeps a distinct identity but embraces the
global rather than only the European community. Timothy Clark and Mike
Wright, coeditors of the JMS, describe how to push a journal up the ranking
order, making it truly international, and doing so as an independent journal
rather than being under the “cover” of a major publisher or association.
Larry J. Williams, founding editor of Organizational Research Methods, an
extremely successful journal, delineates his experience of creating a new
journal and making it known and respected by the scholarly community.
The last chapter in this part, by Bernard Forgues, coeditor of M@n@gement,
and Jeanie Forray, founding editor of OMJ, examines new horizons that
emerged only in the last decade – that of online publications and how to
manage a purely electronic journal. 

The fourth and last part includes considerations of the association
between editorship and the academic career. Yehuda Baruch, editor of Group
& Organization Management and former editor of Career Development
International, describes the results of an empirical study on the impact of edi-
torship on the academic career of editors. Carol Kulik, former associate edi-
tor of the JOM, analyzes her experience as an associate editor and offers
diagnostic tips to academics who are considering an associate editorship,
looking at the possibilities of this position as either a dead-end or spring-
board for future progress. Wayne Cascio, who served as chair of the journals
committee of the AOM, writes about how editors are selected by AOM,
though acknowledging that editors at other journals are selected using a
variety of processes. The final chapter in this part, by Dov Eden, former asso-
ciate editor of the AMJ, explains what authors need to know to navigate the
review process successfully. His advice should be instrumental for authors
ready and willing to understand the editor’s dilemma. He reveals the most
well-kept secret in journal publishing – editors want and need to publish
papers – and suggests how authors can help editors to help themselves. 

In the book’s concluding chapter, we (Starbuck, Aguinis, Konrad, & Baruch)
discuss several editorial choices that editors can make at both the practical
and strategic levels of editorship and how these choices have implications
for both editors and authors. 

We close by thanking each of the contributors of this volume for offering
such candid and open information that we hope will be useful for many
generations of scholars.
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Part I General/Introductory Chapters



1
Knowledge Creation and the Journal
Editor’s Role
Alison M. Konrad

3

Much has been written on the role of reviewers in the academic publishing
process, yet little guidance is available to new editors of academic journals.
When I took over as a new editor, what I received in the form of guidance
was a set of cardboard boxes in the mail (filled with manuscripts) with all
the best wishes of the previous editor. Upon asking senior people in the field
for suggestions, I was told that I can do “anything I want.”

Autonomy is a wonderful thing, and something that many academics
value; however, I do not believe that editors should be able to do “anything
they want.” Given that the editorial role is so crucial to the development of
the field as well as to the lives and careers of academics, it is important to
start developing a set of process standards for assessing the quality of edi-
torship. Outcome standards such as journal rankings by the ISI and other
evaluation lists (e.g. Starbuck, 2005) already exist, but due to long lead times
and the distal nature of outcomes, process standards are needed to help edi-
tors spend their time in ways that are most likely to result in the publication
of high-quality manuscripts.

Given that the editor’s work is to create, maintain, and extend the body of
knowledge in the field, I thought that reading about knowledge creation
might provide some useful implications for editorial action. By no means did
I conduct a thorough reading of all of the knowledge-management literature,
and I do not claim to provide a comprehensive synthesis of it here. I did find
some very useful ideas, however, that helped to clarify and justify some of
my own thoughts on what constitutes a high-quality editorial process. 

First, the knowledge-creation literature suggests that the work of an edi-
tor is to adjudicate the intersubjective knowledge-conversion process whereby a
manuscript representing the personal knowledge of the author(s) becomes
part of the common body of knowledge in the field. As such, the work of
an editor requires judgment, and the process is wrought with subjectivity.
Subjectivity brings with it a set of knowledge-related exchange hazards,
which others have considered in detail (Aguinis & Henle, 2002; Shapiro &
Bartunek, this volume). The major point of this chapter will be that the



subjectivity and complexity of the content which editors work with means that
the use of editorial judgment and extensive communication with authors and
reviewers is essential.

What is knowledge?

Defining knowledge is a nontrivial task, and the extant literature provides
several definitions and debates about what knowledge is (see Calhoun &
Starbuck, 2003). I found Tywoniak’s (2007) “complexity” definition to be
particularly interesting and useful for the discussion of the role of editors.
Tywoniak begins by defining knowledge as “rules that reduce environmen-
tal uncertainty through connections between ideas and facts,” which serve
as guides for behavior (p. 53). He then suggests that this definition consid-
ers knowledge only as a structure, whereas a complexity perspective consid-
ers knowledge as a structure, a process, and a system (see Table 1.1). 

As a structure, knowledge is stable, and as such can only be useful under
stable conditions. Under conditions of instability, individuals must be able to
generate new rules linking new sets of facts and ideas in order to adapt their
behaviors to complicated and changing environments (Tywoniak, 2007,
p. 57). Hence, knowledge must be more than a structure; it is also a process
incorporating feedback loops to enable the generation of new heuristics. As
individuals face new features in their environments, old behaviors may no
longer result in desired outcomes, motivating a search for new solutions.
Individuals continually modify and update their personal stores of knowl-
edge by adjusting their behaviors to fit the new conditions they encounter,
testing the new behaviors, and storing representations of the new behavioral
contingencies in memory. This knowledge-development process, which is
similar to Argyris and Schon’s (1978) concept of single-loop learning, bene-
fits individual survival in a complex and changing environment. 

Tywoniak (2007) considers knowledge to have yet another level of com-
plexity, arising due to the use of language. Human language facilitates the
development of knowledge purely through the manipulation of symbols.

4 Knowledge Creation and the Journal Editor’s Role

Table 1.1 Tywoniak’s (2007) complexity definition of knowledge

Knowledge is … Description

a structure A set of rules that reduce environmental uncertainty through
connections between ideas and facts which serve as guides 
for behavior

a process A process incorporating feedback loops that enable the gener-
ation of new links between ideas and facts or heuristics

a system The common language and the rules used to generate and 
validate new links between facts and ideas within a given 
community



This human capacity to increase understanding of the environment in the
absence of immediate experience allows for the development of “ever
greater quantities of knowledge, going beyond the cognitive ability of a sin-
gle individual” (Tywoniak, 2007, p. 57). In other words, humans are able to
learn from the experiences of others, through the process of communica-
tion. At this level, knowledge is a system or “network of rule generating
processes inter-linked through social interaction” (Tywoniak, 2007, p. 58). 

As the research of Nonaka and colleagues shows (Nonaka, von Krogh, &
Voelpel, 2006), knowledge is not transmitted between individuals in a simple
linear manner wherein one person speaks and the other absorbs. Rather,
knowledge transmission is based on an intersubjective process whereby indi-
viduals compare similar experiences in order to develop a more refined set of
links between facts and ideas. The challenge faced by individuals engaged in
the knowledge-sharing process is to persuade others that they have inter-
preted their personal experiences accurately and in a way that is useful for
others to know. When individuals, each of whom has a subjective experience
of the world, reach agreement about a particular piece of knowledge, it is
“converted” from the personal to the common realm (Nonaka et al., 2006). 

Hence, the body of common knowledge is basically a judgment among a
community that a particular set of links between ideas and facts is valid. It
is continually evolving as the environment changes and as community
members have new experiences from which they draw conclusions that they
then discuss and debate with others. Using the rules of language, commu-
nity members reach agreements to add new links to the extant knowledge
structure. The common language and the rules used to generate and validate
new links between facts and ideas constitute the system of knowledge of a
given community (Tywoniak, 2007).

Types of knowledge

Tywoniak (2007) suggests that there are (at least) four different types of
knowledge. Personal knowledge is distinguished from common knowledge,
and tacit knowledge is distinguished from explicit knowledge as follows
(Tywoniak, 2007): 

• Personal knowledge consists of the set of behavioral rules developed by a
particular individual to reduce environmental uncertainty. 

• Common knowledge is embedded in an interactive environment and
consists of that evolving set of truth claims that has been validated
through the intersubjective process discussed earlier. 

• Tacit knowledge is processual in nature or “knowledge in action” that
reflects the limitations of cognition.

• Explicit knowledge is the set of links between ideas and facts that has
been formally codified.
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Tywoniak relates all four knowledge types to each other, not in a two-by-two
typology, but rather, in more of an association matrix (summarized briefly
in Table 1.2).

For instance, according to Tywoniak (2007), personal and common knowl-
edge are interrelated. Personal knowledge is based on common knowledge
because individuals use language to organize their personal understanding of
the world. Common knowledge depends upon personal knowledge for its exis-
tence also, because the body of common knowledge requires individuals to
share their personal knowledge with others. When personal knowledge is val-
idated through the intersubjective knowledge-conversion process (Nonaka
et al., 2006), the body of common knowledge is honed, refined, modified, and
extended. This process is absolutely essential if common knowledge is to
remain useful as a guide to behavior in a complex and changing environment. 

To fully appreciate all six of the associations, the reader is referred to
Tywoniak’s (2007) original article. Here, I mention those associations that I
believe are most closely linked to the process of knowledge generation and
validation in the social-science fields.

One such link is the association between tacit knowledge and personal
knowledge. Tywoniak (2007) argues that tacit knowledge is related to per-
sonal knowledge through the capacity to act. Individuals may know many
things explicitly, but they are only able to act effectively on those ideas for
which they have sufficient tacit knowledge. This tacit knowledge on how to
use the explicit knowledge is not codified, and hence, cannot be transmitted
through language, but must be developed from experience. 

Common knowledge is related to tacit knowledge through the develop-
ment of organizational routines (Tywoniak, 2007). An example of this asso-
ciation occurs when a set of organizational positions and/or processes results
in a particularly synergistic outcome that no one individual understands
explicitly. Yet, if the organization can reliably produce this outcome without
an explicit understanding of how it occurs, then the organization can be
said to have a piece of common tacit knowledge.

Journal editors work with explicit knowledge. Manuscripts represent
authors’ personal explicit knowledge that they hope will be raised to the level
of common explicit knowledge through publication. The editor’s goal is to
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Table 1.2 Relationships between the four types of knowledge

Personal Common Tacit Explicit

Personal
Common Interrelated
Tacit Capacity Routines

to act
Explicit Analogy Formalized Application

Note: Summary of Tywoniak (2007).



identify those submissions that critique, modify, and extend the body of
common explicit knowledge to do a better job of reducing environmental
uncertainty for action. 

The interrelatedness of common explicit knowledge with other types of
knowledge has interesting implications for the development of research. It
implies that researchers can and perhaps should do more than just work with the
extant body of common explicit knowledge. The work of an author likely can be
enriched by engaging in action to create personal tacit knowledge, which
authors then make explicit and fit into the common body of knowledge
(Vermeulen, 2005). Authors can also examine organizational routines in
which common tacit knowledge is embedded, and then explicate and
extend that knowledge. By linking the extant literature (our body of com-
mon explicit knowledge) with sources of personal tacit knowledge and com-
mon tacit knowledge, authors may be more likely to identify research
questions constituting revolutionary advances to the field, rather than
incremental adjustments to current thinking.

Although the sources of tacit knowledge have important implications for the
research process, journal editors are not working with the personal tacit knowl-
edge or common tacit knowledge that might have inspired any given manu-
script submission. Editors receive only the text presenting the author(s)’ views
and has no access to the direct personal experience or organizational arrange-
ments that inspired the author(s)’ work. Hence, the editor works with the per-
sonal explicit knowledge of the author(s). The editor’s job is to guide the
knowledge-conversion process (Nonaka et al., 2006) to determine which of the
many submissions containing statements of author(s)’ explicit personal knowl-
edge will become part of the body of common explicit knowledge in the field.

Implications for journal editors

At least five implications for journal editors can be derived from the knowl-
edge-creation literature:

• Editorial gatekeeping is necessary 
• Judgment is critical to the editor’s role
• Subjectivity enters into the editorial process 
• Interests and the potential for moral hazard enter into the process
• Communication is essential

I discuss each of these implications briefly.

Editorial gatekeeping is necessary

One of the implications of the knowledge-creation field is that editorial gate-
keeping is a necessary activity. This conclusion is less than obvious, given the
ongoing debate in the fields of management and organization studies regarding
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the development of a paradigm (De Cock & Jeanes, 2006). Pfeffer (1993) argued
that the openness of these fields to a wide variety of research questions, episte-
mologies, and methodologies has resulted in the failure to develop a strong par-
adigm, which he believes reduces the ability to make scientific progress. Pfeffer’s
ideas were quickly rebutted by Van Maanen (1995), who argued that a diversity
of voices and approaches is essential for improving what he views as an overly
consistent, unimaginative and mind-numbingly banal field. Van de Ven (1999)
characterized the former of these two views as a “Pfefferdigm” aiming to weed
the unruly garden of organization and management theory to support only the
oaks; “They can be red oaks, American oaks, dwarf oaks, or Mexican oaks – as
long as they’re oak trees” (p. 119). Of the latter view, Van de Ven states that Van
Maanen wants “a thousand flowers to bloom” (p. 120), so that the field will
become “A quilt of a thousand rhetorical patches sewn together with the voices
of many people … singing their rounds of a chorus that has become disen-
trained” (p. 120). 

Should we engage in editorial gatekeeping, or should we let a thousand
flowers bloom? In the field of knowledge creation, Nonaka et al. (2006) pro-
vide a clear and unambiguous answer. These authors argue that gatekeeping
through the knowledge-conversion process is absolutely necessary. One rea-
son we must limit the amount of information added to the common body of
knowledge is to prevent information overload among members of our com-
munity. Another reason is to safeguard against poor-quality papers, mislead-
ing papers, or even worse, fraud and plagiarism. By gatekeeping, we help our
community identify the more important links between ideas and facts, with-
out having to go through all possible manuscripts that any academic has ever
thought to write. Given the fact that more and more academics are pressured
to produce refereed journal publications around the world, the sheer volume
of manuscripts being produced is increasing geometrically, and any respected
journal has seen its submissions increase dramatically in the last five years. 

Although I advocate the need for gatekeeping, I do not mean that certain
types of methods, epistemologies, or conceptual frames should be banned. Rather,
each piece of research should be judged for quality, such that our knowledge
base reflects the best of what our various scholarly traditions have to offer.
Furthermore, different research questions are best addressed with different
epistemologies and methodologies, and the best work demonstrates a strong
fit between the research question and the data. Achieving inclusion of a
variety of research approaches requires a variety of journals reflecting differ-
ent perspectives, as well as diverse editorial boards capable of properly
assessing the quality of scholarship from the various traditions. 

Judgment is critical to the editor’s role

Judgment is critical to the editor’s role because the ideas scholars are work-
ing with are so complex. Especially in the field of organization studies,
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where the number of theories and paradigms is large and growing, judg-
ments are very complex because there is much disagreement about many
factors, including epistemology, conceptual frameworks, research methods,
and appropriate conclusions to be drawn from any given piece of research
(Pfeffer, 1993; Van Maanen, 1995, Van de Ven, 1999). 

The importance of judgment has some very clear implications for edito-
rial practice. Some editors seem to use a “vote-counting” method, which
entails “averaging” the judgments of the reviewers to come to a conclusion
(e.g., one revise-and-resubmit [R&R] plus two rejects � reject). Such editors
return manuscripts to authors with a form letter, and authors receiving the
coveted “R&R” decision obtain little or no guidance as to how they can best
craft their revision. In my view, vote counting is not appropriate, given the
complexity of the content editors are working with and the complexity of
the intersubjective knowledge-conversion process that they are adjudicat-
ing. Editors must assess the quality of the reviews before determining the
weight they’ll place on any reviewer’s comments, and that means they must
read both the manuscript and the reviews carefully before making a deci-
sion. Because the editor must synthesize the information from multiple
sources to make a judgment, the editorial job is a step more complex than
that of any individual reviewer.

The task of the editor also differs substantially from that of the review-
ers. Reviewers only need to judge the quality of submissions, while the edi-
tor, on top of recruiting reviewers, overseeing the review process, and
making judgments on final publication decisions, in the end, for the ben-
efit of the readership (and the publisher), must fill the pages of the journal.
In my experience, reviewers are better at rejecting manuscripts than they
are at selecting them, and for my first several months as an editor, my
review teams rejected absolutely everything that was submitted. At that
point, I had to send them all a message explaining that we needed to pub-
lish something, so please do not hold these manuscripts to an impossible
standard of perfection. 

Perhaps it is the “validity threat” paradigm in which we social scientists
are raised that makes it so easy for us to perceive the flaws in our work and
so difficult for us to see its strengths. As authors, we are advised to list the
limitations of our work, which is important to ensure that it is interpreted
properly. Unfortunately, these sections can often leave the reader feeling as
if the study accomplished pretty much nothing of value. It is important to
remember that we usually make our methodological decisions for sound rea-
sons. It is very valuable for authors to include the reasons for their method-
ological choices in the limitations section. No individual piece of research is
perfect, and the best we can ask of authors is to choose the best method-
ological tradeoffs possible, given the research question, the state of the
extant literature, and the realistic availability of data. 
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Subjectivity enters into the editorial process

Although editorial judgment is necessary to the knowledge-creation process,
neither the editorial process nor our judgments as editors are perfect. All of
these judgments are affected by the limitations of the human cognitive
structure. Editors are plagued with all of the perceptual biases that human
beings are subject to, including personal biases (Is work in our own area of
expertise really more worthy of publication than work in other subfields?),
stereotyping (Is the work of an established scholar really higher in quality
than that of an unknown author?), recency effects (Is a topic recently pub-
lished in Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, or
Academy of Management Review really more worthy than others?), sunk costs
(Does the fact that the author has gone through two R&Rs mean that I have
to accept the article at this point?), and more. These biases mean that edi-
tors are subject to both Type I and Type II errors, such that articles that
should be published are rejected and vice versa.

Furthermore, the editorial process is inherently subjective because editors
work only with texts and do not have access to the original data, that is, the
material reality against which to validate or invalidate those texts. The only
resources we have at our disposal to assess the quality of manuscripts are
(1) our judgment as experienced professionals, (2) the judgments of the
reviewers, and (3) the system of rules for generating, communicating, and val-
idating knowledge within our field. Hence, our editorial work is very much
like Nonaka et al.’s (2006) knowledge-conversion process. It is intersubjective,
meaning that one person’s knowledge can be validated or invalidated by
another’s knowledge, depending upon whether the authors and the editorial
team can reach an agreement regarding the validity of the knowledge claim. 

The editorial process is also reflexive, by which I mean that process of
converting each piece of knowledge affects the character of the knowledge
itself. The fact that scholarly papers are changed through the review process is
a well-known frustration in the field, and recently, some have called for “as is”
publication decisions allowing no requests for revision (Tsang & Frey, 2007).
Although the reflexivity of the editorial process may seem ominous to authors,
the nature of these changes is generally quite positive. In my experiences as an
editor, the manuscripts submitted to my journal improved substantially over
the course of the review and revision process. Given that manuscripts gener-
ally improve with revision, authors probably serve themselves and the field
best when they are highly responsive to input from the editor and reviewers
(not necessarily agreeing with the editorial team, but responding to all of their
concerns thoroughly to maximize the strength of the methods used and to
minimize needless confusion generated by the writing). 

Interests and the potential for moral hazard enter into the process

Beyond cognitive and process limitations, the subjectivity of the editorial
process also invites what Foss (2007) terms “knowledge-related exchange
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hazards” (p. 40). Foss identified two types of such hazards: knowledge appro-
priation and strategic knowledge accumulation. Knowledge appropriation is
what we might call plagiarism. Strategic knowledge accumulation is what we
might call lack of collegiality or unwillingness to help other scholars. The
field of organization and management studies has seen the development of
mechanisms to minimize both of these issues. The Academy of Management
(December 2005) recently developed formal mechanisms for enforcing rules
about plagiarism and other ethical violations in the field. We are also doing
better with knowledge sharing, due to the statistical and measurement tools
that are now available on the Internet, as well as information sharing on list
serves. Many subtle ethical issues remain, however, and editors must grapple
with these on occasion (see Shapiro & Bartunek, this volume).

One of the issues is whether editors should publish their own work in
their journal. Although the editor may be capable of contributing a fine
piece to a journal, as human decision makers, editors cannot be free from
bias in assessing their own work. Hence, publishing one’s own research is a
questionable practice, at best. 

Editors can and often do publish work by associate editors and members
of their editorial boards, however. This practice is acceptable for multiple
reasons. First, editors can provide such manuscripts with the same blind
review process experienced by other authors, ensuring an equitable process.
Second, given the substantial increase in the number of submissions to ref-
ereed academic journals in recent years, editorial boards have grown larger.
Often, many of the finest contributors in the field are members of presti-
gious editorial boards. Not only would disallowing their contributions
greatly reduce participation on these boards, it would also reduce the ability
of the journal to publish the highest quality work with the best chance of
subsequent citation and impact.

Communication is essential

As adjudicators of a complex and evolving intersubjective knowledge-
conversion process, communication is core to what editors do. First, a man-
uscript’s quality of writing can often obscure the quality of a contribution.
For authors, this means that the more effort you put into your writing, the
better your chances of publication.

Perhaps less obviously, the quality of reviewer communication is also crit-
ical. Sometimes, reviewers do not communicate well by failing to provide
citations or failing to clearly explain what they want authors to do. Such
communication failures obviously create difficulties not only for the authors,
who have a hard time satisfying the reviewer, but also for the editor, who is
trying to evaluate the review and provide guidance to the authors. If, as a
reviewer, you are not invited to join an editorial board or if you stop receiv-
ing manuscripts to review from your favorite journal, you might consider
how well your communication has served the editor in the past.
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Most importantly, communication from the editor is critically important
to the process (Feldman, 2006). I learned this lesson from my experience as
an author working with Nancy Eisenberg, who was the editor of
Psychological Bulletin at the time. The first round of the review process
resulted in three of the most challenging reviews ever written (at least, it
seemed so to me). Fortunately, these reviews were accompanied by a detailed
cover letter from Nancy Eisenberg, who made many suggestions for dealing
with the concerns raised by the reviewers. She provided conceptual advice,
methodological suggestions, and citations. She also helped me deal with two
contradictory reviews by adjudicating them. She decided which reviewer’s
advice was more appropriate, and indicated so in the letter, as in, “on point
19, do what Reviewer X said and do not do what Reviewer Y suggested.” This
detailed advice was absolutely essential to the publication of the article, and
I sent her a thank-you note for her contribution as editor. Since then, Nancy
Eisenberg has been my role model for how I conduct myself as an editor. 

Conclusions for editors

As adjudicators of the knowledge-conversion system in our fields, editors are
very powerful in many ways. Editors have substantial decision-making
power, especially in the typical case where multiple reviewers disagree with
one another (Calhoun & Starbuck, 2003). If the reviewers are in agreement,
the editor must have a very strong rationale for contradicting them. If the
reviewers disagree, however, the editor has almost absolute power to decide
whether or not to invite a revision. 

Beyond the power to affect the lives and careers of our fellow academics,
one of the greatest powers editors have is to influence the content of the
common body of knowledge. Given that common knowledge is the founda-
tion upon which personal knowledge is built (Tywoniak, 2007), by influenc-
ing the common body of knowledge, we hope to influence personal
knowledge and action in the material world. A small portion of the articles we
select become incorporated into academic texts and classrooms, and eventu-
ally influence the thinking of practitioners. Although most articles are never
cited, the ones that are cited influence subsequent research, a small portion of
which eventually influences practical thought and action. Increasing the
value of academic research for improving practice by helping to develop and
select high-quality articles is an editor’s primary power and primary goal.

With power comes substantial responsibility. I strongly disagree that edi-
tors should be able to do anything they want. On the other hand, I do not
believe that editors should be completely beholden to reviewers. Following
reviewers blindly means abdicating our responsibility to judge the quality of
the reviews as well as the quality of manuscripts ourselves. Because the edi-
tor has more information available, s/he is the only person who can provide
authors with a higher level of judgment that synthesizes the content of the
manuscript with the content of multiple reviews. Exercising that higher-level
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judgment is essential to the editorial process because of the complexity of the
decisions we must make about complicated and abstract ideas (Tywoniak,
2007; Nonaka et al., 2006). 

Conclusions for authors

The complexity definition of knowledge suggests some avenues through
which authors can enhance the impact of their research to advance the field
in a more revolutionary and less incremental fashion. Research questions
derived solely through deduction from even a thorough knowledge of the
extant literature are likely to generate only incremental contributions to the
field. Adding information from other sources, such as personal tacit knowl-
edge and common tacit knowledge, and working to articulate and integrate
those sources of knowledge with the extant academic literature holds con-
siderably greater promise for enhancing understanding in a revolutionary
way. Given that editors wish to enhance the impact of their journals by
increasing citations, doing research that advances the field in revolutionary
ways, or at least larger than average increments, is probably the best method
for achieving publication.

Beyond doing high-quality research that advances the field, authors can
also increase their probability of publication by attending to the communi-
cation process (Feldman, 2006). The manuscript should be viewed as a means
of persuasion to readers who are well-versed in the area. The fact that the
readers are very knowledgeable means that they will not be persuaded by an
argument unless the author has demonstrated an understanding of the
extant state of knowledge and debate on the topic. Leaving out a critical con-
cept or debate in the field leaves an opening for reviewers to question
whether the work is really adding anything new or is simply a replication of
previously published work. Hence, it is very helpful for authors to begin their
papers with a persuasive introduction that 

• States the research question 
• Summarizes existing knowledge on the topic
• Identifies the contribution of the current study 
• Explains why that contribution is important for advancing the field (see

chapters by Bergh and Hollenbeck in this volume for guidance on how to
effectively craft a statement of a paper’s contribution)

A two- to four-page introduction that accomplishes these four goals makes
considerable progress in the author’s quest for publication. The reason a state-
ment of contribution is valuable up front is because most of the time, the edi-
tor and the ultimate readers of the journal are not experts in every subfield
covered by every submission. Hence, without a clear statement of contribu-
tion up front, my experience as an editor has been that I’ll read through the
whole paper and wonder, what is new about this? Haven’t I read something
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like this before? As an editor, I find those reactions very frustrating because it
makes me feel like I have to do a comprehensive literature search in order to
be able to judge whether this new submission makes a contribution. And
reviewing the extant literature is not the editor’s job, it is the author’s job.
Specifically, it is the author’s job to put the reader in a position where s/he can
judge the value of the contribution to the literature based on the paper alone.
If the author can accomplish that goal convincingly, the probability of publi-
cation is greatly enhanced. 

Throughout the paper, authors should work to make their writing as clear
and accessible as possible. Because readers do not have access to the data (i.e.,
the social and material reality the author is writing about), authors need to pro-
vide a clear chain of evidence from the data to their conclusions. That means
providing full information on data collection, measurement, and analysis. For
example, if survey items are new or have been modified from their original
published versions in any way, providing the reader with full information on
all items is essential to validate the authors’ interpretations of their findings. If
qualitative methods are used, authors need to provide a thorough description
of how the data were systematically analyzed, to allow the reader to judge the
validity of the conclusions drawn. Importantly, making explicit the reasons for
the methodological tradeoffs made between the study’s strengths and weak-
nesses can help to persuade the editorial team that the study merits publica-
tion despite its (inevitable) flaws.

Finally, if authors don’t agree with the reviewers or the editor, often the
source of the confusion is the quality of the original writing. If reviewers
are asking authors to add something that the authors believe is already in
the paper, it is likely that the point needs to be elaborated or emphasized,
and simply telling the reviewer that the idea is already in the paper is
probably insufficient. If the editor or reviewers make a methodological
suggestion that is incorrect or unnecessary, the authors probably have to
do a better job explaining the chosen method in the paper as well as in a
rebuttal directed to the reviewers. Editors are likely to believe that issues
raised by the reviewers are going to be raised in the mind of other readers
as well, so authors serve themselves best by responding very fully to every
issue and concern raised by the reviewers and the editor. Going beyond
what is requested explicitly to fulfill the spirit as well as the letter of all com-
ments helps authors to win the debate with the reviewers and move their
work from the personal to the common realm of knowledge. 
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2
The Role of Editing in Knowledge
Development: Consensus Shifting and
Consensus Creation
John R. Hollenbeck

“You know, the Sheriff’s got his problems too;
he will surely take them out on you.”

—Warren Zevon (“Mohammed’s Radio,” 1976)

When I was first approached about writing this specific chapter, I must admit
to being a little intimidated by the title I was asked to speak to – particularly
because of its assumption that those who occupy editorial roles “develop
knowledge.” Even if some do, the thought that I may have ever done this in
any of my editor or associate-editor roles is a claim or idea that I might have
a hard time defending if pressed. 

However, when I considered the formal definition of “knowledge” as
provided by Webster’s dictionary as “acquaintance with and understanding
of a body of facts” and the definition of “fact” in Webster’s as “an idea that
is universally considered to be true” (Guralnik, 1972), then I got a little less
defensive. If one divorces the words “knowledge” and “fact” from any kind
of ultimately stable and unchanging truth with a capital “T,” and instead
views these terms as reflecting a valuable, but momentary universal consen-
sus on ideas, then the role of the editor as knowledge developer becomes a
little more visible – even as enacted by me.

Indeed, even a cursory review of much of the literature on the philosophy
of science reveals the emphasis that science places on a consensus as a cri-
terion, rather than the discovery of some form of ultimate truth. In defend-
ing the need for the scientific process, Charles Peirce wrote that “To satisfy
all doubts, it is necessary that a method should be found by which our
beliefs may be determined by nothing human, but some external
permanency – by something upon which our thinking has no effect. The
method must be such that the ultimate conclusion of every person should be the
same. Such is the method of science” (Buchler, 1955). The history of science
is often discussed in terms of revolutions that shift fields from one consensus
to another (Kuhn, 1963), and the lack of consensus on basic ideas within a



scholarly area has been cited as a sign of disciplinary weakness and imma-
turity (Platt, 1964).

With this as a background, it is clear to me that an editor has an impor-
tant role in the development of knowledge if one accepts a definition of
knowledge that, at its core, relies on “consensus creation” and “consensus
shifting”. The editor’s role is to make sure that each published article con-
tributes to either increasing consensus about the validity and utility of some
idea or changing the consensus away from one idea toward some other idea
that everyone agrees is better. Consensus has to occur on many levels. At the
most abstract level, it has to be clear how the manuscript being considered
contributes to a higher level of consensus in the literature. 

At a more practical level, it is also useful to form a consensus among
reviewers, as well as between the reviewers and the authors. Obviously,
achieving perfect consensus among these different parties is unlikely to be
achieved. Still, all else equal, if the editor can provide value added in at least
moving all the parties toward agreement, it is directly beneficial to everyone
directly involved, as well as for the general health of the discipline. In the
face of total lack of consensus among reviewers, and between reviewers and
authors, it is impossible for decision making by an editor not to look arbi-
trary, political, or imperial. Thus, whereas it is clear that, in the end, the
editor can and must sometimes make a unilateral decision without ever
achieving any consensus, the more he or she can do to create consensus at
this level the better. Since other chapters in the book are devoted to
managing this aspect of the editor’s job, this chapter will focus on the
abstract side of consensus and what an editor might be able to contribute to
knowledge development at the discipline level, operationalized in consen-
sus terms. 

On the practical side, reaction data to the editorial team by authors,
whether it is directly solicited or just distributed through the “grapevine,”
will be immediate and affect the number and quality of submissions that the
team will receive. On the abstract side, the contribution that the editorial
team has made to their discipline will take longer to assess. If the editor is
successful, the evidence for his or her having contributed to consensus will
be provided by history in the form of citations for the articles he or she
published. If an article is cited over 2,000 times (see Sternberg, 1992 for
several examples of these), then there seems to be pretty good consensus
that what was written in this article was important to a large number of
people. If no one ever cites an article (not even a gratuitous self-citation by the
original author), then what was written there has been judged by history –
as has the person who decided to publish that work.

With this last statement in mind, it is critical to remember that, like the
sheriff in Warren Zevon’s “Mohammed’s Radio,” the editor “has his prob-
lems too.” He or she is going to be judged by history in terms of how well
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his or her decisions contributed to the knowledge base, in terms of creating
or shifting consensus on ideas, and his or her journal is going to be ranked
in terms of its prestige by how well it performs by this outcome, as opera-
tionalized in terms of citation counts. People who take on such time con-
suming, difficult, and uncompensated roles typically care deeply about their
discipline and are achievement oriented. No one wants to see the impact of
the journal he or she is stewarding on his or her discipline sink during his
or her reign. 

Hence, the imperial view of editors as being accountable to no one other
than themselves is as inaccurate as it is unhelpful. Authors or reviewers
would be better armed for success if they approach the editor as someone
with a big problem on his or her hands; that is, how am I going to create or
shift consensus with this manuscript so that I can raise or maintain the pres-
tige of this journal and contribute to the discipline? As in any domain in
life, if you understand people’s problem and help them deal with it, you will
be successful, and this also applies to people who wish to be accomplished
authors or reviewers. 

Thus, with these ideas in mind, the rest of this article will focus on what
editors can do, at the abstract level, to be effective “consensus shifters” or
“consensus creators”. Although the focus that I was asked to take is on the
leadership role of the editor in this process, obviously leadership can emerge
from reviewers and authors as well, and in an ideal world, all parties
involved should be striving to create consensus at the abstract level. Indeed,
the more the focus of the review process can be kept on the level of abstract
ideas, and away from the personalities involved, the more likely is it to
obtain consensus at the practical level as well.

Although there are an infinite number of frames that can be used for
manuscripts, in my experience, there are six very discernable and widely
applied frames that are used for manuscripts in the applied organizational
sciences. The relative strength of each of these frames is directly related
to the motivation behind the manuscript and how the justification for
the work is tied to an existing consensus. In the first section of this
chapter, I will focus on two frames that focus on the current consensus
and are very powerful. In the second section, I will focus on four less
powerful frames that do not explicitly invoke a specific consensus as part
of their justification. If authors present their work using either of the two
frames mentioned in the first section, I believe they will have better long-
term success in terms of publication outcomes and citations. If authors
fail to use these frames, and instead invoke one of the four frames
mentioned in the second section, editors or reviewers who can help
reframe those works in consensus terms will have provided a value-added
service in terms of increasing the impact that work has on the current
stock of knowledge. 
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Framing the manuscript in consensus terms

Consensus shifting

The strongest frame for a paper is a frame that “shifts consensus.” The
frame for this type of paper was described most lucidly by Davis (1971).
Davis (1971, p. 312) describes the frame for such a paper in these generic
terms:

(1) The author articulates the taken for granted assumptions of the imag-
ined audience by reviewing the literature (“It has long been thought
that …”).

(2) The author adduces one or more propositions that deny what has
been traditionally assumed (“But this is false …”).

(3) The author spends the body of the work “proving” by various devices
that the old, routinely assumed propositions are wrong, while the new
ones being asserted are right (“We have seen instead that …”). 

(4) The author suggests the practical consequences of these new propositions
for his imagined audience’s ongoing research, specifically how they ought
to deflect it unto new paths (“Future investigation is necessary to …”).

This frame is powerful because of it creates a sense of urgency. It is one
thing to “not know something” and in a very real sense, in the applied orga-
nizational sciences, there is almost no limit to what we do not know.
However, it is quite another to think one knows something, and then find
out one is wrong. As Kuhn (1963) notes, “the prelude to much discovery and
to all novel theory is not ignorance, but the recognition that something has
gone wrong with the existing knowledge and beliefs” (p. 49). This conclu-
sion is reiterated by Platt (1964), who notes more simply that the prelude to
discovery is “error rather than confusion” (p. 350).

Space limitations preclude me from going into more detail, but for
evidence of the strength of this frame, go to volume 112 of the 1992 edition
of Psychological Bulletin, or more gratuitously, volume 51 of the 1998 edition
of Personnel Psychology (the journal I was stewarding at that time), where
authors of the most highly rated papers published in those outlets over the
last several decades discuss their paper’s historical contribution. In almost
every case, even if the articles they wrote were not explicitly introduced
with the frame described above, it is easy to see how their contribution
could be expressed in these terms. If authors presented their papers in simi-
lar terms, their contribution would be easier for editors to detect. However,
if the authors fail to do this, and if an editor can spin the frame in this direc-
tion, the contribution would have more impact, even if the manuscript is
really only placing important boundary conditions on a well-accepted con-
sensus (in terms of who, where, or when it holds).
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Consensus creation

Another very powerful frame is one where the author uses the literature to
show that there is currently a clear lack of consensus in the discipline
regarding some important phenomenon. In this case, rather than demon-
strating a consensus and then challenging it (or placing boundaries on it),
the authors shows that there are two (or more) clear lines of discrepant
thought simultaneously existing in the literature. As noted earlier, it is dan-
gerous to think something is true when it is not, and hence, this grants
urgency to studies that invoke the consensus shifting frame. The consensus
creation frame generates urgency because lack of consensus is embarrassing.
Lack of consensus within a discipline is a public advertisement, to external
constituencies, that the discipline is immature, and it would be much better
for those within the discipline to remain silent than to engage in a con-
tentious, public, external debate regarding topics where well-intentioned
and informed parties generally disagree.

In this context, what is needed is a vigorous internal debate in the pro-
fessional literature, with the aim of shedding light (and not just heat) on the
issue. Clearly, if an author can come along and shed such light with a man-
uscript that contributes meaningfully to ending the debate or restricting its
boundaries, this would be highly valuable in terms of generating knowledge
as defined here. If the author’s paper is not framed this way, but could be,
an editor who reframed it would make a value-added contribution.

A “close but not quite” variant of this frame is one where the author
suggests something along the lines that “several papers have examined this
relationship; half have found effects and half have not, so we are going to
do it again.” This is a much weaker frame for several reasons. First, in many
cases, the inference that half have found it and half have not is based on an
inappropriate overreliance on the “Statistical Hypothesis Inference Testing”
paradigm, where effects not significant (n.s.) at the p < 0.05 level are treated
as if the effects are zero (Cohen, 1994). With a sample of 80, the critical
value for a correlation coefficient is 0.22. If three studies with this sample
size obtained correlations of 0.21 (n.s.) and three obtained correlations of
0.22 ( p < 0.05), it is not really legitimate to conclude that half the studies
got it and half did not. 

Even if one can show via a direct test (e.g., meta-analysis) that the
obtained findings are actually different from each other, simply “piling on”
another correlation, in and of itself, does little to create consensus. This
paper can be converted into a genuine consensus creation paper only if the
authors (either on their own or strongly encouraged by the editorial team)
can explain exactly why there are two different sets of results and how these
can all be reconciled if one takes “X” into consideration. If the three authors
that failed to find the effect and the three authors that did find the effect
were all in agreement about the effect after reading the manuscript under
consideration (and by the way, two of them are probably reviewers), then
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this paper has real value as an exercise in consensus creation, and hence
knowledge generation. This is especially the case if there were strongly held,
long standing, and publicly declared positions on both sides, because this
new manuscript will be instrumental in “putting this embarrassing incident
behind us” (or at least placing boundaries on it). Internal debates within a
discipline have real value in terms of highlighting where the knowledge base
is weak, but their value is inversely related to how long they last.

Whereas “consensus creation” and “consensus shifting” frames are two of
the most powerful, the next four frames to be discussed are less powerful.
I believe this partially because of my editorial experience, but also because
I have employed them myself as an author on one or more occasions to less
than satisfactory effect. I think most active researchers have, at one point or
another, invoked one or more of these frames because they are ubiquitous
in the literature, and hence serve as legitimate models. Being a legitimate
model, however, does not mean these are the best models, and I have come
to the conclusion that the following four frames are less powerful relative to
the two identified above. Hence, if an author or reviewer or editor could
reframe these papers into more explicit consensus shifting or consensus
creation, he or she would be helping to solve the editors’ problem.

Reframing manuscripts in consensus terms

This has never been done before

One very common, but very weak, frame justifies the research by stating
something of the form “this has never been done before.” Few would accept
the idea that “such and such has never been done before” as a legitimate
reason for letting their teenage son or daughter do something, and this
reluctance should generalize to one’s responsibilities as editor. There are
probably many good reasons why what the author is doing has never been
done before, but even if there are not, it may be very difficult to link this
outlier manuscript to any existing consensus in the literature. Thus, the
paper is unlikely to either promote greater consensus or shift the consensus
because it never comes directly in contact with any consensus. 

The reviewers or the editor may be able to help the author if some case
could be made that the reason that “this was never been done before” is
because it flies in the face of some consensus that clearly states it cannot or
should not be done. This could potentially convert the paper into a “con-
sensus shifting” paper, which as noted below can be a powerful frame. It
would take a great deal more effort on the part of someone (author, review-
ers, or editors) to establish exactly why what is being proposed flies in the
face of the existing consensus (and that may not even be possible), and this
is unlikely to be accomplished with a single round of revision. 

This frame becomes particularly weak, and harder to save, when it is
invoked with a very narrow interpretation of what “this” is. In my experience,
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most of the time, the “this has never been done before” frame was invoked;
one or more of the reviewers were able to directly contradict the authors by
showing that “this” had indeed been done before. That is, previous studies
had linked the same independent variable, dependent variable, mediator
and/or moderators. The author would often come back and say, “yes but
not with a sample like this (workers from Eastern Europe!) or a task context
like this (Emergency Medical Technicians [EMTs]!) or at a time like this
(after 9/11!).” 

Generally, if there was a compelling theoretical reason why the nature of
the sample, task or time made it highly plausible that “what everyone
believes is true is actually false with some people, some tasks or at some
times,” then this might again be converted into a meaningful “consensus
shifting” frame by the editorial team. However, the conceptual reason would
have to be compelling and it might also require data collected from both
this “new” context (sample, task or time), with data from more “traditional”
contexts (samples, tasks, and times) to refute alternative conceptual or
methodological reasons for differences between this new context and all the
existing contexts. 

And yes, there need to be differences in results between this context and
traditional contexts or else this is straight replication, which is valuable, but
not urgent in the eyes of most editors. No two contexts are exactly alike, and
hence there is no end to this for an editor that accepts a narrow definition
of “this” along with a “this has never been done before” frame as sufficient
justification to publish a paper. It will not be viewed as generating new
knowledge nor will it generate a large number of future citations – which of
course, is a problem for the editor.

Filling a gap

A slight variation on the “This has never been done before” frame is the
“Filling a gap” frame. This is a variant in the sense that the author recog-
nizes that someone has done “this,” and someone has done “that,” but no
one has done both “this and that” at the same time. This frame shares many
of the same limitations of the frame that preceded it, in terms of (a) there
may be good reasons why “this and that” have never been done at the same
time and (b) defining “this and that” too narrowly may not be possible.
However, if these limitations can be overcome, this frame is slightly
stronger. The key to this frame is the relationship between “this and that.” 

If the consensus is “this and that” have well-known effects, and that they
are largely independent (and hence no reason to expect anything other than
additive effects), then this reverts to an act or pure replication. This is
consensus-confirming research, and as noted earlier, this is valuable, but less
urgent relative to consensus-shifting or consensus-creation research in terms
of generating new knowledge and impact. Moreover, the number of “gaps”
in the literature, if defined this way, is very large, and an editor would
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quickly run out of space if he or she treated this type of spackle work as
equivalent in terms of knowledge generation relative to consensus-creation
or consensus-shifting research.

Fortunately, under certain conditions, it is often possible to convert this
frame into one of these two other frames. First, if “this and that” are poten-
tially negatively related or in some way inconsistent in conceptualization
or in implications for practice, then this frame can be potentially converted
in a consensus-creation frame. That is, if one can make a compelling case
that “this and that” cannot both be true, and yet this has not been recog-
nized in the literature, then the stage is set for consensus creation. Second,
if “this and that” have interactive, rather than additive effects, then the
stage is set for consensus-shifting research. That is, if one can argue that “it
is generally believed that ‘this’ has certain effects, but this is not true when
‘that’ is high or low,” then the current consensus has effectively been
refined and bounded more definitively (although not necessarily shifted a
great deal).

Why ask why why?

Bacharach (1989) has noted that at the core of all strong theories is an expla-
nation of “why” two variables are related or “why” a particular cause leads
to a specific effect. Given this, it should not be surprising that someone
might frame a paper in generic terms such as “Although everyone knows
that this and that are related, no one has ever been establish why this is the
case,” and this is a common frame. Although expressed in consensus terms,
authors that invoke this frame are directly claiming right from the start that
consensus creation has already been accomplished, and they have no inten-
tion of shifting it. Instead, their goal is to more fully elucidate it.

This frame is particularly weak if (a) there is one single mediator that has
been implied but never directly tested, or (b) if no mediator has ever been
proposed, but the one tested here is the most obvious. In both of these cases,
the paper is likely to confirm that what everyone thinks is true, is in fact
true. There is some value in this as an extended replication, but what is
learned from this does not really create a sense of urgency for a would-be
publisher. 

This frame is also weak when one moves beyond the first level of media-
tion and asks, “why, why?” That is, when the frame becomes “everyone
knows A leads to C because of B, but why does A lead to B?” Now, the
authors are suggesting that not only is there consensus, but that this con-
sensus is already pretty well elucidated. Cook and Campbell (1979) refer to
this type of second, third, or higher order mediation question as “micro-
mediation,” and they show that this can go on forever. In the end, what is
learned from it never really changes the basic reality that if you need to
control C, all you really need to worry about is A. Particularly in applied
contexts, when research goes beyond the first level of mediation, one starts
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to hear complaints from practice-oriented reviewers that the paper is too
academic.

This frame becomes more powerful, on the other hand, if the authors
can make the case (or the editors or reviewers can induce the authors to
make the case) that the literature has proposed alterative reasons “why”
A leads to C, and that these may not be compatible. Thus, although there
is consensus about the A-C relationship, there is a clear lack of consensus
about why this is the case, and thus, this has now been framed in “con-
sensus creation” terms at a different level. This frame also becomes more
powerful if the mediators being tested have strong implications for help-
ing uncover future moderators. That is, if one knows the exact and precise
reason why A leads to C (i.e., B), it may be easier to imagine contexts
where A may not lead to C because in these contexts, B is not possible, or
B is not caused by A, or B may not cause C. This at least sets the stage for
“consensus shifting” research where the well-known relationship between
A and C turns out not to hold after all because of contingencies associated
with B.

Linear problem solving

In many applied areas of science, research questions are driven by the need
to solve real-world problems. When that is the case, solving the problem
becomes the justification for conducting the research. The frame that is set
for such research follows a form where (1) some important problem is
introduced, (2) the lack of solution to the problem is established, (3) the
existing literature base or knowledge base is reviewed for potential solu-
tions, (4) those solutions that seem most relevant or applicable are
invoked, and (5) the results of that are reported, more often than not –
resulting in a happy ending.

Both knowledge generation and problem solving are good things, but
unfortunately, they are not necessarily the same thing. When the problem
is used to justify the research, the theory and the hypotheses become “prob-
lem driven,” and not necessarily “knowledge driven.” Indeed, Weick (1989)
has noted that “most descriptions of theory construction sound very much
like conventional linear descriptions of problem solving which is unfortu-
nate … when theory building is modeled after linear problem solving, the
outcomes are unremarkable” (p. 519). 

The reason for this is that good problem solving, for obvious reasons,
more often than not tries to leverage the existing knowledge base, not extend
it. That is, the most logical steps to take when solving the problem are those
steps for which there is a strong consensus that the steps will work, and it
would seem odd (if not unethical) to try something controversial or
unproven in any context where there was some consensually approved
alternative. Authors will sometimes try to suggest that the existing knowl-
edge base says absolutely nothing about the problem that they are trying to
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solve, but that is usually only true in a very narrow sense (i.e., “no one has
tried to improve personnel selection outcomes with Eastern European EMTs
after 9/11). When people speak of the need for close ties between researchers
and practitioners, the most important thing that researchers bring to that
relationship, in my opinion, would be a recommendation about what
should be done in this specific context given the current consensus. This
maximizes the practitioner’s likelihood of success, as well as the defensibil-
ity of what the practitioner did if it turns out the problem was not solved.

Paradoxically, the potential contribution of the linear problem-solving
frame to knowledge generation is inversely related to the success of the
problem-solving effort. When all works out well, then the research is totally
knowledge confirming, and more likely than not, replicates past studies
(although perhaps in a different context). The potential for knowledge
generation is highest when all hell breaks loose. When nothing that was
promised by the existing knowledge base actually works when invoked in
this specific context, then this sets the stage for consensus shifting, because
some aspect of the sample, task, or time is serving as boundary condition on
what is known. 

Again, the prelude to new discovery is not ignorance, but rather some-
thing that we all truly believe in has gone terribly, terribly wrong. Even
when things do not go terribly wrong, unforeseen problems in implement-
ing consensus-based practices often call for more refined levels of consensus.
What might be serendipitously learned in the aftermath of these events
could have critical implications for extending the knowledge base. When
people speak of the need for close ties between researchers and practition-
ers, this is the most important thing that practitioners bring to the relation-
ship, in my opinion. 

Finally, for the record (i.e., so that I am not quoted out of context), let me
directly reiterate that problem solving is a good thing, and I am not saying
that knowledge generation should be given a higher priority than problem
solving. If my doctor follows all of the textbook protocols and cures me of
some malady, this is a good thing for me. However, he or she may not have
generated any new knowledge in the process, and although my problem has
been solved, my doctor has not solved the problem of the editor of some pres-
tigious medical journal. If my doctor wants to ignore the textbook protocols
and try out some new and unproven procedure on me, in the hope of gen-
erating new knowledge, this may or may not be good for me. On the other
hand, the editor of a prestigious journal might be curious about how this
new and unusual treatment works out for me, and not because we are close
friends. Alternatively, if my doctor goes through all the textbook protocols
and all hell breaks loose – this is definitely bad for me – but the editor of a
prestigious medical journal may want to “stop the presses” and rush off and
publish my case. The editor of a prestigious medical journal, like the sheriff,
has his problems too. 

John R. Hollenbeck 25



Implications for authors, reviewers, and editors

If, like many philosophers of science, one accepts a definition of “knowl-
edge” that is expressed in terms of a momentary, but valuable universal con-
sensus about ideas, then manuscripts that are cleanly framed in consensus
terms have the clearest potential for impact and knowledge development. In
particular, manuscripts that explicitly induce a “consensus shifting” or
“consensus creation” frame can be powerful in terms of generating a sense
of urgency with respect to their publication and eventual citation. 

There are many other potential frames an author could employ, and four
specific frames that are widely seen in the applied organizational sciences
that are less powerful in the sense of creating a sense of urgency, were iden-
tified here. The implication that this has for authors, reviewers, and editors
is basically the same, in the sense that if any one of these parties can con-
vert a manuscript that starts out with a less powerful frame into a more
powerful consensus-shifting or consensus-creation frame, the better it
would be for all parties. Many specific ways of making this conversion were
presented in this paper, and anyone who can take the lead in reframing such
papers is consensus terms helps promote a win-win-win situation for the
authors, the editor, and the journal in terms of maximizing the potential
impact that the article has on the knowledge base.
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3
How May I Help You? Editing as Service
Ann Marie Ryan

27

A reductionist view of the role of an editor would be that it is but a series of
service transactions – receive a manuscript, assign reviewers, read the man-
uscript, read the reviews, write a decision letter, pick up the next one and
repeat the process. Lest the reader be horrified that as an editor I have
viewed my decision letters as no more than hamburgers at a fast food drive-
through (and you are probably grumbling about applying the word “fast” to
editorial decisions), let me elaborate on why applying a service lens to the
editor’s role is appropriate and useful. 

Service on the part of editors is integral to the continued vitality of the
peer review process. Priem and Rasheed (2006) noted that reviewing is an
“invisible service”; in contrast, the role of an editor is quite a visible one as
the name authors associate with an acceptance or rejection is the editor’s.
The “service provider” that is directly identifiable to those seeking to pub-
lish is the editor. Further, editing is a professional service that is quite involv-
ing in terms of time and effort commitment relative to many other forms of
voluntary professional activities. 

In this chapter, I discuss different ways of considering editing as a service
role, drawing upon literature on volunteerism to highlight why individuals
might choose to serve the profession in this way, and the literatures on orga-
nizational citizenship, customer service, and servant leadership to discuss
the nature of service provided by editors. Throughout, ways in which edi-
tors should and should not adopt a service orientation to the task of editing
are highlighted. Finally, I end with brief advice to both the person and the
profession on how to better cultivate editors and to cultivate better editors. 

Editing as sustained volunteerism

The literature on sustained volunteerism addresses why individuals choose to
take on and remain in roles that require “long-term, planned, prosocial behav-
iors that benefit strangers and occur within an organizational setting” (p. 448;
Penner, 2002). The editor’s role can be characterized as one of sustained



volunteerism, and hence Penner’s model of why individuals take on such roles
has relevance as to why individuals might choose to serve a profession through
editing.

Penner (2002) suggests that volunteer-related motives affect decisions to
volunteer. Clary, Snyder, & Ridge (1992) developed the most oft-cited frame-
work of volunteer motives, noting that individuals will volunteer if they
perceive volunteering as fulfilling one or more of six functions: (values)
expression of altruistic values, (esteem) for ego-growth and development,
(career) to gain career-related benefits, (social) in response to the normative
influence of friends, family, or a social group, (understanding) to better
understand the population being helped, and (protective) to facilitate guilt
reduction associated with being more fortunate than others. Any combina-
tion of these motives can lead to editorial service. 

First, editing can serve as an expression of professional values. Mael and
Ashforth (1992) defined professional identification as the extent to which
an individual defines him/herself in terms of the work he/she does. When
individuals have a greater professional identification, it leads to a greater
congruence between their personal work values and the values of the pro-
fession. Editors generally have high professional identification or they
would not take on such a large professional service burden, and the process
of editing itself will lead to an increase in professional identification and a
reinforcement of values. Piliavin and colleagues discuss the concept of vol-
unteer role identity, the extent to which a volunteer role is part of a person’s
self-concept (Piliavin, Callero, & Grube, 2002; also see Grube & Piliavin,
2000). Being an editor is a service with which an individual must have a
strong role identity to be successful, lest the service be seen as a chore. 

Second, editorships are considered highly influential roles, and so the
esteem function likely often plays a part. Similarly, the career function of
editing is apparent – one does gain broader name recognition and one devel-
ops one’s own skills as an author and reviewer. While the motives to take on
the service of editing probably have some basis in the desire for career
enhancement, status, and recognition, I would argue that the esteem and
career functions simply aren’t enough to induce one to become an editor.
There are many paths to achieving high status as a scholar, and editing has
costs that may affect those other paths (e.g., time spent editing may mean
less time on conducting and publishing one’s own research). Editors must
possess some of those other motives as well.

Penner (2002) notes that a major determinant of the decision to volunteer
is social pressure. There is likely explicit and implicit social pressure to be an
editor – one obviously is asked to do it directly (although some journals
solicit self-nominations), and it is considered a prestigious honor. Hence, in
most cases we could say that there is social pressure to volunteer one’s serv-
ices as editor. If one were to ask why I became an editor, it is in no small
measure because many individuals I admire and respect (my advisor, his
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advisor, and a number of current and former colleagues) had been editors.
Admiring their contributions to my field led me to internalize the belief that
being an editor is important (the value function), but it also created social
pressures to serve. 

There also may be some creeping social pressures working in an opposing
direction (e.g., if one’s department is not supportive through offering
released time, relaxing expectations, or rewarding editorial duties). While
these social pressures against taking on editing roles are not as strong as
those toward accepting the position, their existence is a concern as it lessens
the likelihood of individuals accepting editorial positions.

The understanding and protective functions of volunteering may be less
apparent motives for an editor, or at least they weren’t apparent to me when
I took on the role. However, I do think these relate to outcomes gained from
service as an editor. One understands a great deal more about initially unfa-
miliar research topics from editing and gains understanding of how indi-
vidual authors and reviewers approach the task of crafting manuscripts. In
terms of a protective function, I have come to realize how fortunate I was in
my early academic career to collaborate with colleagues that facilitated my
growth as a researcher and as a writer. Editing reinforces what many gradu-
ate educators have long observed – there are many intelligent individuals
with creative ideas who put a lot of energy into their research but produce
papers that “need lots of revision.” Individuals such as myself, who have
been fortunate to interact with so many talented scholars in their career, can
contribute through the service of editing to assist others in learning how to
take that unpolished manuscript to a highly influential article. 

In addition to motives, Penner (2002) suggests personality influences deci-
sions to volunteer. The literature supports two dispositional predictors of
volunteering, Other-oriented Empathy and Helpfulness (Penner, 2002).
Some readers may be skeptical of these as related to the service of editing,
noting that there is often little evidence of empathy or helpfulness in edi-
torial decision letters! However, I do believe there must be some elements of
these dispositional traits for those who take on the editorial role. An editor
has some level of understanding of what authors go through to develop the
research based on his or her own research experiences. A good editor will
convey empathy regarding challenges (e.g., why an author might not be
able to obtain additional data) while at the same time not let empathy over-
ride quality standards for publication. Editors who view their role as one of
“helping authors create the best possible manuscript” may invest more and
provide better service for authors and the profession than those who do not;
however, “helping” can become inappropriate overstepping of the bound-
aries of one’s role (see Bedeian, 2003, for a full discussion).

Finally, Penner (2002) suggests that the organization’s attributes influence
decisions to volunteer. The role of a journal’s reputation, values, and prac-
tices in taking on an editorship is an important one. A journal with which
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one feels some affinity in terms of values and standards would be one a per-
son is willing to associate one’s name with in a public way. One should also
make sure any negative perceptions of the editorial process are addressed
and the process is transparent to preserve the integrity of a journal’s reputa-
tion (see Lilienfeld, 2002; Lundberg, 2002; McCarty, 2002; Newcombe, 2002
as an example).

Having provided some thoughts as to what predisposes individuals to edito-
rial service, the literature on citizenship behaviors is discussed next to provide
a basis for understanding why editing is clearly discretionary service behavior.

Editing as professional citizenship

Serving as an editor is a form of professional citizenship. According to
Organ’s (1988) definition of citizenship behavior, it fits two of the three cri-
teria: it is a discretionary behavior, not an essential part of one’s job; and, in
the aggregate, it promotes the effective functioning of the organization (in
this case, the journal or the profession). However, Organ also states citizen-
ship behavior is not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system. While being an editor may not be a directly compensated role for
many, some editors do get an honorarium and editing does provide recog-
nition and is often rewarded in university merit pay systems. 

Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie (2006) and Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, &
Bachrach (2000) suggest seven citizenship dimensions, and most of these are
indeed part of an editor’s role. First, helping behavior. One goal of editors is to
help others publish their work. Second, sportsmanship. Editors should be
willing to tolerate impositions of the role without complaining (well, maybe I
have not entirely embraced this dimension, but one should!). Third, organiza-
tional loyalty. An editor promotes and remains committed to the specific jour-
nal and also to the profession and advancement of it. Fourth, organizational
compliance. Editors internalize the “rules” of the peer review process as enacted
for a given journal (e.g., the standards of quality, the definition of conflict of
interest). Fifth, civic virtue. An editor recognizes being a part of the whole, as
the earlier discussion on professional identification and motivation indicated.
Sixth, self development. Editors do take on voluntarily improvement of one’s
knowledge and skills (e.g., I will look up unfamiliar articles referenced by
authors and read them; I sometimes seek out advice on the use of less common
analytic techniques). The seventh dimension, individual initiatives, or engaging
in above and beyond, is probably less part and parcel of the editor’s role,
although one can point to many editors that do this (Feldman’s series of edi-
torials in Journal of Management, which aimed to educate the readership, would
be a good example; Feldman, 2006). Hence, it is clear that serving as an editor
covers many of the dimensions of professional citizenship behavior.

Researchers have pointed out potential downsides to engaging in too much
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). One concern for any editor is
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whether the editorial role detracts from other roles – I am always asked by
individuals thinking about taking on editorial roles whether this will affect
research productivity. Joireman, Kamdar, Daniels, & Duell (2006) described
citizenship behavior as posing a conflict between an individual’s short-term
self-interest and the long-term collective interests of the organization and sug-
gested such behaviors pose social dilemmas. They demonstrated that OCBs
are more likely when individuals adopt a long-term horizon. The editor’s role
will be less appealing if one is focused on what needs to be accomplished in
the semester or two ahead (i.e., classes to prep, grants to manage, papers to get
out) than if one is thinking about one’s long-term career contributions.

Research on OCBs suggests that citizenship behavior can lead to greater
stress, overload, and work–family conflict (Bolino & Turnley, 2005). One
needs to acknowledge that adding a role to one’s plate is not without cost,
although there certainly are ways to reduce or manage the costs. As noted
earlier, an individual might negotiate for a change in some of his or her cur-
rent roles such as a course reduction, change in course composition, or
reduction in administrative duties. I would be remiss if I did not acknowl-
edge that there are stresses associated with editing: time conflicts, as authors
are waiting for decision letters (and there is always a letter to write) but one
needs to attend to research, teaching and life outside of work; strain, as one
can worry over making the right decision on a paper; and feelings of over-
load, as one always has more papers to read. Indeed, in finishing up this
chapter I have put aside some decision letters for a few more days – balancing
the tensions of how late can I tolerate being with the letters with how late
I can tolerate being with the chapter (with the kids off from school for
holidays added in) illustrates the overload problem clearly!

One interesting perspective on why individuals undertake more costly
OCBs is an evolutionary psychology viewpoint proposed by Salamon and
Deutsch (2006). They propose that the handicap principle suggests that
individuals will undertake behaviors that are costly if they can be used to
signal something unique or scarce about the qualities of the individuals
undertaking them. Hence, the ability to bear the cost of the behavior sets an
individual apart from others and demonstrating that ability leads to desired
outcomes in the long term. The role of the editor can be construed as a
costly citizenship behavior, but its undertaking is done in part to signal
one’s capabilities to manage the costs and can lead to other rewards in the
long-term.

Editing as customer service

One literature that gives some food for thought regarding editing as service
is the literature on customer service behavior. It is important to realize that
in speaking about customer service behavior, we are talking about the
actions and activities on the part of the editor meant to influence service
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quality; certainly, much influences the authors’ experience of service that is
outside of the editor’s behavior (e.g., the downtime on the manuscript sub-
mission website; the behavior of reviewers). There are a few select points
from the customer service literature that are especially relevant to the topic
of editors as service providers: coproduction of journals, customization of
service, service recovery in editing, service relationships versus encounters,
and job attitudes and service. 

First, one distinguishing feature of services is the level of “coproduction”
or the extent to which the client is an active participation in the productions
of the service (Bowen & Schneider, 1988; Schneider, 1990; Schneider &
Bowen, 1985, 1992). For example, a doctor relies on a patient to provide
information on medical symptoms, individuals in fast food restaurants may
be expected to bus their own tables, and online sales sites expect customers
to correctly fill out order information. What does this have to do with
editing? As with any service, when the customer and the service provider do
not have similar expectations regarding the role of the customer, problems
can arise (Kelley, Donnelly, & Skinner, 1990). As with any service, customers
must be able and motivated to engage in coproduction (Legnick-Hall, 1996). 

As an editor, there is some frustration when an author does not do what
is expected – in following journal guidelines regarding style and formatting,
in including the standard sections of an empirical piece (e.g., I am amazed
at how many submissions will lack a table of descriptive statistics, neglect to
have at least a paragraph on limitations in the discussion, or where no one
has ever taken the time to check the reference section against the text). This
failure, on the part of the author, to take a fuller role in coproduction leaves
the editor with pointing out these problems, and there have been a few
times where I felt akin to the person cleaning off the tables at McDonald’s
for those too lazy to do so. 

At a less “picky” but still obvious level, though, journal coproduction
expectations include that authors will do a thorough literature review rather
than a cursory glance, that authors will seek help with analyses when uncer-
tain as to how to proceed, that authors will spend more than a few minutes
thinking about alternative explanations for results and directions for future
research rather than assuming the editor and reviewers will do these things.
Further, the expectation is that authors will work to be responsive to reviewer
comments rather than leaving the editor to arbitrate. In general, the litera-
ture on customer service behavior and coproduction emphasizes that there
needs to be a match between customer and service provider expectations
regarding what is the role of each party (Legnick-Hall, 1996). One challenge
for an editor is to continually convey service provider expectations – through
journal policies, through editorials, through speaking at conferences,
through forums such as this book, but most often through each of those
decision letters that get written.
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On the other hand, if the editor is to provide quality service in a copro-
duction context, he/she cannot ignore the author’s expectations. One com-
mon expectation of authors is not just to receive a decision but to receive
feedback and guidance. An editor is expected to provide some synthesis of
what are the main issues with the paper and how they can be addressed (i.e.,
if not through revision, what can be done in future research efforts). Not
meeting expectations for feedback and guidance is a failure in coproduction
on the part of the editor. This need not be overly detailed feedback and
guidance – pointing out every grammatical error in a manuscript is not
needed, stating that one needs to get a proofreader is fine; providing a tuto-
rial in hierarchical linear modeling is not needed, noting the need to learn
about the analytic approach is sufficient. Certainly, if the author’s expecta-
tion is unwarranted or unreasonable (e.g., reading a very long piece to sug-
gest how to cut it; one week turn around time on a manuscript because the
author is up for tenure next week), the editor has to address that.

A second point from the customer service literature that relates to the role
of editor as a service provider is the distinction between services that have
standard interactions versus customized ones (Bitner, Booms, & Mohr, 1994;
Rogelberg, Barnes-Farrell, & Creamer, 1999). Standard types of interactions
have a “script” that both the customer and service provider know to follow;
customized interactions require greater coproduction and may lead to
greater differences in expectations. On the one hand, we can argue that the
service interaction of editors with authors is unique and customized – each
decision is based on a unique manuscript and the letter produced by the edi-
tor is tailored to that paper. However, there are some elements of a standard
script as to how the process occurs (e.g., what to submit, what to expect in
terms of time, what to expect in a reply, what to do in response). Bitner,
Booms, & Mohr (1994) noted that when a customer is unfamiliar with what
should occur, his or her expectations are less likely to match up with those
of the service provider. Hence, the challenge for an editor is not to let the
fact that some authors are naïve regarding the way things should transpire
(e.g., in terms of inappropriate correspondence, in terms of not knowing
how to reply to revision requests) influence his or her feelings about the
manuscript – customer education is required. Editors serve the profession by
performing this ongoing educational function.

A third topic from the customer service literature that I wish I had
thought about more before becoming an editor is that of service recovery –
what do you do when there is a screw up (Chang, 2006), an inevitability as
the peer review process involves humans. The literature on service recovery
highlights the importance of three attributes: (a) choice of what needs to be
done to make up for the failure, (b) compensation for the failure (e.g., offer
free dessert), and (c) apology (Mattila & Cranage, 2005). Given the nature of
service provision on the part of editors, there often isn’t a lot to be offered
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in terms of choice for the authors or in terms of compensation, but the apol-
ogy should be provided. Editors are ultimately responsible for any adminis-
trative or system screw-ups even if these are errors on the part of others (e.g.,
misspelled author names and affiliations on a final copy about to go to pro-
duction; correspondence neglected by administrative assistants), and it is
important to get the individuals responsible to apologize and correct the
error. That is, the editor bears a great deal of responsibility for service recov-
ery activities for a journal. 

However, there is a challenge to service recovery when the poor service is
on the part of a reviewer. As an editor I have perhaps too many times had
to add near the beginning of my decision letter, “I apologize for the length
of time it has taken to get to this decision as we had a non-responsive
reviewer and had to seek someone else.” Such apologies for poor service
may not lead to customer recovery; authors do think about lengthy
processes when choosing what journals to target their papers toward.
Further, there are challenges to service recovery when a reviewer’s poor
service is a very weak or superficial review (i.e., getting an additional
reviewer would be appropriate service to the profession in ensuring quality
standards, but the author may not see that as the appropriate recovery
action). Further, if the poor service delivery on the part of the reviewer is
related to inappropriate tone albeit correct content, one walks the diplo-
matic line of signaling to the author and the reviewer that you recognize
the “poor service” by the reviewer while at the same time agreeing with his
or her substantive points. 

Another distinction in the customer service literature that is important to
understanding the editor’s role is that of the type of relationship between
the customer and service provider (Gutek, 1995; Gutek, Bhappu, Liao-Troth,
& Cherry, 1999). Service relationships are ones where a customer and the
service provider expect to have repeated contacts (e.g., hairdresser); service
encounters are single interactions with no expectations of future interac-
tions (e.g., store cashier). Where does the editor fall? While he/she may, in
fact, have many service encounters as many authors do not submit multiple
manuscripts during an editor’s tenure, he/she must approach each interac-
tion as if it is part of a service relationship so that authors wish to publish
in the journal in the future. The editor is not just ‘editor’, but the ‘editor of
Journal X’, and as such represents the journal, not just herself. Approaching
with an expectation of future interactions leads one to see providing good
service as in one’s self-interest, whereas in encounters, those motivations are
not there (Gutek et al., 1999). 

One final note is that a number of studies have demonstrated a link
between service provider job attitudes and customer satisfaction (Schmit &
Allscheid, 1995; Susskind, Kacmar, & Borchgrevink, 2003), noting a likely
reciprocal causality. Editor’s satisfaction with the editing role can influence
interactions with authors and reviewers, and the satisfaction of those parties
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will be affected. Decision letters may not be as thoughtful when an editor
feels stressed or the process is not intellectually engaging, compared to cases
where the editor enjoys editing. A surprise for me as an editor has been that
“service complaints” are far less numerous and “service compliments” far
more frequent than I would have anticipated. It is rewarding (and reinforcing)
to receive emails expressing appreciation for the service provided from
authors who have experienced a negative decision or have been through a
demanding revision process. 

Editing as servant leadership

In preparing this chapter, I wondered if the concept of “servant leadership”
might be important to understanding editing as a vital professional service.
There is debate over the conceptualization of servant leadership (indeed the
literature has been described as “rather indeterminate, somewhat ambigu-
ous and mostly anecdotal” (p. 145; Russell & Stone, 2002)). However, there
are useful heuristics for purposes of this discussion on editing, even if there
is empirically much to debate. 

Servant leadership is seen as stewardship in that one has trust in manag-
ing the property or affairs of another (Reinke, 2004; Russell & Stone, 2002).
Editors are given a tremendous stewardship by the profession – the role of
ensuring that a journal maintains an unbiased role in the production of
knowledge, that high quality standards are maintained, and that knowledge
is advanced. Such a stewardship is no light burden for an editor, and most
editors can relate a time or two where they worried about whether the stan-
dards they were applying for a given decision were the appropriate ones.
Stewardship can be thought of as belief that the journal has “a legacy to
uphold and must purposefully contribute to society” (p. 308, Barbuto &
Wheeler, 2006). As noted above, journal editors take on the professional
identity of the journal (e.g., its aims and mission, the intellectual niches it
fills) and are stewards of that identity. In choosing to make changes to edi-
torial policy or journal focus, the editor must consider this stewardship.

Greenleaf (1977), who is credited with coining the concept of servant lead-
ership, suggested that the test of servant leadership is whether those served
grow as persons. In this sense the editor must pass this test – decision letters
should provide the individual with an opportunity for growth in some fashion
(e.g., knowledge of how to better present one’s work, literature one was
unaware of, analytic techniques one should master). Stone, Russell, &
Patterson (2004) described servant leadership as “a belief that organizational
goals will be achieved on a long-term basis only by first facilitating the growth,
development, and general well-being of the individuals who comprise the
organization” (p. 355). The long-term goal of the profession is advancing
knowledge; editors must keep in mind that achievement of that goal requires
authors and reviewers find meaning from their engagement in the process.
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The “editor as servant leader” analogy can only be taken so far, though, as
authors and reviewers aren’t followers and the same goals are not shared by
all parties (i.e., at an abstract level all are working toward seeing work pub-
lished, but for editors and reviewers that would be “work that meets the
standards of the journal” whereas for authors that would be “my work”; edi-
tors keep an eye on page budgets whereas authors and reviewers feel it essen-
tial to add clarification or to mention moderately relevant references).

Implications for authors

An “editing as service” lens has implications for authors. First, recognize
that as volunteers performing a professional citizenship role, editors may
sometimes be challenged by their workload. As in any other service area,
friendly inquiries over delays or what you view as poor service will be appre-
ciated much more than strident demands.

Second, acknowledge your role as an author in the coproduction of the
service. Meet the expectations of the journal regarding that role. Familiarize
yourself with journal submission guidelines and follow them.

Third, treat the exchange surrounding a manuscript as a service relation-
ship, not just an encounter. Recognize that despite an unsatisfactory out-
come in a given instance (i.e., a rejection), you expect future interactions
and an ongoing relationship with this editor. Work to make that a positive,
professional relationship.

Finally, recognize that your attitudes affect the editor’s. Positive experi-
ences with a journal should also be acknowledged so that the editor gets
feedback on what she is doing right as well as what she needs to improve.

Implications for editors

How might this lens of “editing as service” lead to cultivating editors?
Recognizing the inherent service components of the role is important to
ensure that those who take an editorship do so without misconceptions
regarding the nature of the position or the rewards one will attain.
Considering motives for volunteering and the costs of service are important
to making decisions to serve in this capacity. Understanding that leadership
of the profession by a journal editor is through service provision can negate
misconceptions regarding the nature of editorial influence. 

When thinking of editing as service, it is important to keep in mind that
authors are not the ultimate target of one’s service – the profession is.
Judging an editor solely based on “comment cards” from authors would not
be the best method of assessing service quality. Instead, the quality of an
editor’s service is best judged by the standards of stewardship, but not
stewardship defined solely as caretaking of the review process. An editor’s
stewardship should lead to the growth and development of individuals and
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to advancement of the knowledge base of the profession. Such is the legacy
of service journal that editors aspire to create, one that I hope readers of this
volume consider as a worthwhile one to pursue.
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4
A Letter to Editors
Stephen R. Barley 

39

Dear Colleague:

Congratulations and welcome to the other side! If you thought it was tough
being an author, there’s often more confusion here and potentially less
relief, if for no other reason than that you will have fewer people with
whom you can commiserate. You probably recognize that you have just
landed a position of some power. What you do not know yet is that your
power will be far less than others, and perhaps even you, presume. Like it or
not, you have also just become a businessman or businesswoman.
Production schedules, costs, income and surely personnel issues will soon
be (and should be) as important to you as the quality of the papers you
publish. In fact, the intellectual and operational sides of a journal are tightly
bound: mess up one and the other will eventually suffer. Finally, you are
now a public figure whose actions will draw notice and affect the peace of
mind, and possibly the well-being, of colleagues throughout the field. 

You may shun or embrace editorial power. You may throw yourself into or
buffer yourself from the business. But you cannot escape the reality that your
decisions and those of others associated with the journal will shape peoples’
lives and, by the theory of what-goes-around-comes-around, the health of
your journal too. The reason is simple: your colleagues will hold the journal
accountable for what you do and for the type of experience you offer them in
a myriad of ways. While serving as the book review editor and then as the edi-
tor of the Administrative Science Quarterly (ASQ), I gradually realized that how
one plays the role of editor deserves deliberation. I see editorship as the art of
juggling three primary and sometimes conflicting roles: those of ambassador,
mentor, and manager. Journals succeed when editors play all the three well. 

The editor as ambassador

Most of us become editors with no prior work experience. We show up know-
ing how to think like authors, reviewers, and readers. Being able to do so is,
of course, necessary, because editors need to consider each constituency’s



perspective in everything they do. But knowing what it means to be an
author, a reviewer, or a reader is insufficient precisely because these perspec-
tives are what a field’s insiders know. Once you become an editor or associ-
ate editor, you essentially step outside the field. 

I know this sounds odd, even counterintuitive. Most people would argue
that becoming an editor puts you squarely at the center of a field and, socio-
metrically speaking, they’re right. Nevertheless, the experience of editing is
singular. Editors do not have the luxury of thinking just like an author, just
like a reviewer, just like a reader, or even like all three. Instead, you must
keep these perspectives in mind but transcend them to become something
more akin to an ambassador while at the same time resisting others’
attempts to treat you as an oracle. Here’s why.

All fields cleave into camps along substantive, methodological, and philo-
sophical lines. Unless a journal is extremely specialized, it must attract and
publish manuscripts from many camps. If the journal is sponsored by a pro-
fessional association, creating a tent large enough for all camps to gather
may even be part of the editor’s unwritten job description. Excluding or
offending camps, either intentionally or unintentionally, risks more than ill-
will. Members of a disgruntled camp may decide to send their manuscripts
elsewhere. The same is true for being perceived to favor one camp or
another, whether the perceptions are accurate or inaccurate. Perceptions of
favoritism invite people to act as if favoritism existed, thereby, creating the
conditions of a self-fulfilling prophecy. As W. I. Thomas put it, “If people
believe things to be real, they are real in their consequences.” I cannot
emphasize this point enough: it is possible for one or more of your con-
stituencies to act as if your journal discriminates even if it doesn’t. Whether
you do or don’t makes no practical difference.

When members of camps cease to submit, and especially when they do so
en masse, they push editors in the direction of either missing deadlines or
accepting manuscripts of lower quality to fill issues. The effect is directly pro-
portional to the size of the camp, its level of disaffection, its status within the
field and the percentage of high quality manuscripts that its members pro-
duce. Missing deadlines or lowering standards to make ends meet reflects
badly on the journal. Moreover, missing deadlines because the journal’s
pipeline is empty will raise your costs because printers usually try to schedule
to capacity and often charge penalties when schedules slip. 

Any journal’s lifeblood is a continuing stream of high quality submissions.
To ensure such a stream, editors must become ambassadorial. Being an ambas-
sador means, in part, assuring authors that papers originating from all camps
within the journal’s purview are welcome and will be evaluated fairly. It is cru-
cial that you make such assurances genuinely, because authors will test your
claims. The only development worse than the perception that your journal is
biased is the perception that you and your coeditors are not true to your word. 

Like an ambassador, editors also receive invitations to attend the academic
equivalent of state dinners. Potential authors feel, perhaps rightfully so, that
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meeting the editor will help them understand the journal’s priorities. Some
suspect that getting to know the editor might offer an edge, should they
decide to submit. Accordingly, having become an editor, you will now find
yourself more in demand than before. You will be asked to serve on panels
on publishing. Here you will be expected to talk about how journals operate,
about being an editor, about being a reviewer, and about being an author.
People will ask you for tips on writing. You may even find yourself being
invited more frequently than before (and after) to deliver talks on your own
work at other campuses and at conferences you don’t typically attend. 

All such events are opportunities to keep the journal in the public eye, as
well as opportunities to do important public service, because many scholars,
especially those who are new to the field, do not really know how journals
operate. Nevertheless, should you accept such invitations, and you should,
it behooves you to remain cognizant that as an editor your opinions and
words are no longer your own. Because authors look to editors for indica-
tions of what a journal wants to publish and what authors need to do to get
published, every word you speak in public may be read by someone as a
clue, sign, or signal of your journal’s priorities and biases. In other words,
whether you like it or not, people will treat you like an oracle. Colleagues
will imbue your words with more importance than deserved and sometimes
even treat them as if they were de facto editorial policy. Thus, as a good
ambassador, I urge you to be circumspect about airing your personal likes
and dislikes, especially regarding theories, methods, and topics for investi-
gation. Rest assured that the need to self-monitor will eventually end. Your
newfound popularity will disappear just as suddenly as it arrived once you
hand the editorship to your successor. On that day you can safely return to
expressing your opinions with impunity, because once again few will care
what you think and you will no longer be in the position to harm either the
journal or the field.

The editor as mentor

All manuscripts contain a piece of an author’s self. In many instances, the
author has spent years doing the research and developing the perspective or
theory that the paper presents. Months, if not years, have gone into the writ-
ing. Most writers will have thought about and chosen their words carefully.
This is true even when readers universally experience the manuscript as hap-
hazardly conceived, inadequately organized, and poorly written. Journals do
better when editors keep firmly in mind that no matter how flawed the man-
uscript, they are handling an emanation of a person’s self. Handling an
author’s self does not mean cutting the author more slack, compromising the
journal’s standards, or refraining from giving tough feedback. It does mean
realizing that the editor’s and the reviewer’s jobs are fundamentally different. 

The Oxford English Dictionary (OED) suggests that “reviewer” connotes antag-
onism: “one who criticizes new publications.” As anyone who has submitted a
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paper to a journal can tell you, the reviewer’s job is to identify loose arguments,
unqualified claims, methodological flaws, and various types of oversights.
Especially competent reviewers also sometimes advise authors on how to
develop the manuscript as an act of communication. (These are the reviewers
who are at serious risk of being asked to be editors.) Nevertheless, most review-
ers do not have the skill, proclivity, or time to help authors restructure manu-
scripts as documents or arguments. The most a reviewer can usually do is
suggest an alternative take. Because peer reviewed journals use at least two and
often three reviewers, an author is unlikely to profit from the editor adding
another critical voice. In fact, when blessed with good reviewers, editors have
leeway, if not the obligation, to assume the role of mentor. 

Interestingly, the OED actually defines editorship as connoting a helpful,
developmental stance: “One who prepares the literary work of another
person, or number of persons for publication, by selecting, revising, and
arranging the material.” Editorial mentoring entails synthesizing the com-
monalities that lie beneath what might otherwise appear as the reviewers’
discrepant views, not only to warrant the journal’s decision, but to assist the
author in making subsequent versions of the manuscript better regardless of
which journal receives them. Although editors of journals almost never
have the time to edit manuscripts actively, providing authors with even a
sketchy rubric for restructuring arguments is far more helpful than simply
reiterating the reviewers’ points. In my experience, most papers are not
rejected because their methods are inadequate or because their ideas are fun-
damentally flawed, although some papers do suffer from these problems.
Instead, journals reject most papers because authors have not yet ade-
quately framed, organized, and communicated their argument, which, in
turn, frustrates reviewers making them even more critical. 

Why should an editor take the time to mentor when it is more efficient to
do otherwise? First, compared with critique, authors are less likely to per-
ceive mentoring as threatening to the self. Second, mentoring increases the
author’s chance of being published somewhere. Third, and most important,
when editors write as mentors, they enhance the probability that authors
will submit again. All three are likely to lead authors to speak well of the
journal regardless of the paper’s disposition, thereby enhancing the journal’s
reputation as a fair and reasonable place to submit even if one’s paper is not
accepted. As an editor, you can hardly ask for more.

The editor as manager

Ambassador and mentor are outward-facing roles; they are the roles most
visible to authors and reviewers. The editor as manager is an inward-facing
role, seen most clearly by the journal’s other editors and staff. Nevertheless,
how editors play the role of manager strongly affects how authors and
reviewers experience a journal, even if authors aren’t fully aware that this is so. 
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Aside from securing subscriptions and monitoring production, managing a
journal involves orchestrating the flow of manuscripts and reviews. Authors
and reviewers are strongly affected by both flows. Aside from useful reviews,
authors primarily desire and deserve prompt turnaround of their manu-
scripts. The expectation that journals will handle manuscripts expediently is
increasingly important in an era when the pressure to publish both well and
frequently seems to be growing. The pressure is particularly acute for untenured
academics. Perhaps the only outcome more disappointing to an author than
having a manuscript rejected is waiting an inordinately long time to have it
rejected. Delay adds injury to insult. Every day that a manuscript sits under
review reduced the number of days that the author will have to revise and
resubmit the manuscript elsewhere. If the author’s tenure clock is ticking, a
long review process definitely amplifies a rejection’s deleterious conse-
quences for his or her career. For this reason, I firmly believe that every edi-
tor has a moral obligation to minimize delays in processing manuscripts.

The review process consists of three phases: (1) the time between the man-
uscript’s arrival and the point when the all reviewers have agreed to do a
review, (2) the period when the manuscript is in the reviewers’ hand, and
(3) the time between the arrival of the last review and the author’s receipt of
the decision letter. The length of each phase affects turnaround time. Editors
directly control the duration of the first and last phases. They only indirectly
control the second phase, which is usually the longest. Nevertheless, editors
can substantially influence the duration of each phase, including the second.

Before sending a manuscript to reviewers, an editor must decide whether
the manuscript is appropriate for the journal and its audience. When I was
editor of ASQ, 15 to 20 percent of each year’s submissions were inappropri-
ate for the journal. The reasons for mismatch were varied. Many were written
for practitioners and contained no research. Others were fine pieces of
research, but on topics better suited for journals in other fields. Some were so
poorly written or executed that sending them out for review would be to waste
reviewers’ time. Still other manuscripts were term papers authored by under-
graduates or manifestos and rants written by apparently unstable individuals. 

Editors do well to adopt a policy of immediately returning such papers unre-
viewed, along with a letter that clearly and politely explains why the manu-
script does not fit the journal. The rationale is twofold. First, returning
submissions enables authors to locate a more suitable home for their work
with minimal delay. Most authors would rather be told immediately that their
manuscript is inappropriate than to wait months before learning they chose
the wrong outlet. Second, returning manuscripts wastes no reviewer’s time.
Reviewers’ rightfully resent being asked to handle manuscripts that they
should never have received, and resentful reviewers eventually stop reviewing. 

Assuming the manuscript is appropriate for the journal, the editor’s next
task is to choose reviewers. Choosing the right reviewers is paramount for
managing turnaround. In fact, it is the primary way that editors can affect

Stephen R. Barley 43



the duration of the second phase of the review process. Minimizing the
amount of time that manuscripts stay with reviewers requires choosing
reviewers from a reviewer’s point of view. 

Reviewers are volunteers. They receive few rewards for handling a manu-
script, except, of course, for being appointed to the journal’s board and then
being asked to review even more manuscripts. Most people agree to review
out of a sense of reciprocity: we review others’ papers so they will review
ours. Nevertheless, no matter how altruistic the reviewer might be, accept-
ing a manuscript amounts to agreeing to be interrupted and sidetracked.
Accepting a manuscript means that reviewers must set aside time for a jour-
nal, time that they could have devoted to something else. In this sense, the
reviewer’s time is a gift to both the author and the journal, and a substan-
tial gift at that! Doing a review often takes a day or more of a reviewer’s time.
Such gifts are precious and are not to be wasted.

Editors waste reviewers’ time by requesting that they handle papers on
topics in which they have no interest, that employ methods in which they
have no expertise, and that are written from ontological or epistemological
perspectives about which they are blissfully ignorant. In the latter case, the
request is also unfair to the author, since authors deserve to have their papers
critiqued from within the paradigm in which they work. Editors can also
abuse a reviewer’s time, even if they don’t waste it. Abuse occurs when a jour-
nal sends a reviewer too many papers in too short a period of time. Ironically,
editors are most likely to make this mistake with their best reviewers because
it is easy to ask for help from responsive reviewers who write helpful reviews.
Unfortunately, even the most willing reviewer may eventually begrudge edi-
tors asking for help and, hence, refuse to review the manuscript or, worse yet,
procrastinate starting the review. In other words, reviewers are more likely to
finish reviews quickly when the journal has not worn out its welcome, when
the manuscript is relevant to their substantive interest, and when they feel
competent to review the paper on methodological and ontological grounds. 

Only with a good database can you avoid wasting or abusing a reviewer’s
time. The database must be current and ideally it should contain the names
of a large number of reviewers. For each reviewer, the database should con-
tain information on what subjects and methods the reviewer feels compe-
tent to give help. You should assign manuscripts to reviewers whose
interests and competencies match the article. Notice that this also increases
the odds that the paper will receive a fair audience. In addition, the database
should track which manuscripts have previously been sent to the reviewer,
when they were sent, and how long the reviewer had the manuscript in his
or her possession. You should use the first two pieces of information to resist
calling on the reviewer too soon after having last done so. The last piece of
information is valuable in deciding whether or not to use the reviewer in the
first place. Because reviewers who take an inordinately long time to com-
plete a review disadvantage authors, I counsel using them infrequently, if at
all, regardless of how useful their reviews might be.
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In recent years, journals have begun to ask authors to revise their papers
two or more times before reaching a decision about whether to publish.
Please, resist this temptation. Allowing more than one chance to revise and
resubmit frustrates authors, wears reviewers down, and extends the time it
takes to publish a manuscript beyond what is reasonable. If at the end of the
second round of reviews, you want to neither reject nor accept the paper,
then allow yourself only one option: accept the paper provisionally subject
to the author meeting the journal’s stipulations. This removes the author
from undue jeopardy, relieves the reviewers from further duty, and places
the onus of responsibility for further developing the manuscript squarely on
the editor’s and the author’s shoulders. My experience is that editors make
much cleaner decisions when operating with a “Revise and Resubmit Once”
policy. In the long run, all parties benefit.

Because editors write decision letters, they are personally responsible for
the lag between the journal’s receipt of the last review and the author’s
receipt of the decision. I urge you to set the goal of having decision letters
in the mail less than ten days after the last review is on your desk. If you are
unwilling to commit to producing decision letters this quickly, perhaps you
should reassess whether you are cut out to be an editor. If you find yourself
handling too many manuscripts to write timely decision letters, then it is
time to recruit another associate editor! 

Sooner or later, every editor, no matter how talented and diligent, reaches
the point when he or she begins to resent writing decision letters because
they take too much time and effort. This is the first sign of editorial burnout.
Unless you are truly an exceptional altruist, it will happen to you. When you
begin to have these feelings, interpret them as evidence that it is time to put
the journal in someone else’s hands. By resigning you will be doing yourself,
your coeditors, and your authors a favor.

Why, if the reality of editing is less glamorous than it might appear and is
sometimes downright onerous, would anyone in their right mind agree to
take on the role? I suspect every editor has his or her unique answer to this
question. For me, there has been the satisfaction of knowing that on occa-
sion I made a positive difference in someone’s career. I also know that during
my tenure, the journals that I edited managed to publish papers that altered
the way members of the field viewed topics and that pushed a body of schol-
arship forward. Because I was an editor, I was able to meet and become
friends with individuals that I would not have otherwise met. Finally and
perhaps most importantly, I found intrinsic satisfaction in solving the prac-
tical problems of the business and producing a tangible product that had
meaning to others. I have no doubt that you will enjoy some of these and
other satisfactions. Editorship is an important role, and skilled individuals
who are willing to assume the role are hard to find. That you have chosen to
take it on matters to the rest of us. Thank you!
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My chapter is on journal infrastructure, an important issue for editors and
authors alike. How the review of a paper is managed will determine repeat
business, the tone, and content of the word of mouth advertising, and the
overall reputation of the journal. As authors, we all have been involved in
both pleasant and not so pleasant review processes. As the editor of the
Journal of Management (JOM) from 2000 to 2002, one of my top priorities was
to ensure all authors received a developmental, expedient review of their
work. To accomplish this goal, I undertook various steps to develop the sys-
tem we used to shepherd a paper through the review process at JOM. In the
following pages, I will describe this system and then offer some insights
about the review process that every author should know.

When I assumed the editorship of JOM in July of 1999, we had a com-
pletely paper based, snail-mail review process. Under this system, authors
would send four copies of their paper to the journal office. The editor would
review the paper and select three reviewers. One copy of the paper and the
review forms would be stuffed in an envelope and mailed to each of the
selected reviewers who would complete their reviews and mail back the review
sheets to the journal office. While this process was not uncommon at this
time, it had several disadvantages. First, authors were responsible for copy-
ing and mailing their manuscripts. Problems arose in both of these phases.
For instance, manuscripts arrived with missing or crooked pages, manu-
scripts were damaged or delayed during the mailing process, or they simply
never arrived. Second, the time it took to mail the papers to reviewers had
to be incorporated into the review process. This was especially disconcerting
to international reviewers. The international mailing time sucked up so
much of the time provided for a review that they had only a few days to con-
duct a review and get it back into the mail to meet their deadline. Further,
reviews lost, delayed, and damaged in the mail were still an issue.
Surprisingly, many reviewers mailed the only copy of their review to us; so
when asked, they could not produce a replacement copy for us. The final
step, getting the decision letter and reviews to the authors, was plagued by



the same problems described above. However, one of the biggest disadvan-
tage of this system was that submissions arrived at a single physical location
(the journal office), even when the editor and associate editors were not
located there. This final issue was a significant problem for me because I was
on sabbatical, working at the Bellagio Casino in Las Vegas, during my first
year as the editor of JOM.

Knowing that I needed the manuscript-review process to be more mobile
to support my sabbatical plans, I decided to automate the process. I started
with the return of reviews. At the same time that I mailed a hard copy of the
paper to a reviewer, I also sent an email to let him or her know that a paper
to review was on the way. Attached to that email was an electronic version
of the review sheets. Reviewers were asked to complete the electronic review
sheets and email them to the journal office. This approach took away many
of the disadvantages described above. It provided reviewers more time to
complete their reviews as they could return the review via email on the day
it was due. It eliminated copying and mailing costs incurred by reviewers. It
allowed me to electronically ship reviews to the associate editor, saving time
and money. Finally, it allowed me to communicate with authors and review-
ers electronically, cutting even more time off the review cycle. Most impor-
tantly for me, it provided me with a virtual office as I was able to access
submissions and reviews no matter where I was.

With electronic reviews pouring in from all over the world, I needed a
manuscript-tracking system in the database to manage them all. I took my
problem to my husband, Chuck, a computer genius, and asked him for help.
We sketched out what the system needed to do to support an electronic
environment, and he implemented our plan. After months of testing, mod-
ifying, and experimentation, I had a system so sophisticated that with only
a few key strokes I could send a paper and the review forms to a reviewer, a
decision letter to an author, and feedback about the disposition of the paper
to the reviewers. 

With the review process automated, I turned to implementing electronic
submissions. Because I knew from the beginning of my editorship that I
wanted to automate the review process, JOM submission instructions
required that an electronic copy of the manuscript be submitted on a disk
along with the hard copies. I used the disk version of the papers to test drive
the electronic review process with the international board members. These
folks were extremely excited about being part of the pilot test because of the
slow international mail service. 

During the pilot test we ran into some problems, mostly software issues.
Mircosoft Word, for example, automatically inserts who originated the doc-
ument in the properties option. This makes blind submissions impossible.
Similarly, those who use the track changes feature sometimes did not
remove all of the changes prior to submitting the paper, allowing the
reviewers to see the “behind the scenes issues” that they were not meant to
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see. Those who did not use Word faced even more problems as the transla-
tion programs available did not always produce the wording intended by
the author. However, after installing a few more database options, I was able
to send a clean, blind version of a submitted manuscript to reviewers allow-
ing the vast majority of manuscripts to be handled electronically by the end
of my first year as the editor.

Logistical issues are only a part of the manuscript review process. Another
main component is reviewers, who also need to be tracked and monitored.
Each manuscript submitted to JOM was sent to three reviewers. Given that
we received about 350 papers a year, that equated to over 1,000 reviews a
year. With just over 100 board members, each reviewer received nearly 10
papers a year, not counting the revised papers they reviewed. To keep the
board members’ task manageable, we enlisted ad hoc reviewers. These are
qualified reviewers who volunteered or were recommended but who were
not on our board. The internal rule was that an ad hoc reviewer could not
be used more than three times a year, or he or she had to be promoted to
the board. 

Reviewers for a manuscript were selected based on their areas of expertise
and prior reviews. Reviewers were given six weeks to complete a review and
were not sent a new paper until after the six weeks passed. If they returned
the paper before the six weeks expired, they were placed on “vacation” until
the six weeks elapsed, so that their efficiency would not result in another
paper for review being sent to them. Reviewer names returned to the avail-
ability list were listed in order of the due date for their last review. This
means that within content area (e.g., agency theory) the reviewer names
were ordered in such a manner that the reviewer who returned a review
most recently was at the bottom of the list.

In a perfect world, all reviewers would return their reviews in the time
allotted. We, of course, live in academia, not in a perfect world. In order to
ensure that authors were not kept waiting for a decision on their paper
longer than the advertised 60 days, we built into the database reminder
emails that were sent one week and again one day before a review was due.
As you might suspect, some reviewers did not even know I sent reminders
as their reviews always arrived prior to the first scheduled reminder.
However, others received reminders on every paper they were sent to review.
The fastest JOM reviewer averaged an eight-day turnaround on the 26 papers
he reviewed during my editorship. The slowest reviewer averaged 49 days,
which is seven days longer than the 42 days reviewers were provided, on the
eight papers he reviewed. This statistic does not include the three papers he
held for over 60 days, without ever returning a review, forcing a decision on
a paper with only two reviews. As you might suspect, about 20 percent of
the reviewers caused about 80 percent of the problems. What you might not
guess is that the 20 percent were all experienced reviewers who had served
on editorial boards for many years. 
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Even the most sophisticated manuscript-review process in the world is
only as fast as the reviewers who participate in the process. This means that
the editor must manage and control the reviewers. To ensure that JOM’s
response time to authors did not exceed what we advertised, we continu-
ally monitored the quality and timeliness of reviewers. When faced with
unresponsive or unconstructive reviewers, we put them on permanent
“vacation” and replaced them with efficient, motivated ad hoc reviewers.
At the end of my three-year term, the average response time for a first-time
submission was 42.7 days. This enviable turnaround time can be attributed
to JOM’s committed, qualified editorial board, which is exactly what every
editor wants. 

So let’s recap what the review process at JOM entailed. An author elec-
tronically submits a paper to the JOM office. The paper is received and
logged into the manuscript-tracking database. The database automatically
generates an email to the author indicating the paper’s arrival and tracking
number. The paper is forwarded to the appropriate action editor (AE) based
on whether the paper is micro or macro in focus. The AE has two choices.
One option is to desk reject the paper. A desk reject indicates that the paper
is not suited to the journal. This can be due to either content (e.g., too
applied or outside the journal’s mission) or format (e.g., 150 pages long or
not formatted for a management journal). When an AE desk rejects the
paper, he or she writes a letter to the authors explaining the decision and
offering alternative journals that might be more receptive and forwards this
to the JOM office to be shared with the authors. The second option is to
place the paper into the review cycle. To do this, the AE selects three review-
ers from the available reviewers in the database and forwards these names to
the JOM office. The reviewers are assigned to the paper in the database. This
removes them from the available list and generates an email review request
that includes a blind version of the paper and the review sheets. If a reviewer
declines the request to review, which happens once about every 25 review
assignments, the AE is informed and an alternative reviewer is selected. The
alternative reviewer is assigned to the paper and the original reviewer is put
back on the available list. 

When a completed review arrives, it is logged into the database and the
reviewer is put on vacation until their six weeks are up. If the review does
not arrive within five weeks, the first reminder message is sent. If the review
is still not received by the day before it is due, a second reminder notice is
sent. If the deadline passes and there are two reviews returned, the reviewer
who has yet to respond is sent an email indicating that the editors are mov-
ing on without him or her. If there are not two completed reviews, the edi-
tor phones the reviewer and requests a date for when to expect a review.
Once at least two completed reviews are received, they are forwarded to the
AE. The AE is given a week to read the paper, synthesize the reviews, make
a decision, and write the author’s letter. The letter is electronically forwarded
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to the JOM office and logged into the database. The letter and reviews are
then emailed to the authors and the reviewers, and the manuscript is
marked as closed in the database.

Implications for authors

Now that you are familiar with the manuscript-review process, allow me to
offer some insights that every author should know. If you have never
reviewed for a journal, volunteer to do so or ask someone you know who is
on the editorial board to recommend you. This is as easy as sending a cover
letter indicating the areas in which you feel competent to review and attach-
ing a copy of your vita. Most editors will only select ad hoc reviewers who
have published in a refereed journal, but not necessarily in their journal.
Select a journal to which you frequently submit. Not only will this allow you
to see what goes on behind the scenes, but it will expose you to the content
of the review sheets and reviewer guidelines that outline how your submis-
sions are judged by the reviewers. When you receive a paper to review,
immediately contact the editor and indicate your willingness to review the
paper. Then, dig in. 

Create the review you would like to receive. It should be constructive,
informed, and to the point. Providing more than a three-page review is
overkill. Be sure to number your points so that the AE can easily refer to your
suggestions in his or her decision letter. Most importantly, beat the deadline.
Your goal should be to not receive an email reminder, which means you
need to return your review a week to ten days prior to the stated deadline.
If it is your first review, ask a seasoned colleague to “peer review” it for you
prior to submitting it. When the decision letter arrives, read it to see if the
AE mentioned any of your points in the letter. Compare the issues you raised
to those raised by the other reviewers to see how closely they align. Then sit
back and wait for the next review request to arrive.

Prior to submitting your work to a journal, secure the most current copy
of the submission guidelines and read it carefully. Follow the requirements
to the letter. This is one of the very few things you have complete control
over during the review process. Use it to your advantage. You would be sur-
prised by how many papers arrived at JOM that did not follow our submis-
sion guidelines. All this did was delay the review process and aggravate the
editors and reviewers. Why go there? You also need to use the submission
guidelines to determine the appropriateness of your submission. Taking this
step will limit the number of desk rejects you receive. Another way to limit
desk rejects is to ask a colleague familiar with your target journal to peer
review your paper for you prior to submission. Experienced reviewers and
authors can quickly determine its fit with your target journal and find
correctable problems that will make your paper look better to the reviewers
assigned to read it.
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Another interesting fact that I did not know until after I served as an edi-
tor is that there are better and worse times to submit a paper. One of the
worst times to submit is during the summer. The reason for this is that
nearly a third of my editorial board took the summer off. What this means
to you as an author is that a paper submitted during the summer may be
reviewed by someone less directly involved in your research area or some-
one who is being called upon quite heavily to make up for other vacation-
ing board members. Similarly, submitting a paper in December is a bad
choice as many reviewers are away from their offices for an extended period
of time prolonging the review process. A good time to submit a paper is in
September or January when all of the vacationing reviewer have returned
rested and ready to review. 

As a former editor, one of the most frequently asked questions I get is,
“may I contact the editor?” My answer is always the same – depends upon
why you want to contact him or her: If it is simply to whine about a set of
reviews you received, then the answer is no. Use colleagues, friends, and
family for this. If there was a problem with the reviews (you got some for
the wrong paper or some were missing), by all means. If you submitted your
paper and have not heard back from the journal office after three weeks,
sure. If you have heard back from the journal office but have not received
your reviews by the advertised time, no. To do so will only remind the edi-
tor that he or she is not doing a good job, and no good will come from that.
It also may force the editor to make a decision with only two reviews, which
may not be to your advantage. My advice is that rather than focusing on
what is under review, focus on what you need to get under review.
Whenever you do decide to contact the editor, email first to set up a time to
chat. This will allow the editor time to pull the paper and get up to speed
prior to talking with you. Remember, the editor is responsible for over 50
papers, not just yours.

Implications for aspiring editors

So you think you want to become an editor? Before saying yes, consider the
following. To excel as an editor you must be organized. First, you must be
able to prioritize and complete tasks on a daily basis. Implementing an effec-
tive submission and review system will help a great deal with this. Develop
a system with built-in reminders of what you need to be doing (e.g., remind-
ing reviewers, reading reviews and the paper to develop a letter) to keep the
review process for each paper on track. Second, you must be able to see the
big picture as well as the very small details. Again, your system can help with
this. For example, tracking and using historical data about the number of
papers accepted, rejected, and still in play will allow you to predict and con-
trol your journal’s “in press” time. Third, you need to be a good match-
maker. That is, you need to be able to match reviewers to papers. Developing

54 Setting up an Effective Manuscript-Review Process



a system that can match available reviewers to papers requires a great deal
of work up front, but will definitely be worth it on the long run. Finally, you
and your system must be agile. While the review process can be described as
a series of steps to follow, not every paper you receive will follow these steps.
For instance, some reviews will never show up or some reviews will be so
poor or nasty that you will not want to share them with the authors. What
will you do in these cases? Ask for another review or go with what you have?
Building flexibility into your system will allow you to effectively deal with
the unexpected. 

Even with all of the trials and tribulations involved in running JOM, serv-
ing as its editor was one of the most rewarding professional experiences of
my life. I met many wonderful people in the field, I read many papers that
I would not otherwise have read, and along the way I learned how to be a
better reviewer and author. However, I’d be lying if I said I’d ever do it again.
Being an editor takes over your life and reduces your own research produc-
tivity substantially. These are two things I’m not sure I’ll ever be ready to
give up again.
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As editor of The Academy of Management Journal (AMJ ), I am often asked
whether or not I like the job. Almost without thinking, I say: “I like it much
better than being a reviewer. It’s much more positive and creative.” 

Why do I feel this way? As I reflect upon my enthusiastic reaction toward
the editorial role, it seems a bit puzzling. How can I think of the role as
“positive and creative” when approximately one-third of the manuscripts
we receive at AMJ are desk-rejected (i.e., rejected without sending them out
for review), or when only 8–10 percent of the manuscripts we receive are
ultimately accepted? 

In part, I think the answer lies in selective perception and retention: what
sticks in my mind when I think of editing are mainly the positives and the
successes. Alan Meyer, writing about his experiences as a veteran reviewer,
beautifully describes the feeling of a successful review process:

Now and then – out of the tedium of routinized, ritualized manuscript
review cycles – a bona fide high-performing system emerges. On five
occasions I have seen a seriously deficient or highly preliminary paper
somehow pique the reviewers’ interest, and trigger a set of especially
thoughtful and constructive comments. Usually the reviewers’ objections
appear irreconcilable and their demands seem impossible, but instead of
giving up the author rises to the occasion … When the revision is resub-
mitted, the author’s unexpected improvements delight and energize the
reviewers, eliciting creative ideas for further sharpening the analyses,
extending the argument, and enlarging the contribution. It is an exhilarat-
ing experience when a distributed network made up of blind reviewers
linked to an anonymous author by a harried journal editor jells in this way. 

(Meyer, 1995, p. 264)

In Meyer’s description, the author and reviewers play the heroic roles. The
“harried editor” seems almost an afterthought, an administrator whose
main function is to link the unknown parties to one another. Perhaps not
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surprisingly, however – (cognitive dissonance reduction is alive and well!) –
I believe that editors often play a significant role in the creation of such peak
reviewing experiences. 

First, it is the editor who assembles the particular set of actors, carefully
selecting a group of reviewers who, taken together, should be capable of
responding thoughtfully to the major substantive and methodological features
of the paper. Second, because the editor has the advantage of seeing all the
reviews prior to reaching a decision, the editor often spends considerable
time thinking about how to reconcile those “seemingly irreconcilable” views
before he or she communicates with the author and the reviewers. Third, in
writing the decision letter, editors can also help authors to feel that seemingly
impossible demands are “doable” by winnowing through many pages of
reviewer comments to focus on a few key points. Fourth, they can motivate
authors toward peak performance by suggesting that they are dealing with a
“difficult but potentially attainable” goal (Locke & Latham, 1984). 

As I leave the world of editing later this year, I suspect it is the peak expe-
riences that I will remember most. However, as Meyer’s quote suggests, most
of the editor’s job consists of dealing with far more “ritualized, routinized
review processes,” 90 percent of which result in rejections rather than peak
experiences. Communications with authors in these cases are generally
shorter and, indeed, more routinized. For example, in the case of seriously
deficient submissions (e.g., nonempirical essays submitted to AMJ, which is
an empirical journal), the rejection letter may consist of one or two para-
graphs stating the reason for the rejection and referring the author to the
journal’s “Information for Contributors.” 

Thus, communications to authors are highly varied. Ideally, they are
matched to the precise situation, which includes such features as the quality
of the submission, experience level of the author, and phase of the review
process. Because of this variety, it is a bit difficult to state general principles
for communicating with authors, or to organize them in a meaningful way.
Nevertheless, here are some general pieces of advice based on my experiences
to date. I begin with one that applies mostly to editors-in-chief rather than
associate editors, and that addresses authors in general rather than authors
who have submitted a particular manuscript. Subsequent suggestions are
more tailored to specific authors and their manuscripts.

1. Communicate proactively with general audiences to maximize the chances
of receiving promising submissions. At a time when authors from anywhere in
the world can submit manuscripts with the click of a mouse, there is con-
siderable potential for receiving manuscripts that are not a good fit with a
particular journal’s mission or that do not meet its standards. As such, most
editors use a variety of proactive communications to try to minimize the
number of such submissions. These communications are posted on journal
Web sites, as well as published in printed issues.1
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For most journals, two of the most important proactive communica-
tions are the mission statement and some version of “Information for
Contributors.” Mission statements are inevitably somewhat general. For exam-
ple, AMJ’s mission is “to publish empirical research that tests, extends, or builds
management theory and contributes to management practice. All empirical
methods – including, but not limited to, qualitative, quantitative, field, labo-
ratory, and combination methods – are welcome. To be published in AMJ, a
manuscript must make strong empirical and theoretical contributions and
highlight the significance of those contributions to the management field.
Thus, preference is given to submissions that test, extend, or build strong the-
oretical frameworks while empirically examining issues with high importance
for management theory and practice. AMJ is not tied to any particular disci-
pline, level of analysis, or national context.”

Because most mission statements leave considerable room for interpreta-
tion, it is important to provide additional “Information for Contributors” that
gives more specific guidance to authors about how the journal’s mission is
operationalized in practice. In AMJ’s case, our Information for Contributors
begins with the mission statement, continues with our criteria for publica-
tion, discusses article length and preferred writing style, and indicates the
preconditions for submitting a manuscript to AMJ (e.g., results not previously
published, article not previously rejected by AMJ, notification of related
publications from the same data base). It also discusses desk rejections,
normal review processes, and typical timelines for processing reviews; refers
authors to our style guidelines, and makes explicit our expectation that those
who submit manuscripts to AMJ will also be willing to serve as reviewers. 

Because both the mission statement and Information for Contributors
can have a considerable impact on what is actually submitted, I would
advise every new editor to scrutinize their contents to see whether they are
up to date or if policies or practices need to be modified. For example, in the
case of AMJ, we modified the mission to make it clearer that we welcomed
qualitative and theory-building studies in addition to quantitative, theory-
testing research. We also modified our Information to Contributors to
eliminate research notes and to move to a “length-to-contribution” ratio as
the standard for determining manuscript length. 

In addition to the mission statement and Information for Contributors,
AMJ also posts its style guide for authors, a list of previous AMJ “best paper”
winners, and semimonthly “From the Editors” columns that comment on
various aspects of the publication process. These fall into two categories: the
general publishing and review process (e.g., essays on what it means to
make a “strong contribution” or how to get more out of the review process)
and special topics (e.g., international research in AMJ or ways to improve
qualitative submissions). Over time, these “From the Editors” columns have
become more extensive and cumulatively offer considerable guidance to
prospective authors about how to improve their chances of successful sub-
mission (or when their manuscript might best be sent to another journal).
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These proactive forms of communication are aimed at all potential contrib-
utors to AMJ and, more generally, to the scholarly community at large. They
are designed to maximize the potential fit between manuscripts submitted to
the Journal and its mission, as well as to improve the quality of manuscripts in
general (see Bartunek, Rynes, & Ireland, 2006; Gephart, 2004; Suddaby, 2006).
In this way, they are different from the rest of an editor’s communications,
which are directed specifically toward the authors of particular manuscripts.

2. Prepare templates for desk-rejection letters. Given that I had been an asso-
ciate editor at AMJ for three years before becoming its editor, I thought that
I was highly experienced in all aspects of the job except selecting reviewers.
Was I ever wrong! The biggest shock in my first few weeks as editor con-
cerned the large number of submitted manuscripts that had no chance of
making it successfully through the review process, and seeing just how
far “off” some manuscripts can be. This was an aspect of the job that the
previous editor had handled entirely on his own. As such, the other associ-
ate editors and I were blissfully unaware of the existence of this “dark under-
belly” of the submission process.

During my term as editor at AMJ, the proportion of manuscripts that
have not been sent through full initial review has ranged between 30 per-
cent and 40 percent. While this number may seem shockingly high to those
who have not served on editorial boards, it is not at all out of range with
the number of desk rejections at other top management journals such as
Administrative Science Quarterly, Academy of Management Review, or Journal of
Organizational Behavior.2

Desk-rejection letters are usually shorter than rejection letters written
after a full review process. Usually, the idea is to convey the main reason
(or two) for the rejection, without soliciting two or three additional opinions.
Because the number of desk rejections is fairly high and the number of basic
underlying reasons quite limited, most editors develop a set of “templates”
for these types of decision letters. The introductory and ending sections of
such letters are fairly standardized, with the middle being tailored to the
individual manuscript. These middle sections can be either quite perfunc-
tory or occasionally quite elaborate.

For example, AMJ receives quite a few manuscripts that present descrip-
tive data regarding some phenomenon (e.g., demographic differences in job
satisfaction, international differences in management opinions, employee
reactions to organizational change) but do not address any broader theoretical
issue. Because most such manuscripts do not offer any promise of meeting
AMJ’s “strong theoretical contribution” requirement,3 there is no need for a
lengthy letter. Rather, the editor can acknowledge that although the manuscript
addresses an important practical issue, the journal’s policy also requires a
strong theoretical contribution.

Wherever possible, it is also helpful to suggest alternative outlets that
might be better-suited to the paper, especially when the main issue is lack
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of fit with the journal’s mission and when the manuscript seems to have
some promise for alternative journals. For example, AMJ does not publish
methodological or scale development articles unless they also offer supple-
mentary analyses that make a theoretical contribution (e.g., establishing a
new construct in a nomological net). Such papers might well be compe-
tently executed and potentially suited for top-tier outlets other than AMJ.
In these cases, we often refer authors to other highly regarded journals such as
Journal of Applied Psychology, Organizational Research Methods, Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, or Strategic Management Journal.

In other cases, a manuscript may appear destined for rejection if sent
through the full review process, but the editor sees some potential for suc-
cess if the manuscript is revised. For example, sometimes we receive manu-
scripts from authors whose training is in an area other than management
(e.g., economics or operations research). In such cases, a potentially strong
empirical manuscript may need considerable reworking to make a theoreti-
cal contribution that is relevant to management or organizational theory.
In these cases, the editor may choose to “desk edit” the manuscript – that is,
to write a full review on his own, or perhaps with the assistance of a single
expedited review. These letters are typically highly developmental and take
as much time to write as a “revise and resubmit” letter for a manuscript that
has gone through the full review process. However, the editor takes the time
because he or she sees promise in the research (or researcher), responding
with a letter that acknowledges the quality of the research, but also the
limited prospects for success unless the manuscript is revised before being
sent out for full review. 

3. Don’t overwhelm authors with excessive detail in decision letters. I will
never forget one of the most discouraging review processes I have ever
participated in as an author. In the first round, my coauthors and I received
six single-spaced pages of reviewer comments, which were summarized by
the editor in two single-spaced pages. In addition, however, the editor
added two more single-spaced pages of his own comments, listed from “a”
to “z” and then from “aa” to “ff.” Yes, 32 specific comments in addition to
his general comments, as well as all the specific comments offered by the
original three reviewers. Of course, like many authors who try to do a consci-
entious job of revising and responding to reviewers (see Agarwal, Echambadi,
Franco, & Sarkar, 2006), we addressed each and every comment in our
resubmission letter (and most in the manuscript as well). In response to our
efforts, we received a five-page, single-spaced letter from the editor, which
included 37 specific comments (all the way to “kk”) in addition to those
provided by the reviewers. Again, we responded to all reviewer and editor
comments. In round three, we received another four-page letter from the
editor, with 11 specific editor comments in addition to those provided by
the reviewers, and – the crowning glory – a rejection!
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Having to respond to many points from two or three reviewers – plus the
editor – seems to have become a “normal” part of an author’s experience.
For example, at AMJ, three reviewers’ comments typically add up to some-
where between 6 and 12 single-spaced pages.4 In addition, reviewers often
disagree on their overall opinions about a manuscript’s merits, as well as the
specific features that should be highlighted, downplayed, or revised. That is
a lot of information for an author to digest and respond to, both practically
and psychologically. 

I believe that an editor can be of great help to an author in dealing with this
information overload. In the face of all this commentary, most of it critical, the
editor can bring into focus a limited number of main issues requiring serious
attention. The logic behind this belief has been well-expressed by Elaine
Romanelli, writing about “lessons somewhat painfully learned” as a reviewer:

The rule of thumb I use (as a reviewer) goes as follows: If revisions to
improve the fundamental problems in the paper would clearly eliminate
associated problems, I spend little time on the associated problems. 
I think this is also fair to the author. Nothing annoys me more, as a
writer, than a reviewer who nitpicks his or her way through every detail
of a manuscript after already calling for a “complete overhaul.” Not only
may I have to respond to all those comments, even though they may no
longer be relevant, I feel somewhat humiliated. I would like a reviewer to
give me a little credit, and a little room, to revise my paper myself. 

Which brings me to collegiality; collegiality saves time because it
assumes that the author is a competent professional who can probably
revise a paper given some good, general guidelines. Less detail about
minor problems can mean more focus on the broad strokes that most
revisions require.

(Romanelli, 1995, pp. 201–2)

Now, we have some editorial board members at AMJ who believe that it
is always their duty, even on the first round, to point out relatively minor
issues relating to exposition, analyses, and the reporting and discussion of
results. Many of them feel that they “owe” this to the author, particularly if
they suspect that the author might not have received the highest-quality
training. I respect and appreciate them very much for their conscientious-
ness in fulfilling this mentoring role.

On the other hand, I think that Romanelli’s sentiments are reasonable,
and that they are particularly appropriate from the editor’s perspective. The
wisdom of her remarks became clearer to me during an “aha!” moment at the
2006 Academy of Management meetings in Atlanta. I was participating in a
professional development workshop where another editor indicated that he
was frustrated with authors who spent more time answering detailed reviewer
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comments than fixing the major problems with the manuscript. He then
turned to me and asked whether I had had the same experience. I indicated
that yes, I had, but that I also had a lot of sympathy for authors because
I thought that we, as editors, were not sufficiently relieving authors of the
responsibility to address every single comment. (This was certainly true at
AMJ, as well as at most other journals to which I submitted my work). As
such, I speculated that authors were terrified of offending reviewers or being
regarded as insufficiently responsive to them. 

I left the panel wondering if there was anything that I, as an editor, might
be able to do about it. Fortunately, the associate editors and I had a meeting
the very next day, followed by a full editorial board meeting the day after that.
In both meetings, we immediately began discussing how we might modify the
way we asked authors to respond to revise and resubmit (R&R) invitations. Our
goal was to maximize time spent improving the manuscript, and to minimize
nonproductive time spent regurgitating every detail of the revision process.

Less than a month later, we implemented new procedures for streamlining
the R&R process. The essence of the new policy can be seen in AMJ’s revised
instructions to authors who receive an R&R invitation:

As you revise your manuscript, please consider each reviewer comment
carefully, since even relatively minor comments can sometimes trigger
large improvements in a manuscript. However, once the revision has
been completed, please focus your transmittal letter mainly on the issues
raised in my letter rather than on the specific points raised by each
reviewer. Our intent is to have you spend most of your time improving
your manuscript rather than documenting in great detail all specific
changes that have been made. To that end, please indicate (in approxi-
mately 5–7 pages) how you have responded to the points raised in my
letter. Because my letter synthesizes both the reviewers’ and my own
major concerns, addressing these points will generally ensure that the
major issues have been addressed.

(Editor’s note, AMJ, 2006, p. 873)

It is too early to know the long-run implications of these changes, but so
far it looks as if authors are taking the new procedures to heart. The associate
editors and I are on the lookout for any potentially adverse consequences
of these changes and have encouraged the editorial board to submit any
relevant feedback. At the moment, the changes still feel very good to me,
and I suspect they feel even better to our authors.

4. Focus on issues, leaving solutions to authors. Critics of the review process
(as well as some editors; e.g., Daft & Lewin, 1990) have expressed concern
about over-editing of papers, even to the point where editors or reviewers
are accused of “ghostwriting” articles. This is a complex issue, in that there
can be strong differences in perceptions as to whether an editor’s suggestions
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or requests are truly necessary to ensure an article’s quality, or whether they
represent an inappropriate intrusion of the editor’s values or preferences into
the author’s work. 

While the intricacies of this issue go far beyond this essay, I do think that
reviewers and editors (myself included) can be overly directive. However, my
own experience, both from observing my own editorial and review work as
well as the work of others, suggests that the tendency to over-edit is proba-
bly greatest among editors and reviewers with less experience. Both Meyer
(1995) and Romanelli (1995) indicate that early in their careers as reviewers,
they tended to view the reviewer’s role solely as “critic.” Romanelli says of
her first review:

I had to figure out how to write a review that would impress the editor. In
truth, I hadn’t a clue. I thought I had to show that I was ‘up’ on my litera-
ture, and that I knew the relevant research methods. No fatal flaw should
get by me. In keeping with the instructions to reviewers to ‘take into
account clarity of writing,’ I supposed I should also help the authors to
write more clearly. Thus I set out to comment, having now read the paper
maybe once, on virtually every aspect of the manuscript … That first review
was more than eight single-spaced pages long. I patiently explained prob-
lems in each of the sections and, with some pedantry, described how the
author could do better. I didn’t know then, and I don’t know now, who that
author was, but I hereby offer an apology.

(Romanelli, 1995, p. 197)

Meyer offers this description of one of his early editorial decision letters:

I once got carried away and offended a respected colleague. Envisioning a
“far better paper” than the manuscript he had submitted, I suggested a
complete recasting of the theory and data. I could hardly wait to see the
revisions. But my enthusiasm for the project was dashed when the author
abruptly withdrew his paper from further consideration at that journal.
My colleague later explained that, while he found my ideas for revising
“insightful and most interesting,” this was not the paper he had set out to
write … Since then, I have taken pains to present any recommendations
for significant changes as ideas offered for an author’s consideration, not as
conditions for a favorable recommendation.

(Meyer, 1995, pp. 266–7)

Even after all these years as a reviewer and editor, I suspect that I am still
occasionally overly directive with authors. But I consciously try harder not
to be, particularly in areas concerning framing or exposition. Given that the
tendency to be overly directive is usually greater early in one’s editorial
career, perhaps new or aspiring editors reading this book can make a con-
scious effort to write letters that raise issues more than dictate solutions, and
to encourage their associate editors to do the same.
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5. Use a personalized writing style. Early in my reviewing career, I used to
talk “about” authors in the third person (e.g., “the authors seem to argue”).
However, after reading the reflections of more experienced reviewers (e.g.,
Daft, 1995; Mayer, 1995; Pondy, 1995; Romanelli, 1995), I adopted their
convention of referring to authors in the second person. (For example,
Daft’s excellent essay is titled, “Why I recommended that your manuscript
be rejected and what you can do about it.”) I am specific about how I feel
about the author’s work and try to use language in much the same way
(albeit perhaps a bit more formally) as I would if he or she were sitting across
the table from me.

However, taking a tip from the voluminous research on performance
feedback (e.g., Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), I am also careful to separate the
author from the author’s work in the delivery of specific feedback. Because
people respond better to critical comments when they are focused on
the work rather than the person, I consciously try to use phrases such as,
“the way the manuscript is written, it seems …” or “at present, the discussion
section appears to …” rather than saying, “you don’t seem to …” or even,
“your manuscript doesn’t seem to …”

6. Don’t understate the amount of revision necessary. Earlier in this essay, 
I indicated that editors can help encourage authors by using language that
signals the presence of a difficult, but potentially attainable, goal. While my
earlier message focused on the “attainability” segment, this one focuses on
the difficulty. One of the most disappointing experiences as an editor (or a
reviewer) occurs when the initial manuscript looks quite promising relative
to other first submissions, but the second version comes back with only
perfunctory changes. Given that most journals try to make a final (or close
to final, such as “conditional acceptance”) decision in the second round,
this situation often results in the manuscript’s rejection.

In reflecting on the number of times this occurred to me early in my term
as an associate editor, I wondered if sometimes the author had underestimated
the amount of effort that would be required as a result of an insufficiently
“challenging” decision letter from me. After a few such experiences, I began to
err on the side of describing revisions as “high risk” or even “very high risk” in
an effort to make sure that the authors did not underinvest in the revision.
While this may cause the authors greater initial anxiety, I believe that it
increases the chances that authors will rise to the occasion in the next round.5

7. The editor is not a fourth reviewer; the editor is the decision maker. Making
decisions, particularly when the vast majority of them are not what authors
want to hear, is difficult. The natural tendency, I think, is to hide behind “the
journal” or the reviewers in explaining a decision. In fact, if I had been left
to my own devices, I probably would still be writing decision letters using the
word “we” instead of “I” to explain the rationale behind my decisions.
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However, as an associate editor for AMJ, I was strongly socialized into the
view that the editor is far more than the person who simply records the
reviewers’ judgments or tallies their “votes.” Rather, he or she takes direct
responsibility for the decision rendered. Admittedly, this view gives the
editor not only more responsibility, but also more power. While at first
blush the idea of a “powerful editor” might seem undesirable to authors,
there are several reasons that it can actually work to the author’s advantage.
Some ideas behind giving editors a fair amount of power and responsibility
are (a) they have been selected for their expertise and experience at evaluating
manuscripts, (b) at the end of the review process, they have far more infor-
mation about a manuscript than does any single reviewer, (c) as people whose
names appear on the masthead of the journal, they have more of an interest
in making good decisions for the journal than do most reviewers (Frey, 2003),
and (d) since most reviewers view their role as that of “prosecutor,” editors
often play the role of rescuing or “defending” a manuscript.

In their role as final arbiters, however, editors have certain responsibili-
ties. For example, I believe it is very important that editors notice disagree-
ments or discrepant ideas across reviewers and that they specifically address
them in their decision letters (see also Jacobs, this volume). This may
amount to simply highlighting the different views and leaving their resolu-
tion to the author(s), or it may mean tipping your hand in a certain direc-
tion. Secondly, the editor needs to (gently) indicate where he or she believes
a reviewer has made a mistake, or where (and how) his or her views differ
from those of a reviewer. This can require a fair amount of delicacy on the
part of the editor, but it is very important in terms of safeguarding the
integrity of the review process.

Final thoughts

I began this essay talking about my positive feelings about being an editor
and describing (with help from Alan Meyer’s excellent 1995 essay) how
uplifting it can be to participate in a successful review process. In closing,
I would like to focus more on people than processes. 

The range of human behaviors that one encounters as an editor is truly
incredible. There are senior scholars who are very well respected academi-
cally, but whose long publication records are achieved in part because they
do not provide the same services as reviewers that they routinely expect
others to provide to them. There are those who resubmit papers that have
previously been rejected by a journal but who brazenly check the “no” box
when explicitly asked this question during the submission process. There are
those who always try to appeal rejection decisions, figuring (I suppose) that
the squeaky wheel gets the grease. As one former editor of a prominent
journal said to me when I began my term at AMJ, “If you sit at a table with
other editors, pretty soon it starts coming out. We all know who they are.
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They do it to every journal and many of their students behave the same way
they do. But I’ll shoot you if you ever say I told you so.”

So yes, there are people who can “get you down” as an editor. But then
there are all the rest! There are reviewers, some just starting their careers and
others who have been prolific authors for over 30 years, who astonish me
with their dedication to mentoring fledgling authors and to improving
the manuscripts they review. There are authors who always go far beyond
the “letter of the law” to produce revisions that exceed everyone’s expectations.
There are reviewers and authors who deliver awe-inspiring performances
despite the fact that they have recently lost a parent, spouse, or child or
been uprooted by an environmental disaster such as Hurricane Katrina.
Finally, there are those authors who, after their manuscripts are rejected,
write “thank you” letters that in one way or another tell me that they
understand my role as editor and that they have learned something from
the process. I swear, sometimes it feels as if these authors are trying to cheer
me up after I send a difficult rejection letter. 

I will never forget these people. If they are just starting their careers, I will
root for them from the sidelines and watch what they do with great inter-
est. Maybe, when they do something I particularly admire, I will send them
an e-mail, as several of my “personal heroes” have done for me over the
years. If they are near the end of their careers, I will attend their retirement
parties (if someone remembers to invite me). If I see them at professional
meetings, I will always rush up to give them a hug. They inspire me. 

I hope you know who you are.
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Notes

1. At AMJ, the Web page is generally the place where prospective authors can find the
most up-to-date information about editorial policies. Changes in editorial policies
generally take three or four months to find their way into printed issues because of
publication lags. The Academy of Management’s “in press” Web page is also the
fastest way to find papers that have been accepted by the Academy’s journals but
that are not yet in print.

2. All editors I contacted said their desk rejection rates were at least 20–25 percent.
One editor said that his desk-rejection rate was “only” 25–30 percent, but indicated
that his associate editors were urging him to increase that number.

3. Occasionally, a manuscript that is completely devoid of theoretical content can be
modified, post hoc, to satisfactorily remedy this deficiency. It is rare, however, for
this to occur once the data have already been collected, particularly given the vast
amount of theorizing that has already been offered in areas such as job satisfaction
or organizational change.
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4. One might wonder whether longer reviews are necessarily better. Although this is
not always the case, in general, a positive relationship does seem to hold. For
example, Cummings, Frost, & Vakil (1985) found that the best reviewers played the
role of both critic and coach, and that their reviews were significantly more thor-
ough, attentive to technical detail, and substantive. AMJ reviewers who receive
“best reviewer” awards probably provide, on average, three single-spaced pages of
comments, and occasionally more.

5. I do not label a revision as “high risk” if I am quite confident that it can be success-
fully revised. But I am more likely to err on the side of “high risk” if the outcome
seems uncertain. 
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7
Building and Maintaining a Strong
Editorial Board and Cadre of Ad Hoc
Reviewers
Daniel C. Feldman

Some of the most important decisions you will make as an editor – and some
of the decisions that will have the greatest impact on the success of your
editorship – have to be made before the first manuscript ever crosses your
desk or pops up on your computer screen. Whom you choose as your asso-
ciate editors, whom you choose as your editorial board members, and whom
you invite to be ad hoc reviewers determine the quality of the reviewing
“service” your faculty colleagues will experience as “customers.” Moreover,
these choices send important signals to the marketplace about your values,
priorities, and preferences as an editor.

Choosing associate editors

Actions speak louder than words, and no action speaks louder for an editor
than his or her choice of associate editors. The field will look at the qualifi-
cations of your associate editors, their reputations as scholars and as rea-
sonable colleagues, their respective areas of expertise, and even their
methodological specialties as strong signals of what kinds of papers you are
most likely to welcome and most likely to publish. Moreover, because the
associate editors play a big hand in choosing members of the editorial board,
their own sets of values and network connections have ripple effects on the
composition of the editorial board as a whole.

Perhaps the most critical first step prior to choosing associate editors is
identifying what you yourself feel are the most important goals you want to
achieve during your term in office. In my case, I had a very clear vision of
what I wanted for Journal of Management. I wanted to publish articles that
spoke to the field as a whole rather than to small cul-de-sacs of research spe-
cialists. I wanted to publish articles that addressed real-world problems and
not simply articles that were well-executed but minor in scope or irrelevant
to management problems. I care deeply about the quality of writing, and did
not want to accept turgidly or opaquely written manuscripts that no one
would read, care about, or understand. And, because the journal had come



to be perceived by some in the field as a micro-oriented journal, I wanted to
signal the faculty in strategic management that I really wanted their sub-
missions, too.

The next step is identifying the individuals who share your values and are
willing to invest their time and energy into the enterprise. It is not surpris-
ing that many editors choose at least one of their associate editors from their
current home institution (or from a university at which they had previously
been a faculty member). Working side by side a colleague gives you an excel-
lent idea of his or her work habits and work values. Looking at recent winners
of “best reviewer” awards at peer or aspirant journals is another way to pro-
ceed, with the caveat that what makes a great reviewer does not always make
a great associate editor. (Taking three full days to write a great review repre-
sents a wonderful dedication of time from a reviewer, but such an investment
of time is totally dysfunctional for an associate editor who may have to write
2–3 decision letters per week.) Current and former editors of other journals
may also be particularly helpful sources of information in this regard.

There are a few more subtle issues to consider in selecting associate
editors. While editors typically get course release and secretarial support,
associate editors typically do not, and so you have to ensure that the indi-
viduals you choose can devote the time needed to the job at hand. The dis-
tribution of associate editors across subfields sends a strong signal to
potential faculty authors, and it is thus a good idea to make sure the distri-
bution of associate editors’ subfields aligns closely to your preferences for (or
expectations of) submissions. You also want to make sure that your associ-
ate editors can work well with each other, since on numerous occasions you
will have to work together as a team – at editorial board meetings, at con-
ventions, in crafting editorials, in dealing with publishers and marketing
directors, in working on special issues and journal awards, and so forth.

Another major decision you face is how many associate editors you
should have serving under you. The fewer the number of associate editors,
the greater the workload on each – but the greater the level of consistency
of editorial decision leniency (or harshness) across action editors. The
greater the number of associate editors, the lesser will be the workload on
each associate editor – but the potential for disparity in values, timeliness,
and harshness across action editors is greater. As a general rule of thumb, 
I would say that 50 is the absolute maximum number of papers an associate
editor could handle per year, so expected submission rates are a critical fac-
tor in this decision. Journals with less than 100 submissions per year may
not need associate editors, but may instead choose to use “consulting
editors,” delegate some responsibilities to special issue or special section
editors, or utilize some other structure instead.

Finally, there is the question of whether or not editors are using associate
editors to groom them for succession to the editor role. Some journals implic-
itly, if not explicitly, use a strategy of “promoting” one of the associate editors
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to become the next editor. Other journals throw the nomination process for
editor wide open, while still other searches are run in conjunction with pub-
lishers or affiliated professional associations. While there is certainly much to
be gained in terms of institutional memory by always having the next editor
be a former associate editor, that public good is sometimes outweighed by
public perceptions of an editorial board that is too “clubby” and an editorial
strategy that never seriously renews itself. Moreover, that strategy has the
potential to cause subtle conflict, rather than cooperation, among associate
editors as well as a divergence of associate editors’ goals from the editor’s
goals.

Choosing an editorial board

Choosing an editorial board is more of a “black box” than choosing associ-
ate editors for a variety of reasons. You are dealing with a much larger num-
ber of individuals, and you are selecting people as board members from
subfields with which you may have little direct exposure. Perhaps more crit-
ically, you have less “hard” data with which to make your decisions. Many
journals do not have systems that evaluate reviewers, and those that do
might not assess reviewer quality in the same way you would. For example,
many journals rate reviewers on the number of days required by them for
completion of their reviews. I personally care a lot about getting reviews in
on time, but I do not assume that the person who handed in the review on
Day 14 was twice as good a reviewer as the person who submitted the review
on Day 28. Some editors highly value the length of review as a criterion of
reviewer performance. While I did not want two-paragraph reviews, I also
did not want six pages of single-spaced comments in which every punctua-
tion error was covered in obsessive detail. 

Your predecessors as editors can give you considerable assistance here. At
the minimum, they can tell you the people you need to “drop” or “keep”
from the current board. Your associate editors (especially those not in your
subfield) can give you some great leads on potential board members whom
they have worked with over the years. Networking with faculty you are def-
initely appointing (or reappointing) to the board to get additional nominees
is also helpful. 

One of the big issues currently being debated among scholars in the field
is the role that board members’ professional reputations and publication
records should play in their selection. There is some legitimacy to this con-
cern. Potential authors are angered when their papers are rejected by mem-
bers of an editorial board who are themselves perceived to lack credible
publication records. I am largely sympathetic to that concern, with some
exceptions.

By and large, I prefer to have people with more than five years of service
in the field on the board – not only because they will have more external
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credibility, but also because they will have outgrown the need to treat every
review as a journal critique in an intro methods seminar. At the same time,
there are some research topics and some research methodologies that are rel-
atively new in the field and there are not enough senior faculty members to
serve as reviewers. In those cases, having some relatively junior and rela-
tively unknown faculty is not only inevitable but also desirable. Conversely,
some new journals have a few senior scholars on their boards to gain insti-
tutional legitimacy, but these faculties do a very small proportion of the
actual reviewing.

When I was a junior faculty member, the editorial board selection process
seemed very random to me and not fully grounded in a meritocracy system.
When I was faced with the selection process myself, I realized how many fac-
tors come into play besides “merit.” First and foremost, the composition of
the board has to be proportional to the kinds of manuscripts you expect.
Thus, if you don’t expect many papers on a particular topic or using a partic-
ular methodology, you can’t fill up the board with tons of people from these
areas, no matter how competent they may be. Second, editors are sensitive to
diversity, broadly defined. Editors want gender and racial diversity, for sure,
but they also want diversity across geographical regions of the country (and
continents) and representatives from both public and private universities. As
business schools in Europe, Asia, and Australia become both more numerous
and much larger, having an internationally diverse editorial board can lead to
greater submissions and journal subscriptions globally. Consequently, editors
are reluctant to take more than 2–3 individuals from any one university as
board members, independent of the quality of the faculty involved. 

New editors also want to add some new board members to revitalize or
broaden the journal’s constituencies, and thus some long-standing members
may rotate off the board even if they have done an excellent job. In several
journals, there are preset terms of membership and “term limits” so that the
editorial board members will not feel offended when their terms end with a
change of editors. There are several benefits of having some carry-over board
members; they provide institutional memory and help the new editor learn
the norms and culture of the editorial team.

Editors will tell you that the ability to review a variety of topics makes a fac-
ulty member a much more highly desirable board member. Some faculty mem-
bers only want to review papers on one topic (or one very small cul-de-sac of
that topic) and/or only want to review papers that use one particular method-
ology. Editors cannot afford to fill up their boards with “one-trick ponies.” For
that reason, faculty who are only willing to review a very small subset of arti-
cles are much less likely to become members of the editorial board. Junior
faculty who want to become board members should write to editors, volun-
teering to be ad hoc reviewers. Editors always welcome the help, and it’s a
good way for a junior faculty member to establish his/her own legitimacy as
a scholar. 
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Size, too, is a prominent issue in the composition of the editorial board.
My own personal experience, both as editor and as a board member, is that
once the board size exceeds 100, the sense of being a member of a “team,”
even broadly defined, vanishes. If a board member only gets 1–2 manuscripts
a year, then the sense of attachment to (and investment in) the journal is
quite low. To a considerable degree, the size of the editorial board influences
both the cohesiveness of the board itself and the editor’s need to rely heavily
on ad hoc reviewers. 

Maintaining a strong editorial board

Many people have heard the old joke about a man and his boat: The second
happiest day of a man’s life is the day he buys the boat; the happiest day of
his life is the day he sells it. Similarly, many scholars feel honored to become
members of an editorial board, but after the initial flush of excitement dies
down, they lose enthusiasm and energy over their terms of service.

To the extent that the board size can be kept to a manageable level, board
members may engage in less social loafing. When board members know that
there are over 200 other individuals who can pick up the slack, they are
more likely to be picky about what they will review and when they will
review it.

Another way an editor can maintain a strong editorial board is setting
strong and realistic expectations among board members when invitations to
join the board are issued. Sometimes editors are a little coy or vague about
what their expectations of board members are. It is better to be straightfor-
ward with potential board members about the number of articles they will
need to review, the kinds of reviews you are looking for, and the mission of
your journal. In that way, faculty members who do not buy into that vision
or cannot accept the workload can opt out graciously. At the same time, edi-
tors occasionally have to counsel an editorial board member off the board
for consistent or flagrant violation of expectations. Even among profession-
als, there have to be boundaries that cannot be crossed.

Virtually every journal has now gone to fully electronic submissions and
reviews. The efficiency benefits of this system are obvious. However, most
journals are now using “canned” acknowledgements and other types of cor-
respondence that have the warmth of a telemarketer’s phone message.
These messages sometimes do not even bother to include the board mem-
ber’s name or the article name or the name of the sender of the correspon-
dence; they remind me of those wonderful memos faculty occasionally
receive from “the dean’s office.” While high volume journals can no longer
personalize each and every piece of correspondence, the failure to do so at
all can lead to low commitment among board members. Some occasional
personal correspondence thanking board members for particularly good
reviews or explaining why you chose not to follow their advice are valued
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by editorial board members and help increase affective commitment to the
board.

Editorial boards do not get together very often; most journal boards only
get together once a year. Consequently, how you run that meeting and what
you choose to do at that meeting have a significant impact on how faculty
members feel about the board as a whole. Over the years, both as an editor
and as a board member, there are several tips I picked up along the way in
this regard.

First, keep the meetings short (less than 75 minutes). Your board mem-
bers have lots of other obligations on their minds and you do not want to
overstay your welcome. Second, engage the board members in discussions
of important strategic issues. The deadliest board meetings I have attended
consisted of long, detailed, PowerPoint presentations from the publishers
about their marketing efforts and what they are charging libraries for sub-
scriptions. Board members will be nodding off to sleep or aimlessly
munching on whatever snacks you have provided. Third, at least for sen-
ior faculty, their drawers are full of journal-branded t-shirts, pens, and
letter openers. (As an aside: Where on earth can you wear a journal-logo 
t-shirt without embarrassment?) Think about what board members would
like to receive as gifts of appreciation rather than using gifts as “branding
opportunities.”

Developing a cadre of ad hoc reviewers

Perhaps the greatest amount of uncertainty in the review process comes
from the use of ad hoc reviewers. Many senior faculty members are on
numerous editorial boards and are disinclined to serve as ad hoc reviewers
for other journals. As a result, many ad hoc reviewers are relatively junior in
the field and relatively inexperienced as reviewers. Besides your predecessors
as editors, the best source of leads for ad hoc reviewers is your editorial board
team. If, as discussed above, the board comes from a diverse set of schools
and subfields, its members will be a tremendous source of names of junior
faculty who would be excellent ad hoc reviewers. 

As with the editorial board, it is important to set clear expectations for ad
hoc reviewers. These expectations should revolve around the number of
manuscript reviews that might be expected per year (e.g., 2–3), the impor-
tance of timeliness, and the tone and level of detail you are looking for in
reviews. By and large, it is better not to use more than one ad hoc reviewer
on any manuscript since the variance in quality and timeliness is higher
than the corresponding variance across editorial board members. While edi-
torial boards have very little out-migration, there is a lot of turnover among
ad hoc reviewers; some work out and others do not. For this reason, editors
typically solicit names of additional ad hoc reviewers from their board mem-
bers at least once a year. 
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Some editors may also contact scholars whom authors cite heavily in their
manuscripts as ad hoc reviewers. Newer journals, in particular, often ask
faculty who have recently published in their journals to become ad hoc
reviewers. Several journals now are also asking faculty members who are
submitting articles to an outlet to also commit themselves to serving as an
ad hoc reviewer for that journal. 

It is, of course, harder to build commitment among ad hoc reviewers than
it is among board members. However, sending ad hoc reviewers letters of
acknowledgement and token gifts helps build a somewhat higher level of
commitment. Also, over time, editors do add faculty members to their
editorial boards. Some current board members drop off to meet new com-
mitments. As submission rates increase or as certain kinds of manuscripts
become more numerous, new editorial board members have to be recruited.
I communicated to ad hoc reviewers that those with particularly conscien-
tious service in their current roles would be seriously considered for future
openings on the board – and then followed up that promise with action
where possible. In those years where I had more than one board meeting, 
I also invited the ad hoc reviewers to the second meeting. Virtually all jour-
nals now publish acknowledgements of ad hoc reviewers once a year.

Conclusion

Being an effective manager is at least as important as being an insightful
scholar in your role as editor. You not only have to have an eye for good
papers; you also have to have an eye for good reviewers. Thinking carefully
ahead of time about your own goals as editor and the qualities you want in
your associate editors and editorial board members will save you endless
problems over the course of your term in office. It is not only the people you
choose, but also how the people you choose align with your vision of the
journal, that will determine the success of your editorship.
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I served as the editor of the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ ) from 1994
until 1996. I had served on the editorial boards of several journals (includ-
ing AMJ) and I also served as a consulting editor under Mike Hitt’s editor-
ship, prior to being appointed as the editor. I thought I understood the
review process pretty well because of these earlier assignments, as well as
because I had submitted a reasonable number of papers to journals myself,
and had a variety of experiences with those papers. But, it was only when I
actually took on the job that I came to realize how complicated the job of a
journal editor really is. Sometimes people believe that being an editor for a
professional journal is the ultimate in power in the field – they are mistaken.
I don’t know what it is like to be the editor of Time or The N.Y. Times, but
I have learned something about the job of journal editor. The most impor-
tant thing I learned is that the key to being a successful editor is the ability
to balance the needs and concerns of all the individuals who are involved in
the editorial process. There are actually more parties that have a stake in
what happens during this process than many people realize, and an editor
must be a successful manager of various groups, all with different and poten-
tially conflicting interests in the editorial process. Anyone contemplating
accepting the job of editor must understand this situation, and so the focus
of this chapter is to identify the relevant parties and to discuss some of the
issues involved in managing them throughout the editorial process.

So who are the relevant players in the editorial process? First and foremost,
of course, there are the authors of the manuscript that has been submitted
for possible publication. These individuals have the most to gain or lose by
the decision-making process and, quite often, they view themselves as the
only people who have some stake in the outcome. But they are wrong.
The reviewers of the manuscript (including any consulting editors that may
be involved) have a stake in the process, and they must be managed as well.
In addition, editors must also be concerned about the publisher of the jour-
nal and the ultimate consumers of the journal – the readers and the scholarly
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community. Effectively managing the process means effectively managing
all of these groups of participants. Each has some stake in the process and
the outcome of the process but, as I will discuss later, each group has its own
set of goals for the process, and those goals can conflict with each other.
I will discuss some of these conflicts as I go through the issues involved with
each group, beginning with authors and the reviewers, since these are the
groups that require the most attention.

Dealing with authors

Authors submit their work to a journal in the hopes of getting it published.
Therefore, it is easy to think about the authors as a group of passive consumers
who simply want something from the journal and the editor – they would ulti-
mately like their paper to be published in the journal. Of course, very few
papers are accepted after the initial round of reviews, and so, in the short run,
they want useful feedback that will enable them to strengthen their paper, and
they want the opportunity to make those changes and revise the paper.

But I believe that we are wrong to think about authors in this way only.
Instead, I believe we must begin by thinking about the set of all journals in
a field as constituting a competitive environment. In this environment, the
authors hold the ultimate power because they can select where to submit
their work. If an author has a good piece of research (ignoring for the
moment how one defines that), any editor wants that author to submit that
paper to his or her journal, and to submit it there as their first choice. A jour-
nal can be no better than the papers it publishes, and those papers can be
no better than the papers that are submitted. Therefore, most journals in a
field are competing for the same set of “good” papers (there are always a few
more specialized journals that follow more of a niche strategy, although
even here there can be competition), and that means competing for the
attention of the authors before they actually submit their papers.

How? By providing good reviews from good reviewers. The more obvious
solution of accepting everyone’s paper won’t really work in the long run.
Authors want their papers to appear in prestigious journals, and one way to
increase prestige is to have and hold to high standards. Thus, making it diffi-
cult, but not impossible, for a wide variety of authors to publish their work is
the first step in attracting good papers. Journals that are perceived to have
strong ties to certain Universities or groups of Universities (whether or not
those perceptions are correct) will limit the range of papers that are submit-
ted, as well journals that are perceived to favor certain approaches or method-
ologies (of course, some journals do favor certain methodologies as part of
their niche strategy). Authors want to believe that, whoever they are, and
wherever they work, their work will be judged on the basis of its merits only.

But the editor can have the greatest impact upon authors’ preferences for
different journals by effectively managing the review process. A journal’s
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reputation for fair, thoughtful, and timely reviews is the best competitive
weapon an editor can have. Authors who have never submitted a paper to a
particular journal will consult with friends and colleagues and seek infor-
mation about their experience with a given journal. Of course, if a colleague
had a paper accepted at a given journal, he or she is likely to say good things
about the process, but since everyone recognizes that a substantial number
of papers submitted to a top journal will be ultimately rejected, it is most
important that the editor effectively manage the process for rejecting papers. 

No one enjoys having one’s papers rejected. But research on perceived jus-
tice, in its various forms, suggests that rejected authors will feel better about
their rejections if they feel the procedures followed were fair, and if they are
treated with respect throughout the process (See, for example, reviews by
Bies & Moag, 1986; Brockner & Wisenfeld, 1996; and Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). At the most basic level, this means providing
authors with reviews that are fair, informative, developmental, and timely.
Note that all of these conditions must be met in order to manage the process
effectively, and this is difficult to do in a form letter. I know, from personal
experience, that a letter simply stating, “the reviewer comments are enclosed
and are clear” just isn’t very satisfying. Many years ago, I sent a paper, based
on the conceptual part of my dissertation to Psychological Bulletin and was told
in the cover letter that there was much about my paper that was interesting
and that my paper was good, but “not good enough for Psychological Bulletin.”
During my tenure as editor at AMJ, I made all the editorial decisions and so
wrote several thousand letters. I never used a form letter and always tried to
be encouraging, especially when it was clear that a paper was based on a dis-
sertation. I even noted that I understood what it meant to have papers based
on your dissertation rejected, as that was exactly what happened to me.

In addition, if we want people to feel they are being treated fairly, an
editor must identify reviews who do not have a vested interest in seeing a
paper rejected (or accepted), or have an agenda that they intend to carry out
through the review process. Providing thoughtful reviews means identifying
reviewers who have some perspective on the field such that they can deter-
mine which papers actually have the potential for making a contribution.
Providing informative reviewers means identifying reviewers who can point
authors towards other bodies of literature that might be useful, or other ana-
lytical techniques that might be more appropriate. Providing developmen-
tal reviews means identifying reviewers who can help the author to see how
a paper can be improved and how the paper could be framed in order to
make its potential contribution seem clearer. 

Finally, providing timely reviews means following up on late reviewers and
establishing a norm that reviews should be submitted on time. This is not the
case for all journals, and review processes that extend over a year are not
uncommon at some journals – to the detriment of the journal. Most major
journals actually publish these statistics in the journal, at least once a year.
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Typically, journal editors aim for a two-month turnaround, and many meet
this goal. That is, from the time a paper is received by the editor, to the time
an initial decision letter goes to the author, on average, is roughly 60 days,
and AMJ, for example, has hovered around that average for a number of
years.

One last observation on the issue of perceived fairness relates to the
comments sent to the editor versus those sent to the author. Several years
ago, an editor informed the editorial board that he/she was intent on pro-
viding developmental feedback to authors. Therefore, the board members
were sure to provide feedback about how a paper could be improved and
to be as positive as they could be – in their comments to the authors. But,
as I shall discuss below, the reviewers’ job (especially those on the editorial
board) is to help the editor make a decision. Therefore, there are always
two sets of comments – one for the editor and one for the author. This edi-
tor was almost insuring that, for any paper that would be rejected, the
feedback received by the author would be much more positive than the
comments and recommendations received by the editor. There were sev-
eral reviewers who did this on their own when I was editor, and it can
cause a problem. The author cannot understand why his or her paper was
rejected because the comments she or he received are generally positive.
The editor, of course, has the additional information supplied by the
reviewer, and that is the basis (in part) for the decision. Although I believe
that positive and developmental feedback are good, I also believe that
the reviewer should make it clear – to everyone involved – why he or she
believes the paper should be rejected, or what exactly needs to be done if
there is to be a revision.

In general, then, the role of the reviewer is to help the editor make an
informed decision. Therefore, if a reviewer recommends that a paper be
rejected (recommends to the editor, not to the author), he or she should
state, in clear language, why the paper should be rejected and what, if any-
thing could be done to improve the paper. If this decision is based on poor
fit with the mission of the journal, this should also be made clear to the author
(by the reviewer or the editor), and an alternative outlet might be suggested.
It is also important that, throughout the process, the authors are treated
with respect and, as noted earlier, this means telling the author with some-
thing more than a form letter, that a paper has been rejected. It means,
instead, making it clear that the editor read the paper, read the reviewer
comments, and arrived at an informed decision after some consideration.
Given the recent trends of telling authors of decisions via e-mail, this
“personal touch” is even more critical. If an editor follows these guidelines,
authors will feel more positive about the process, which, in turn will lead
them to recommend the given journal to other potential authors. Thus, fair
treatment of authors is important not only in its own right, but as means of
competing better for the best papers in the field. 
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Much of what I have suggested requires careful management of the
reviewers, and I will come to that group shortly. But first, there are some
other issues that must be addressed concerning the treatment of authors.
There are, of course, three likely outcomes to the review process for a paper –
rejection, acceptance, and a request for a revision. Of these, rejection is the
most common in top journals, which is why it is so important to treat
authors whose papers have been rejected with respect. As I have mentioned,
personal letters (or personalized e-mails), especially letters acknowledging
the merits of the paper and acknowledging the disappointment experienced
by the author, are an important part of this process. I can recall writing a
rejection letter for a person who had been a student at my former University
(not my student, but I knew the person well). I also knew that this person
was coming up for tenure and that this rejection would probably mean the
person would be fired. That was the most difficult letter I wrote as an editor
and, although I tried to sound encouraging, and to talk about the good
points in the paper, I never felt good about the letter. I cannot imagine how
anyone could hope to deal with this kind of situation with a form letter.

Furthermore, in many cases, when a journal rejects a paper, the editor will
not consider a resubmission. If that is the case, it should be made very clear
in the rejection letter. If it is not clear, the editor will be swamped with
requests to consider a resubmission because most authors believe that the
problems identified by the reviewers are “fixable”. I should note, however,
that it is my personal view that, if an author truly believes she or he can
address the issues raised by the reviewers, and is willing to make this case to
the editor, it should be all right to allow some of these authors to resubmit.

The next most likely outcome, however, is a request for a revision. This
outcome means that there are issues with the paper in its current form, but
that it may be possible to resolve these with a revision. The likelihood of a
successful revision varies, obviously, and it is important to let authors know
what they are facing of they decide to resubmit. It is unfair to encourage an
author to revise and resubmit a paper with little possibility of success,
although an author, understanding the probabilities, may choose to submit
such a revision if the opportunity is offered. In any case, the editor must tell
the author, in as clear terms as possible, exactly what he or she must do in
the revision. This is especially important when different reviewers are
requesting conflicting sets of changes. If new data or additional analyses are
required, then that should be told to the author. If other literature needs to
be consulted and integrated into the paper, then that too should be com-
municated clearly. Clearly, it requires a reviewer with expertise in the field
to identify the potential contribution when a paper suffers from problems.
It is much the same talent as some people have when they look at an empty
house and are capable of seeing its potential as a home. 

Once a revision is submitted, it typically goes back to reviewers, and,
once again we have three possible outcomes – rejection, further revision, or
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(conditional) acceptance. I will not comment on policies allowing only one
revision, since such policies have both advantages and disadvantages that
go beyond the scope of the present discussion. Requests for further revi-
sions should follow the same principles as above, and conditional or out-
right acceptances are always welcome. Rejections of revised papers,
however, present special problems, and the more revisions the paper has
gone through, the greater the problems when it is rejected. 

Rejecting a revised paper requires a great deal of tact and diplomacy. Even
when the reviewers feel that the revision was totally inadequate, the author
has made a substantial investment and is likely to be very disappointed.
Furthermore, if there have been multiple revisions, the paper may have
changed in its focus and it may now be less suitable for submission else-
where (although any advice the editor can give the author about resubmis-
sion elsewhere can help ease the pain). Therefore, the need to explain the
decision in clear terms becomes even more important when we are dealing
with rejecting a revised paper. During my term as editor, this was the situ-
ation that was most likely to result in a phone call from an author,
although I am happy to say that only a few of these conversations got really
ugly. Every now and again, an author whose paper is rejected will get angry
and berate the editor. This is a painful time for the author, and the editor
must resist the temptation to get angry in return – even if that is easier to
say than to do. 

One final note about treating authors relates to a more positive outcome
when a revision is initially requested or a further revision is called for.
Editors should resist the temptation to tell the authors how to rewrite the
paper. I have received reviews where the editor simply made changes in the
manuscript that he or she felt would improve the paper, and I was simply to
accept them or not (I accepted them). The paper is the intellectual property
of the author (see Bedeian’s chapter, this volume, for elaboration). The edi-
tor can decide to reject it or publish it, and she or he should always provide
suggestions on how to improve a paper, but it is the authors’ paper and she
or he must have ultimate control over what it says. 

A number of years ago, I (along with two colleagues) submitted a paper to
the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ( JPSP). We received a letter
from the editor suggesting that we could revise and resubmit the paper, but
that he was not very optimistic, given the reviewer comments, but he urged
us to take each comment seriously because he said that he believed the com-
ments would all serve to improve the paper. He did not instruct us to do
anything else, and he really provided very little in the way of true direction.

The reviewer comments were quite extensive and suggested additional
literature that might bolster our theoretical arguments, as well as additional
analyses, which might bolster our empirical results. We spent a great deal of
time reading some new lines of research, and found that they were directly
relevant to the points we were making and helped to support our case. 
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We ran the additional analyses, and each set of results strengthened our case
and helped us to rule out alternative explanations for our results. In short,
every comment we received helped to improve the paper. When we read
the revised paper we could easily appreciate how much better it was and
we realized that we would never have arrived at that point without the
reviewer comments. No matter what happened next, we knew we had a
better paper. Fortunately, so did the reviewers, and the paper was accepted.

That editor was fortunate enough to have assigned very good reviewers
(more on this later), but he was also wise enough to realize that all he
needed to do was to point us in the right direction. If we didn’t see how that
would benefit us, it was our problem. Furthermore, if the additional work
weakened the paper rather than strengthened it, this would suggest that
there was not much of a contribution there to begin with. Letters such as
this are part of dealing with authors respectfully, while trying to help them
improve their work. This is not only the right thing to do, but it is also the
smart thing to do in a competitive environment where you want authors to
submit their work to your journal. 

Dealing with reviewers

Dealing with reviewers may require better management skills than dealing
with authors. If an editor does not manage the reviewers properly, the
authors will not perceive that they have been treated fairly and, in fact, the
journal will run the risk of rejecting worthwhile papers and publishing less
meritorious papers. Why are reviewers so difficult to manage? The biggest
reason is that they are contributing their time and expertise for virtually
no compensation. An acknowledgement at the end of the final issue of a
volume, or even a name on the journal masthead, is not fair recompense
for the time and effort required to be a good reviewer. Perhaps we should
pay reviewers but, short of that, editors ask reviewers to take time from
their own work to read papers, offer helpful comments, and make a rec-
ommendation to the editor. Yet, without this input, the review process
cannot continue.

The first thing for an editor to do is to identify “good” reviewers. I have
already made reference to several characteristics that I think are important
for good reviewers. Editors talk to other editors, and especially their prede-
cessor at a journal, to gather information about who is good. What makes a
reviewer a “good” reviewer? A good reviewer helps the editor to make the
right decision. Reviews that list shortcomings of a paper, or praise its merits,
are not necessarily the most useful. A good review outlines what is good
about a paper and what needs to be done to make it acceptable, along with
some estimation of the likelihood of a successful revision. A good reviewer
provides this type of information in a timely fashion. Furthermore, while all
scholars have biases and preferences for methods or ways to treat a topic, a
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good reviewer will not allow these biases and preferences to get in the way.
In other words, a good reviewer can see merit in an approach even if it is not
the approach that she or he might choose. Therefore, good reviewers neither
suggest rejecting or accepting every paper they review.

This then brings me to the potential conflicting goals of reviewers and
editors. Most of us begin trying our hand at reviewing papers in doctoral
seminars when we are in graduate school. In order to seem clever and to
impress the professor and our fellow students, it is often useful to find as
many things wrong with a paper as we can. Many reviewers seem to carry
some vestige of this when they review papers for journals. Furthermore,
given the time demands of doing reviews (and, for most good reviewers, this
will be multiplied by several journals), it is in the reviewers’ best interests to
find enough that is wrong to be able to reject a paper, since requesting a revi-
sion will mean reviewing that paper again. I am not suggesting that most
reviewers consciously want to reject papers, or that they don’t wish to be
developmental, but, at the margin, the best payoff for reviewers comes with
a recommendation to reject.

The editor, however, is looking at a much different set of incentives. If the
editor rejects every paper, there will be no papers to publish, which is why
the biggest source of stress for editors is “white space” or the lack of papers
to publish. Therefore, the editor must sift through the comments of the
reviewers and determine if there is some potential for a contribution buried
under the reviewer’s criticisms. A good reviewer, then, also gives the editor
something to focus on in asking for a revision, and must be open to the pos-
sibility that a paper can be successfully revised. 

Let me return to those reviewers from the JPSP paper. What made the
reviews they supplied so useful? First of all, there were no gratuitous com-
ments from any of the reviewers, and no one made comments just to show
off how much they knew. Next, no one told us what would they do in a sim-
ilar situation, but simply provided information about how to improve the
paper. Also, each suggestion was very specific and included the reviewer’s
rationale for making the suggestion. Finally, as it turned out, each comment
or suggestion made the paper better. These are the characteristics of any
good review. The purpose of the reviewer comments should not be to make
the reviewer look good (or, worse yet, look better than the author) or to get
the author to read the reviewer’s own work (unless it really is relevant), and
reviewer comments should be as specific as possible so that they actually
help the author – since that is the real reason for those reviewer comments.

If a reviewer does not provide high quality reviews to the editor, he or she
should not be used as a reviewer. This includes the case where the reviewer
is always late or where the reviewer rejects literally everything. Eventually,
all editors learn that some very well-respected people in our field are poor
reviewers and some lesser-known individuals are great reviewers, while also
learning that there are some prominent individuals that could always be
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counted upon to provide helpful reviews in a timely fashion – as long as you
didn’t count on them too often!

Some reviewers may not do a good job initially, but they learn and improve
their skills by reading other reviews and decision letters, and by getting feed-
back from the Editor. But, in the end, the Editor must understand how
important it is for the reviewers to provide the kind of feedback that can help
authors – either to revise the paper or to submit it elsewhere. Good reviewers
are critical for good decisions on the part of the editor, and they are critical
for the quality of the experience for the author, which will help enhance (or
hurt) the reputation of the journal as a desirable place to submit one’s work.

Before closing this section, I should add something about dealing with
members of the editorial board. These are reviewers who have (hopefully)
demonstrated some expertise in the past, and have shown that they can pro-
vide useful reviews. In some cases, these may be individuals who have some
specialized knowledge that is rare in the field but, in general, these are also
individuals who, when they accepted a position on a board, agreed to review
on a regular basis. Editorial board members should be chosen with great care
because it is quite uncomfortable when they have to be “fired.” I did ask one
board member to leave the board because he or she was always several weeks
late with reviews, but it was not a pleasant experience. The editor has more
good will with board members and so they are generally more willing to
accept guidance and feedback, but they are fairly intolerant of editors who
consistently ignore their recommendations. Thus, although board members
are often the most valuable reviewers, they also require an extra level of
diplomacy when dealing with them.

Dealing with the other participants

Authors and reviewers constitute two critical constituent groups involved in
the editorial process, but they are not the only participants. Unless the edi-
tor owns the journal, there is some oversight of the entire process from a
publisher. Professional organizations (such as American Psychological
Association [APA] or the Academy of Management [AOM]), or private pub-
lishers (such as Blackwell or Wiley) have a real interest in what appears in
the journal and how well the process is managed. The interest in content
usually does not extend beyond the notion of wanting to publish “good”
papers that are “interesting,” and the interest in the process is just to make
sure that potential authors remain willing to submit to the journal. Yet this
group also requires attention. 

Private publishers are usually for-profit firms and so they are interested in
cost containment and how budget dollars are spent. They may view fewer
issues of the journal, with more articles, as more cost-effective than more
issues with fewer articles, but this puts more pressure on the editor to build
a good pipeline of papers ready to be published. Professional organizations
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may be more concerned with their own reputation and so may insist upon
certain codes of ethics for submission and publication. For example, the
(APA) will not publish any paper that has appeared in another outlet that
has an ISBN number. This includes proceedings from most meetings such as
the AOM meetings. This insistence can cause problems with authors if, after
submission, it turns out the paper was published in a proceedings volume
somewhere. Professional associations may also have ethical guidelines con-
cerning who should receive author credit, and even policies about whether
or not editors should be able to submit to their own journals. All of these
issues must be considered by the editor.

Finally, the editor must always consider the impact of her or his decisions
and policies upon the readership of the journal. Depending on the journal
in question, this group may include the leading scholars in the field, the
most innovative instructors, or business leaders. In any case, the readership
has certain expectations about what they will find when they open a copy
of the journal. They may expect to find the latest in statistical techniques
used to analyze data, or the most recent statement of a cutting edge theory,
or they may expect to find practical information that can help them in the
classroom or in the boardroom. If the readership is repeatedly disappointed
with what they find, they will stop subscribing to, or reading, the journal,
and they will be less likely to cite papers from the journal. Over time, this
will affect the prestige of the journal and so, eventually, the willingness of
authors to submit papers to the journal.

Obviously, the expectations of the readership depend upon the journal,
but the editor can never lose sight of these expectations. The readership for
a practice-oriented journal does not expect to find a lot of theory in the
papers they read, nor do they desire complex statistics. The readers of man-
agement journal may not expect to find paper too heavily steeped in eco-
nomics or psychology, and they may not expect to see too many laboratory
experiments. Consistent adherence to these expectations will result in
authors selecting themselves out of certain journals, but that is simply a cost
of doing business. Readers looking for strong theory (for example) cannot be
repeatedly disappointed when they open a journal or they will go elsewhere
to read the research that will influence their own work, and will likely sub-
mit that work elsewhere as well. 

Implications for authors

The discussion, to this point, has really focused on the issues from the per-
spective of an editor or a prospective editor. But potential authors also need
to be aware of these (and other) issues because every problem that faces the
editor will eventually trickle down to impact an author as well. So what can
a potential author learn from this discussion?

The first and the most important implication is that there is no one
person who has absolute control over what happens to a paper. In the case
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for almost all journals, reviewers are anonymous, while editors actually sign
decision letters. Therefore, it is easy to focus on the editor as the power
behind the decision. But, although the editor must take ultimate responsi-
bility, I tried to explain how the editor is also trying to balance the needs of
different critical constituencies in the review process, and so he or she can-
not always reject, or dismiss, the opinions and recommendations of the
reviewers. This means that, as an author, who might be responding to
reviewer comments in a revision, it is important to respond to every one of
the reviewer comments. It is not necessary that an author do everything
that is suggested, but it is important that the author acknowledge each com-
ment and recommendation – even if they seem frivolous. The editor will
have no choice but to ask for further revisions if a reviewer is not satisfied
with a revision, and depending on how dissatisfied the reviewer is, you
might not get another chance. Of course, it is always possible that the edi-
tor is not willing to listen to a reviewer, but the author doesn’t know this,
and there is no reason to take chances.

This may sound as though I believe that an author has few rights or
routes of appeal during this process. I do not believe that at all. As I noted
earlier, the paper is the property of the author and she or he can withdraw
it from the process at any point. But beyond that, there are surely occa-
sions where the reviewers are simply wrong in their criticisms of a paper,
and the editor is wrong to go along with the reviewer’s recommendations.
Perhaps it is simply a matter of whether or not an issue can be addressed
with a revision, but it can go beyond that. What can an author do if he or
she believes that the reviewer missed the point of the paper? In most cases,
she or he can contact the editor and appeal the decision. I say, in most
cases, because I know that some editors try to discourage this type of
appeal, but I personally believe that anyone can make a mistake and it is
no great sin to admit it.

I can recall a paper that I received during my tenure as an editor, which I
duly sent out to three qualified reviewers, who generally believed that there
were problems with the paper and that a revision would not help. I read
the paper and the reviews (the paper was outside my own areas of expert-
ise), and felt that the reviewers were reasonable and so I rejected the paper.
The author called me to say why she or he believed the reviewers were incor-
rect in a number of places. We talked for a while, and I told the author to
write a response to the reviewers, pointing out where he or she believed
there were errors. I suggested that this letter accompany a revised manu-
script where the author dealt with those issues she or he believed were valid
and could be addressed. The author was persuasive, the paper was improved,
and it was eventually published, but that was because the author handled
the entire process so well – the story does not always have a happy ending.

The first thing an author must remember when appealing a decision is that
this is not something that should be done frequently. The author must feel
very strongly about the paper and the positions taken, and should also be

Angelo S. DeNisi 85



convinced that this outlet is the best for the paper. Next, the author must
also remember that the reviewers will see all the correspondence about the
paper. Therefore, if an author is going to take issue with something a reviewer
said, this must be done tactfully. Insulting a reviewer is never a good strategy,
but in this case it is especially a poor strategy. The author must acknowledge
the reviewer’s points, but then present additional data or information which
supports a different decision. Notice that I said the author must present addi-
tional data or information – this does not mean to simply argue the point
again. The reviewer clearly came to a different conclusion than the one the
author hoped for, and now the author must show that there are other issues
to consider, or more recent work done in an area, or simply that the author
has more data that all support the author’s position. 

But these implications for the authors have focused upon the review
process. What can an author learn about how to write that brilliant paper
that everyone wants to publish? This is probably the most common type of
question that editors (and former editors) receive. Honestly, if there are “five
easy steps” to writing a successful journal article, I don’t know about them,
and I still get papers rejected at the same rate as before I was an editor. I have
picked up a few pointers, though, that might help.

First of all, everyone enjoys reading a paper written with enthusiasm. If
you, as an author, don’t believe in a paper, you probably won’t convince
anyone else to publish it. Second, although there are many scholars who
have built substantial reputations by simply doing the next logical study in
a research program, reviewers and editors are excited about new ideas, or old
ideas approached in new ways. This may require a level of creativity that not
everyone possesses, but the more broadly a person reads the literature, the
more likely she or he is to stumble upon new ways of dealing with old prob-
lems or new problems entirely. A third thing I’ve learned is the importance
of being simple and clear. High powered statistical techniques may help us
answer questions we could not answer before, but, in many cases, there are
simpler techniques that work just as well. Furthermore, they are easier to
explain and easier for reviewers to deal with. Whenever I received a paper
with a very specialized analytic technique, I always sought out the expert (or
experts) on that technique to serve as a reviewer. These reviewers tended to
be very critical of authors who did not fully understand the technique, and
so authors actually fared worse in the review process than they would have
if they had used simpler techniques. 

In any case, it is important to communicate clearly, exactly what you have
done and why. When a reviewer cannot understand what happened or why
something was done, he or she often attributes this to an attempt by the
author to cover up a problem. Authors do no want reviewers (or editors)
reading their papers with that kind of mindset. Also, it is amazing how
many papers are submitted where there is not a simple statement of
hypotheses (assuming an empirical paper), the theory upon which they
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were based, and whether or not they were supported. These basic messages,
if missing, or inaccessible to the reviewer, will cause problems.

These observations are not meant to serve as the keys to successful publi-
cations, but they can help authors avoid problems. The process obviously
begins with the paper itself, and the author must write the best paper he or
she can, explaining what was done and telling the reviewers why it is impor-
tant. The author must then decide where to submit the paper. I discussed
some of the ways an editor can try to attract good work, but the author must
be realistic about the strengths and weaknesses of any paper, as well as if the
paper really “fits” the mission of the journal. Once a paper is submitted,
there is nothing an author can do until the reviews come back, and I dis-
cussed some ideas for dealing with reviewers earlier.

But, when I was asked to write this chapter I really wasn’t thinking about
authors as much as I was thinking about potential editors. Agreeing to serve
as the editor of a major journal is a serious commitment of time and energy.
It is not a decision that should be taken up lightly. Even if time is not an
issue, there are still other considerations, and I tried to discuss some of these
in this chapter. Journal editors are not omnipotent. They cannot simply
reject or accept papers on a whim. There are too many constituencies
involved in the process for the editor to truly have the power that some
people believe they possess. A journal editor must balance the needs and con-
cerns of these different groups while trying to publish the best work possible.
Therefore, the job of editor is not for people seeking power or control.
Instead, it is for people who look at the editorial process and believe that they
can do as well as (or better than) some others, and that they can make a sig-
nificant contribution to the field by allowing interesting and provocative
research to be made available to others in the field. Editorial jobs are not for
those who wonder what they will gain from such a position – they are for
those who can imagine what they can give to the field by accepting such a
position. I hope this chapter will help make that distinction clearer. 
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9
Being an Ethical Editorial Board 
Member and Editor: The Integral 
Role of Earned Trust
Debra L. Shapiro and Jean Bartunek

Can authors, especially aspiring authors whose work is not already well-
known, trust the reviews they receive from major journals? Can they trust
that editors will act fairly towards them? These are crucial questions that
speak to the trustworthiness of a field and the sources of its scholarly devel-
opment. In this chapter we will discuss why editorial trustworthiness is so
important and what it means in practice. We will attempt to provide some
reassurance for aspiring authors that their submissions will often be read by
people who care about both their manuscript and the larger field towards
which it may contribute. Finally, we will suggest some ways that authors can
signal that the work they submit is trustworthy.

The primary purposes of publication in academic journals are knowledge
creation and dissemination. However, authors do not simply publish their
papers on their own; journal editors, associate editors,1 and, to a lesser extent,
editorial board members are “gatekeepers” in academic disciplines, who ulti-
mately determine the publication-fate of manuscripts submitted to their jour-
nals. Thus, their trustworthiness has considerable impact on the knowledge
that is created and disseminated, and on the careers of would-be authors.

Because journal publications are integral in determining the tenurability
and promotability of professors, journal editors therefore have not merely
“publication fate-control,” but also “career fate-control.” The inseparability of
these two types of controls is represented by the expression “publish or
perish,” which is understood all too well by academics who have yet to be
tenured, and especially by those who have not had frequent publication
experience (Baruch & Hall, 2004; Caplow & McGee, 1958). This concern
suggests that the responsibility of journal editors and editorial board
members is very large: to “review fairly or kill” individual scholars (Shapiro &
Sitkin, 2006). 

But affecting the fate of individual scholars is only one part of editors’ and
reviewers’ responsibility and impact; additionally, the responsibility and
impact of editors and reviewers regards the development of a scholarly field.
That is, reviewers and editors have a dual role. As Shapiro and Sitkin (2006)



note, they are responsible to both paper-authors (as developers) and the pro-
fessional community (as gatekeepers to ensure the advancement of high-
quality scholarship). The gravity of this dual responsibility is the reason why
it is critical for the individuals who serve in these roles to be accomplished
in all dimensions essential for earning and keeping trust, namely

(1) in their demonstrated competence, or ability to produce high-quality
scholarship and high-quality reviews;

(2) in their demonstrated benevolence, or devotion towards developing (not
destroying) newer scholars and the professional field; and

(3) in their demonstrated integrity, or consistency as producers, evaluators,
and mentors of high-quality knowledge.

These three dimensions comprise the antecedents to trust identified by
Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995). Similarly, we believe that excellence on
these three dimensions is essential for journal editors to be fully trusted to
serve as gatekeepers of our field. These qualities should be reflected in review-
ers as well, especially reviewers on the editorial boards of major journals.

This chapter proceeds as follows. First, we elaborate on what should be
the evidence to determine whether scholars have adequate competence,
benevolence, and integrity to serve as editorial-review board members for a
particular journal. Then we provide reasons for why it is imperative that
trust standards and selection procedures for journal editors (and especially
editors of our field’s top-ranked journals) must be even more stringent than
for board members. Based on experiences as associate editor at the Academy
of Management Journal (AMJ; 2004–7; Debra Shapiro) and past president of
the Academy of Management (AOM; 2001–2) and chair of the advisory
committee for AMJ from 2004–2007 ( Jean Bartunek), we describe the
initiatives taken at AMJ that aim to ensure that trust-related scrutiny in
selecting the editorial board members. In chapter 23, Wayne Cascio
describes processes used to choose the editors of AOM journals. 

We hope our thoughts and description will sensitize authors to the respon-
sibilities required of editorial board members, and especially journal editors,
and illuminate some procedures currently used to help ensure that such
responsibilities are delegated to those whose records demonstrate they can be
trusted to act in a trustworthy way. In so doing, we also hope to heighten
appreciation for the many editorial board members and journal editors who
continually strive to act with competence, benevolence, and integrity.

What precisely does the evidence of “competence” require?

A prerequisite for membership on an editorial board is competence as a
scholar. “Competence” by itself means nothing; it must be contextually
oriented if this word is to carry meaning. In the context of scholarship,
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competence typically refers to one’s skill, or ability: (1) in conceptualizing
value-added ideas regarding how and why relationships of interest occur
and/or when relationships of interest are more, versus less, likely to occur;
and/or (2) in testing such value-added relationships. External indicators of
scholars’ competence typically include, among other things, publications
in refereed journals, especially those that are ranked by the Financial Times
or highly rated in the ISI Journal Citation Reports (Rindova, Williamson,
Petkova, & Sever, 2005), and the frequency with which their work is cited
and used to inform the work of other scholars. 

While competence as a scholar is necessary, it is by no means sufficient for
serving as an editorial board member. The skills needed to be an effective
editorial board member include, in addition to scholarly competencies, a
broad and continuing knowledge of the field and its literature, expert
knowledge about how to find flaws in and improve a paper, and the ability
and willingness to help scholars improve the logical coherence, accuracy
and value-added clarity of their text’s theoretical and/or empirical sub-
stance. To do this, editorial board members must understand what is “old
news” in order to help clarify what insights in a submitted manuscript are
really new. Additionally, editorial board members must be current in their
knowledge regarding optimal analytical methods (if the paper is empirical)
since improvements in methods as well as conceptual understandings are
continually evolving within scientific communities. There are many fine
scholars who do not have the reviewing competency necessary to serve as
editorial board members of prestigious journals.

Demonstrating competence as a scholar and as a reviewer is important in
determining a scholar’s appropriateness in serving as a member of an
editorial board. However, it is only one of the three essential antecedents to
determining whether a scholar can be fully trusted to serve as a gatekeeper
for the field on an editorial board. 

What precisely does the evidence of “benevolence” require?

Benevolence refers to “the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to
do good to the trustor aside from an egocentric profit motive” (Mayer et al.,
1995: 718). In the context of scholarship, benevolence would thus be illus-
trated whenever a scholar behaves in a manner that serves rather than
hurts the interests of others. In the context of reviewing, benevolence is
illustrated by serving, rather than harming, the relevant stakeholders to a
scholarly journal, including the submitter, the journal, and the larger pro-
fessional field.

At first glance, individual submitters may see benevolence as illustrated by
readily accepting another’s submitted work by granting it “acceptable for
conference presentation” or “acceptable for publication,” depending on
which kind of acceptance the submitter seeks. However, these outcomes
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may be judged not benevolent if the quality of the submitted work is below
the standards of the submitter’s professional community. Additionally, if the
submitted work that is below standards is readily accepted by a reviewer
wishing to be “kind,” in the long run false praise will likely harm the sub-
mitter’s interest since it will rob him/her of the opportunity to strengthen
skills that, in actuality, are in need of being built up. 

Because editorial board members are accountable to their field as well as to
individual submitters, they are generally required to critique, not just praise,
authors’ submissions. Benevolence in the context of reviewing thus, more
often than not, is demonstrated in the manner in which criticism is commu-
nicated, especially the extent to which it is developmental. Shapiro and Sitkin
(2006) identify the communication qualities needed for criticism to be devel-
opmental in character – namely, the need for feedback to be (1) timely,
(2) interpersonally sensitive, (3) consistent with criteria for paper-acceptability
that have been publicized or stated by journal editors and/or by reviewers in
previous communications, and (4) selfless (e.g., open-minded, or willing to
give consideration, to new ideas that may challenge those previously articu-
lated by the reviewers). Shapiro and Sitkin note that such qualities essentially
exemplify what organizational-justice scholars have called “interactional
justice” (see Shapiro & Brett, 2005, for a review). Not surprisingly, then,
editorial board members demonstrate benevolence towards authors when
they treat them with dignity and respect and when they hold them to
quality standards that are valued by their scientific community – that is,
when they behave fairly in interpersonal and procedural ways (see Shapiro &
Sitkin, 2006, for an elaboration of this point). They demonstrate benevolence
towards their scholarly community when their feedback to authors includes
respectful (rather than ridiculing) reference also to the concerns of the
reviewers and to the procedural standards that are commonly used to assess
the value-added nature of papers’ stated contributions. Delivering feedback
in dignity-enhancing ways is the ethical, not just benevolent, thing to do – for
all stakeholders associated with a manuscript under review. 

Although it is important when determining a scholar’s appropriateness as
an editorial board member to examine that scholar’s benevolence in the
ways noted here, this is, again, only one of three essential antecedents to
determining whether a scholar can be fully trusted to serve as a gatekeeper
in the field. A scholar who is competent and benevolent still may not nec-
essarily be trusted in the role of gatekeeper. Why? Because, as we will argue
next, these two characteristics must also be demonstrated consistently over
time for the scholar to be fully entrusted with gatekeeping responsibilities.

What precisely does the evidence of “integrity” require?

“Integrity” refers to “the trustor’s perception that the trustee adheres to a set
of principles that the trustor finds acceptable” and does so consistently
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(Mayer et al., 1995: 719). In the context of reviewing, integrity would thus
be illustrated whenever a reviewer’s competence and benevolence are
demonstrated consistently, or in a sustained manner over time and across
manuscripts. The importance of sustained competence and benevolence is
that the continuance of each of these characteristics are required if editorial
board members are to be considered trustworthy in serving the interests of
the scholarly community as well as authors. Scholarly advancement (for
either individual authors or a field) is not a one time/short-term event.
Providing top-notch gatekeeping and developmental contributions with
consistency is essential for the advancement of management and behavioral
science (indeed any science) to occur. 

Evidence of reviewers’ integrity as indicated in their ad hoc reviews is
often reflected in their selection for editorial boards. Sometimes it is
reflected for editorial board members in “Best Reviewer Awards.” Such
honors are typically extended to reviewers who have demonstrated in their
reviews, in a repeated manner, competence and benevolence (as defined
earlier). Identifying reviewers who meet this description has been eased by
metrics of reviewers’ performance-quality (e.g., in terms of timeliness,
substantive helpfulness, and constructiveness) that are kept by journal
editors and/or electronic systems such as “Manuscript Central” being used
by an increasing number of management journals such as (as of early 2007)
AMJ, Academy of Management Review (AMR), Organization Science, Human
Relations and the Journal of Organizational Behavior. Even for journals that
receive a smaller number of submissions and that do not have extensive
records of individual reviewers’ integrity in any given year, it is possible to
keep records dating over several years about the quality of reviews
conducted.

Our point to now has been that journal editorial board members must
demonstrate all three dimensions – competence, benevolence, and
integrity – if they are to be appropriately entrusted with the responsibility
of gatekeeping. For this reason, for example, a scholar with more seniority
or citation counts is not necessarily the best person to be on an editorial
board. Instead, this role should go to a scholar with more combined
evidence of competence as a scholar and an ad hoc reviewer and benevo-
lence and integrity (all else equal). We are assuming, of course, that the
needed content-related expertise (hence competency) is present in the
scholar chosen via the latter criteria. Sometimes highly specialized papers
require finding scholars with specialized knowledge who may score lower
on the other dimensions. Over all, though, finding and selecting reviewers
whose records demonstrate evidence of all three trust-antecedents promises
to place the publication, the career-fate of authors, and the advancement
of the scholarly field in the hands of those who can be more fully trusted
to advance scholarly work of scientific merit, to treat authors with dignity
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and respect, to develop authors into stronger scholars and, as a result, to
act ethically.

The trust needed in editors versus reviewers: More or less?

Is the trust needed in the editor similar to that needed in editorial board
members, or is it greater? In one sense, the trust needed in editors is equal
to that needed in editorial board members in general; after all, the editor is
him/herself a reviewer! And thus, surely, editors must demonstrate compe-
tence, benevolence, and integrity. 

However, the level of integrity required of editors exceeds that which is
required in editorial board members. This is because the zone of authority
held by editors (including associate editors) is greater than that of
reviewers; editors’ authority essentially enables them to control the Fate-
controllers. Why? Because editors are empowered to change who sits on
their editorial boards, who receives submitted manuscripts for review,
what the “template” for evaluating submitted manuscripts will be, and,
ultimately, how the reviews will be taken into account in decision making
about manuscripts. If a reviewer makes a mistake or is not trustworthy, an
editor can rectify it, but if the editor is not trustworthy there will be no
recourse.

Editorial empowerment is important if editors are to be enabled to
potentially improve upon past editorships, for example, by encouraging
manuscript submissions from scholars who may have felt underrepre-
sented during previous journal editors’ leadership or by changing
the domain and/or approach of a journal (e.g. expanding or decreasing the
number of scholarly methodologies seen as appropriate). We liken
the process of selecting journal editors to the process of selecting judges,
where intense scrutiny is needed for evaluating candidates’ character as
well as competence.

Particularly in the AOM, where journal editors are often viewed as repre-
sentatives of the Academy and its policies, the trustworthiness of the editor
is crucial. Consistent with this, the standards and the review process for
selecting journal editors are stringent. Characteristics taken into account in
this selection include candidates’ scholarly record, their vision for (the
development of) the journal, their administrative skill as well as the practi-
cal issue of the ability of their university to support the editing of a journal,
the quality and timeliness of their reviews when they have served on an edi-
torial board, and the competence, benevolence, and integrity they have
demonstrated when they have been in an editorial role (e.g. for a special
issue of a journal or as an associate editor). Particular attention is paid to the
quality and timeliness of the editorial letters they write, as well as especially
how developmental these are for authors. Chapter 23, by Wayne Cascio,
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describes the careful selection process the AOM uses for the editors of its
journals.

An illustrative way of choosing trustworthy editorial board
members

To illustrate our points, and to indicate how some of what we have described
is enacted by AMJ, we would like to indicate some of what AMJ does to
ensure the trustworthiness of its editorial board members. Some of this
material is taken from Rynes (2006). 

One of the first criteria that AMJ uses for selecting board members is that
individuals have strong publication and citation records. In addition,
however, potential editorial board members need to demonstrate that they
are able and willing to provide high-quality reviews and to do so in a timely
fashion. Starting with Janice Beyer’s 1985–7 editorship, editors have rated
both the timeliness and quality (including how developmental they are) of all
reviewers’ reviews of virtually all of the manuscripts received. AMJ typically
uses six to eight “work samples” of ad hoc reviewers to determine whether
they should be invited to join the editorial board. Thus, invitations to join the
AMJ editorial board are based on considerable experience of reviewers’ com-
petence, benevolence, and integrity, their ability to do high quality, develop-
mental reviews and to do them consistently. Many journals do not have the
volume of manuscripts or number of possible reviewers or editorial board
members that AMJ does. All journals, however, have the responsibility for
assessing the dimensions of trustworthiness present in their editorial board
members in ways that are appropriate to the journal’s own situation.

Advice for aspiring authors, reviewers, and editors

How does the integral role of earned trust in the selection of editorial board
members and journal editors apply to aspiring authors, reviewers, and
editors? For all of these stakeholders, earning trust means acting in the three
ways identified in our chapter. For authors, this means maximizing ways to
demonstrate competency, including (at a minimum) knowledge of the
format requirements and content relevance associated with the journal to
which they are submitting work. For authors, earning trust also means
maximizing ways to demonstrate benevolence, including (at a minimum)
expressing appreciation and open-mindedness rather than disgust in response to
constructive criticisms they have received from their reviewers and editor.
Additionally, authors can demonstrate benevolence by acting ethically (i.e.,
not plagiarizing others’ or even their own work). Any time authors lift text
from another paper, including their own that may have been published else-
where, and use it uncited in a paper, they are plagiarizing – a “crime” that
risks instant rejection of their paper if it is under review or worse (e.g., being
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reported to the AOM’s Ethics Committee). Additionally, authors can demon-
strate benevolence by acting in ways that serve others in their professional
community (e.g., by agreeing to serve as reviewers when requested by
editors), and not in ways that suggest they wish to serve only themselves
(e.g., by generally declining to review papers for journals where they regu-
larly submit their own work; see Sara Rynes’ chapter in this book for an elab-
oration of this point). Finally, authors can earn the integrity-based aspect of
trust by consistently, over time, demonstrating competency and benevolence in the
ways described here.

The points just made for aspiring authors include a reminder that authors
are also often reviewers. As such, they can earn trust by doing the things just
noted – namely, by expressing open-mindedness in their reviews to ideas by
authors that may oppose previous theories, methods, and/or paradigms that
they as well as other scholars may have personally endorsed in the past; by
acting ethically, for example by exposing plagiarism or other unethical acts
(such as a “dual-submission,” which occurs when authors submit a paper to
two or more journals simultaneously). Additionally, aspiring reviewers can
earn trust by acting in ways that serve others, which they do when they act
benevolently and ethically in ways described here. Doing all of these things
consistently will in turn increase aspiring reviewers’ perceived integrity too.

How does the integral role of earned trust in the selection of associate edi-
tors and journal editors apply to scholars aspiring to become either or both
of these gatekeepers? Again, we believe the implication is that earning trust is
essential. As associate editors or editors, this means expressing open-mindedness
to the content of reviews, but remembering that their role is – not “vote-counter”
but – Judge. It is thus possible that an associate editor or editor may view a
paper whose reviewers advise rejection as one that is worthy of at least one
revision opportunity. The developmental role of the associate editor and
editor may enable scholars in such roles, perhaps more than an individual
reviewer, to recognize a “diamond in the rough” more readily. Ideally,
however, all reviewers will err on the side of offering ways to strengthen a
submitted manuscript before assuming that there is no way to do so. 

Acting ethically is another way for associate editors and editors to earn
trust; as we noted earlier, this can be done by exposing plagiarism or other
unethical acts (such as a “dual-submission”). Being consistent in their ethical
conduct towards all authors, regardless of whether they know authors person-
ally as well as professionally, is essential if editors and associate editors are
to earn perceived integrity. 

In summary, we believe that the importance of earning trust in the three
ways identified in our chapter provides fundamental “prescriptions” for
aspiring authors, reviewers, associate editors and editors. Everyone’s
willingness to maximize the ways needed to earn trust promises to create a
community of generous, creative, and ethical scholars who, together in
these ways, can significantly advance behavioral science!
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Conclusion

We have discussed the importance of trustworthiness – as illustrated by com-
petence (in both scholarship and reviewing), benevolence, and integrity – in
the editorial-review process, and have described how AMJ chooses editorial
board members based on their performance according to these dimensions.
We have also suggested ways that aspiring authors, editorial board members,
and journal editors may demonstrate their trustworthiness. We hope our
thoughts and description will (1) sensitize readers, especially new authors,
to the responsibilities required of everyone involved in the editorial process,
(2) illuminate procedures currently in place to help ensure that such respon-
sibilities are delegated to those whose records demonstrate they can be
trusted to act ethically, and in so doing, (3) heighten appreciation for
journal editors who rarely receive thanks for their efforts to serve our field,
and (4) inspire scholars who welcome the opportunity to improve how
management and behavioral sciences march forward to build records that
will earn them the trust needed to, one day, responsibly serve as editorial
board members and, perhaps, as journal editors. 

Notes

1. At some journals, such as AMJ, the associate editors are delegated full decision-mak-
ing authority regarding the fate of manuscripts received by them. For this reason, we
refer to associate editors as well as editors as gatekeepers. Hereafter we refer to only
editors, due to the fact that not all journals delegate fate-control to associate editors
and due to this book’s focus on issues of “editorship.”
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I was talking to the managing editor of one of the leading management jour-
nals recently concerning the reluctance to move to Web-based publishing.
“The authors and the reviewers told us it’s far too much trouble to go
through all those steps of uploading manuscripts or reviews when you can
just put something in the mail or send an e-mail,” was her take on the ques-
tion of technological change. I remembered that not too many years before
this, as a reviewer for this particular journal, I was one of those Luddites
resisting the introduction of paperless technology in the journal submission
and review process. At the board meeting a young scholar had championed
e-mail technology as permitting a reduction in the use of environmental
resources as the main advantage over sending submissions to reviewers in
the mail. But I, in common with most reviewers, always read print copies of
papers, so switching to e-mail would involve transferring the cost of print-
ing from the journal to the reviewers, as far as I, and the others, could see.
There was no particular advantage in terms of saving the Earth! Thus, so
long as the argument was made to move to new technology because it
would save paper and other resources, this argument appeared to be flawed.

On being appointed incoming editor of Academy of Management Review
(AMR), I led the charge to move the Academy journals into the Web-based era.
Did my mind change concerning the possibilities of new technology reducing
renewable resources? The answer is no – I doubt whether either e-mail or
Web-based solutions save much in the way of renewable resources, given
the energy-hungry computers and servers necessary for electronic trans-
mission on top of the necessity of printing out copies of documents. But 
new technology is being embraced for quite different reasons: time saving,
efficiency, system reliability, and global accessibility.

For a journal receiving 200 or so manuscripts per year, the task of sending
everything by ordinary mail may still be feasible, given a well organized
and stable office staff, together with little outside pressure for ever-faster
decision cycles. This was the situation with Administrative Science Quarterly
(ASQ) during my time there as associate editor, during which the possibility
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of moving to e-mail submission was discussed and then rejected. (ASQ has,
more recently, moved toward e-mail submission, however.) But at AMR,
submissions number 500 or more per year, the office traditionally moves
every three years to another location, and there is pressure from the Academy
to reduce review times. Under these circumstances, AMR had moved in the
late 1990s toward a system of e-mailed manuscripts, reviews, and decision
letters.

My experience as an associate editor at AMR showed me that a reliance on
e-mail transmission of manuscripts, reviews, and decision letters had some
benefits in terms of faster processing of manuscripts, but suffered some dire
potential consequences in terms of overworked staff. I remember visiting
the AMR office in New Orleans in the spring of 2005. The levies had already
overflowed in that particular office – each day a veritable flood of routine 
e-mail had to be cleared by the managing editor just to keep the operation
from sinking under the burden of reminding late reviewers, responding to
authors’ requests, sending new submissions to reviewers and editors, and
so on. If the managing editor took a few days off, then the process of
managing the journal threatened to become mired in a permanent backlog
of queries and tasks. Thus, the move to a Web-based system represented
immediate benefits in freeing up central office-staff time. Web-based systems
tend to be expensive and are probably infeasible at present for stand-alone
journals that do not have the support of professional associations. However,
as we move forward into the electronic publishing era which will doubtlessly
see the end of print journals, we can anticipate that everything will be 
Web-based.

At present, I think there is a tipping point somewhere around the 250
plus annual submission range at which the benefits of routinizing many
operations such as e-mail transmissions through a Web-based system out-
weigh the costs in terms of staff, editors, authors, and reviewers learning the
system. It was clear to me after my visit to New Orleans that I would either
have to hire two or more full-time staff, or I would have to radically change
the way that AMR was run. Fortunately, there was a long-standing commit-
ment on the part of the Academy to move toward a more efficient, Web-based
system for all its journals. AMR was scheduled to come on line sometime in
the middle of my term as editor. But this would mean I would have to start
out with one system, which was patently inadequate, and then introduce
another parallel system half way through my editorship. I recall David
Harrison, the editor of Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
a journal that already utilized Web-based submissions, strongly advising
me, on the basis of his experience, to make the transition from the very
beginning of my term rather than trying to juggle an ongoing system while
introducing another system.

Thus it was that I made the decision shortly after visiting New Orleans to
move the whole AMR operation from e-mail to the Web, with a start date of
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July 1, 2005, when new manuscripts would officially begin flowing toward
the Penn State office. I considered the Web-based system to represent the
equivalent of a full-time, experienced additional managing editor in charge
of routine tasks such as notifying authors that their papers have been
received, contacting potential reviewers concerning their willingness to
review and providing them with access to relevant manuscripts, and so
on. All of this could be handled relatively automatically by an automated
Web-based system, thus freeing up office staff for the more important tasks
of manuscript management and relationship management.

I had not anticipated the amount of work that it would take to fully cus-
tomize the Web-based system for the needs of a distinctive journal such as
AMR, a journal that had achieved a preeminent place in terms of the pub-
lishing of conceptual and theoretical papers in the field of management and
organization studies. I was not prepared to just take an off-the-shelf system,
but devoted many tedious weeks to carefully going over every aspect of the
system to make sure that it fully represented the values I had come to asso-
ciate with AMR at its best. Thus, all the preformatted decision letters had to
be completely rewritten to represent AMR norms of civility rather than the
rather abrupt norms apparently characteristic of the more basic sciences
usually served by the Web-based system the Academy was purchasing.

I also faced the possibility of fairly radical change in the management of
this illustrious journal. Historically, AMR had been run with a tight control
from the editor, who made all decisions concerning reviewer assignment.
The switch to a new technology opened up possibilities for deliberately
altering relationships of authority – new technology, as Barley (1986)
reminded us, provides opportunities for structuration. Thus, it was possible
for the new technology to handle a larger number of associate editors
than was possible under the previous system. It was also possible to delegate
more decision-making authority to these experts, rather than hoarding
all the authority to myself in the central office. Further, it was possible to
involve the authors more directly in the process by offering them the oppor-
tunity to nominate reviewers. I enthusiastically took advantage of these
opportunities for beneficial change. The number of associate editors increased
from four to seven, and, after extensive discussion with my new team, we
decided on a new system of delegated authority with respect to the choice
of reviewers that would combine efficiency and effectiveness.

Briefly, for each paper submitted the editor-in-chief (myself) would pick a
set of names of reviewers from which the managing editor would choose
three who were available (including at least one board member for each
paper). At this point, the action editor would have three days to make
changes to the assigned reviewers in collaboration with the managing edi-
tor. The default was that the editor-in-chief’s reviewer picks would be acted
upon unless the action editor intervened. Thus, papers would be processed
efficiently rather than sitting waiting for attention, but the expertise of
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action editors would always be available to improve the effectiveness of
reviewer allocation. This was the innovative solution to how to balance
desirable delegation of authority and centralized control of efficiency.

After much simulation of submission and review processes, the system
was launched on July 1 with few hiccups. Submitted papers received auto-
matic acknowledgments even when no one was in the office. Reviewers
were asked to decide on whether to review a paper or not based on the 
e-mailed receipt of the abstract alone – this tended to speed up the decision
making compared to the previous system of either e-mailing complete
papers or mailing manuscripts. Once reviewers agreed to review a paper,
reminders concerning overdue reviews were generated from the system
rather than being the responsibility of the managing editor. The system was
accessible anywhere in the world by editors, reviewers, and authors, thus
facilitating the internationalization of the journal, including the location of
one associate editor outside the US.

There were still unexpected hiccups and continuing problems following
the launch of the system. For example, we still haven’t figured out how to
change the system so that it automatically sends reviewers copies of decision
letters and reviewer comments without disclosing other reviewers’ e-mail
addresses. So, this repetitive process has to be performed manually for every
single manuscript decision.

A primary benefit of Web-based systems was revealed after the Katrina
disaster shut down the Tulane office that had continued to process manu-
scripts submitted prior to July 1, 2005. For several months, there was no
access available to the files housed on the Tulane computers. The wisdom of
having a dispersed, Web-based system suddenly became quite apparent
when faced with the limitations of a locally based e-mail system housed
on vulnerable servers. Unlike an e-mail-based system customized to the
particular circumstances of the institution which houses the AMR office,
the Web-based system would be inherited by each new editor, ensuring the
transfer of memory concerning manuscripts, reviewing patterns, and prior
decisions.

A further benefit of the Web-based system became apparent when several
of the editors, including myself, decided to move schools. On moving from
Penn State to the University of Texas, I arranged for the AMR office to
remain at Penn State. This meant that I could no longer walk down the cor-
ridor with my recommendations for reviewers scribbled on the form that
accompanied my copy of the manuscript provided to me by the managing
editor. Instead, we had to take greater advantage of the capabilities of the
Web-based system. Even more so than before, this system became the
mediating database into which I contributed advice and decisions and from
which I extracted papers, reviews, and information. My suggestions for
reviewers were now incorporated in a note attached to every set of manu-
script files. Thus, instead of just the managing editor being privy to these
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suggestions, they were available also to the relevant action editors. This
greater reliance on the Web-based system considerably facilitated the man-
agement of professional relationships among a distributed team. We have
tried to avoid the isolation perils of distributed technology (discussed by
Baruch, 2001) by keeping in touch through telephone and through personal
meetings.

This is not to say that a Web-based system is likely to be fully adjustable
to all the demands of modern journal publishing. In the case of AMR, book
reviews that AMR solicits and publishes bypass the system completely, and
the dialog submissions are handled somewhat clumsily within the system,
given that such commentaries on published papers do not go out for review.
Further, papers without abstracts or in some other ways not ready to be sent
for review have to be “unsubmitted” in order to permit the authors to go
through the whole process over again. Reviewers agree to review papers on
the basis of abstracts (the complete papers are not available until reviewers
agree to review), and sometimes these abstracts mislead concerning the
actual content of papers, causing reviewer discontent. These are just a few of
the rigidities experienced on a day-to-day basis.

In general, however, the task of taking over the editorship of AMR should
in the future be much less of an onerous undertaking compared to the past.
The Web-based system can accommodate changes of personnel without
suffering interruptions resulting from the movement of the AMR office
from one location to another. Indeed, there is no need to saddle the editor
of a major journal with the task of hiring staff – it would seem much more
sensible to have a permanent journal office and one location with a perma-
nent managing editor who could thus retain the institutional memory so
important to the smooth running of any organization. As we have discov-
ered, given the movement of three of the top editorial team at AMR to
new schools during my editorship, the Web-based system is truly global in
being available anywhere where there is an Internet connection. The inter-
nationalization of editing and reviewing can be better accomplished
through a Web-based system than through paper-based or e-mail systems.

So what does all this mean for authors? First, it means that, besides
striving to structure arguments clearly and concisely (see Bem, 1995, and
Kilduff, 2006, for advice on writing for journal publication) authors have to
master the process of uploading their papers on to a website, scheduling
enough time for this to be done without errors. On top of this, a new user
ID and password must be remembered. In the past, exhortations were given
concerning the importance of preparing paper manuscripts for submission.
Now, the exhortations are similar in terms of checking apparently minor
details and making sure the paper is professionally prepared for electronic
submission.

Something new about Web-based submission is the importance given to
the abstract. Thus, the second implication for authors is to make sure
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abstracts are carefully written to communicate the major point of the paper
in the context of the relevant theoretical framing. Would-be reviewers first
receive the abstract, and it is on this basis that reviewers agree or decline
to review a paper. Poorly written or uninformative abstracts are likely to
provide poor first impressions. No longer can the author assume that
reviewers will simply skip over the abstract – the abstract has become one of
the most closely read parts of a paper submitted to a Web-based journal.
For this reason, many Web-based journals require authors to craft “struc-
tured abstracts” that include such vital details as the background, purpose,
sources of evidence, main argument, and conclusion of the paper being
submitted. The abstract must be as carefully written as every other aspect of
the paper.

Third, authors should remember they have the opportunity to signal the
distinctive areas and theories to which they hope to contribute with their
work. The choice of theories and topic areas is information available to
editors in the choice of reviewers: within the Web-based system it is possi-
ble to search for reviewers using the keywords provided by authors. Fourth,
authors can nominate reviewers. Although there is no promise that author
recommendations will be acted upon, such nominations can be helpful in
signaling the kinds of experts that might be relevant for the paper. Authors
should be cautioned, however, to use the, option wisely. There is no point
in nominating uncritical fans of your work or people who have already con-
tributed significantly to the development of your paper.

Fifth, authors should make sure their papers are in the very best possible
shape in terms of establishing clear contributions to theory and research.
Submissions that are clearly inappropriate for AMR or that make no signifi-
cant contribution to theoretical understanding beyond what has already
been published in prior work are likely to be declined by the editor with-
out review. The very efficiency of the system facilitated by the new 
Web-based submission and review process also improves the effectiveness of
the system in terms of providing more time for the careful prescreening of
manuscripts.

Under my editorship, AMR took a major leap toward reliance on Web-
based technology. With the editorial office at Penn State, the editor at the
University of Texas, and the associate editors widely dispersed across two
continents, the new technology has really been put to the test. Overall, it
has performed well. There are still some processes that need to be better
automated. Further, the technology that powers the AMR Web-based system
is subject to frequent downtimes lasting one or more hours. In the after-
math of the disruption caused by the Katrina disaster to the e-mail-based
prior technology, however, these problems with the new technology seem
manageable. Unlike the previous system, with the new system I can access
manuscripts, reviews, decision letters, and other information from any
computer anywhere in the world. In actual fact, I rely completely on voice
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recognition technology or graphical interface technology for all my textual
production on computers, so I tend to travel with my own customized
machine. That, however, is a technology story for another day.
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Moving a Journal up the Rankings
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Reflecting on ten years’ editorial experience at the British Journal of
Management (BJM) – two years as an associate editor (1996–8), followed by
eight years as the Editor-in-Chief (1999–2006) – in this chapter, I map out
what I consider to be the critical factors that ultimately determine the
standing of academic journals in the global marketplace of scholarly excel-
lence within the field of management and organization studies and address
the question regarding what steps might be taken in order to improve a jour-
nal’s performance in that context. Now in its nineteenth year of publication
and consistently ranked among the top ten European journals in both the
business and management studies listings of the Social Sciences Citation
Index (SSCI), the BJM constitutes a highly suitable case study for the analysis
of these issues. 

The chapter is structured in three major sections. First, I reflect broadly
on the responsibilities of editorship and the motivations that led me to
undertake my roles at the BJM. Next, I consider the various factors I believe
underpinned the journal’s success during my period of office as its Editor-
in-Chief. In conclusion, I distil a number of general implications for editors
and would-be editors seeking to raise the standing of scholarly journals in
what is undoubtedly a diverse and eclectic field.

The responsibilities and motivations of editorship

No one truly worthy of an editorial role with a major scholarly journal takes
on their duties without first considering its implications, both communal and
personal. At the communal level, the various stakeholders of the journal,
chiefly the past and current members of the editorial team and wider edito-
rial advisory board and reviewers, accomplished and aspiring authors, and
its subscribers, are watching with keen interest to see who takes on the role
and in what ways they might be seeking to develop the journal. The more
established the journal the keener the interest, because more is at stake. At
minimum, an effective incoming editor is expected to maintain if not improve



the standing of the journal in the eyes of the scholarly community they
serve. If the journal’s reputation is maintained, all well and good; if it is
enhanced, so much the better. However, should the journal’s standing dete-
riorate for any reason, this is bound to be attributed to the personal short-
comings of the new editor and the greater the extant reputation of the
journal, the greater the concomitant decline in the standing of the incumbent.

In short, the personal reputation of editors is inextricably tied to the
relative and absolute performance of their journals. Inevitably, key stake-
holders will make comparisons with past editors and competing journals to
draw conclusions based on their assessments. A welter of theory and empir-
ical evidence from the field of social psychology concerning the attribution
of human behaviour (reviewed in Martinko, Douglas, & Harvey, 2006) teaches
us that in their quest for causal understanding, individuals are marked by an
overwhelming tendency to apportion blame for poor performance to their
environments (including the actions of significant others), while success
is typically attributed to the actions of self. Hence, in the case of high
performing journals success will likely be seen by the relevant scholarly
community as reflecting the actions of a number of stakeholders, not least
contributing authors, publishers and reviewers, whereas failure, in the main,
will reflect upon the actions of the editor-in-chief and, to a lesser extent, his
or her wider editorial team.

It was thus with the feeling of a deep sense of responsibility to ensure that
under my stewardship, the BJM would continue on the trajectory of contin-
uous improvement set in motion by its founding editor, David Otley, some
ten years earlier, that I began to contemplate the possibility of my becoming
its second General Editor (latterly entitled Editor-in-Chief). Having first
served as an associate editor, it was already clear to me that what might
loosely be termed “the enabling conditions” to ensure the continuing suc-
cess of the journal were well in place, with sufficient potential in the new
role for me to take the journal forward to a new stage of development. First,
the support system and accompanying routines established by my prede-
cessor, reflecting his impeccable organizational capabilities, were such that
I judged I would be able to grow into the role rapidly, without becoming
encumbered unduly with a mountain of basic administration. Second, the
steady stream of 70–75 manuscripts per annum, roughly twice the number
published, was adequate to ensure a healthy flow of copy, while taking the
necessary steps to attract larger numbers of submissions of increasingly bet-
ter quality.1 Above all, I perceived the Council of the British Academy of
Management (BAM), the governing body of the learned society under whose
auspices the BJM is published, was strongly united in its support of my can-
didature, a factor that would prove crucial in securing the resources required
to expand the editorial team and promote the journal effectively on the
international conference circuit, especially in North America and through-
out continental Europe.
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The primary motivation that led me to first become an associate editor of
the BJM and subsequently its Editor-in-Chief was the basic desire to help
BAM develop into a learned society of comparable standing to the leading
UK learned societies that represent the major social sciences (e.g. the British
Psychological Society, the Royal Economics Society, and the British
Association of Sociology) underpinning the comparatively immature field of
business and management studies (broadly conceived), with a view to
ensuring that it evolves its research and scholarship to a level in keeping
with its strong teaching presence in higher education. Rightly or wrongly,
I considered the development of the BJM into an internationally ranked
journal to be central to this fundamental strategic objective of BAM. Having
published a number of articles of my own in journals of the standard to
which I was hoping the BJM might eventually evolve, I had realized that in
the long run all articles, however influential, eventually fade into the back-
ground, but the outlets in which they are published, provided they are of
good standing, endure, serving as the primary mechanism through which
the field more generally is advanced. Hence, I considered that serving the
academic community through taking up the editorship of the BJM, although
potentially costly in terms of my own writing and publication, could poten-
tially yield a greater return for the management and organization studies
field as a whole, and so with a considerable degree of trepidation I agreed to
take on the role for an initial period of three years, to be extended to a
maximum of five years, subject to satisfactory performance.2

Factors that drive the performance of scholarly journals

Arguably, the strongest indication that the BJM is on the ascendancy is its
entrance into the SSCI. Rightly or wrongly, inclusion in this database and
the relative ranking of journals within it, as determined by overall impact
factor, are increasingly being seen as prima facie evidence of journal quality
by business school deans and wider policy makers, in what has become an
extremely crowded marketplace. One of my first editorial tasks in a strategic
capacity, therefore, was to step up the lobbying of Thomson Scientific,
under whose auspices the SSCI is administered, with the intention of secur-
ing the BJM’s entry as quickly as possible, a process that my predecessor had
begun via Blackwells, our publisher of the journal. 

Following a three-year evaluation period, the BJM’s entry to the SSCI was
finally granted in 2002. Our first impact factor of 0.746, which was officially
published in 2003, placed us at number 31 in a table comprising 67 man-
agement journals, and in 2004, with an impact factor of 1.483, the journal
rose to number 14 in the management listing and joined the business listing
at number 13. Unfortunately, impact factors are highly unstable and in com-
mon with many SSCI-listed journals ranked outside the top eight to ten in
highly heterogeneous fields like business and management studies, at the
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time of writing this chapter (early 2007) the BJM is ranked 35/71 in man-
agement and 29/61 in business. Nevertheless, considering the fact that there
are several thousand scholarly management journals, this is an excellent
performance record and certainly well in line with the targets I had set for
myself upon assuming the role of Editor-in-Chief. What, then, are the fac-
tors that might account for this improvement in performance?3

For present purposes it is useful to delineate two broad classes of factors,
strategic factors, driving the development of the editorial mission and com-
petitive position of a journal, including its resource capabilities, and opera-
tional factors, especially the internal support mechanisms underpinning its
basic administration. In the remainder of this section I consider each set of
factors in turn.

Strategic factors

As noted above, in the case of the BJM the work of my predecessor had
ensured that many of the operational factors were already firmly in place.
Equally crucial, however, was his strategic vision of a general management
journal that could publish within a unified collection academic articles
drawn from the entire spectrum of subfields represented in the typical busi-
ness school environment, ranging from accounting and finance, marketing
and corporate strategy to human resource management, business
economics, public sector management, management development, R&D
management, and research methods. By the time I assumed the role of
General Editor, the BJM had emerged with a clear identity as a general man-
agement journal, upon which I was able to build. In my opening editorial
(Hodgkinson, 1999, pp. 1–2), I stated: 

My chief aim is to continue the development of the journal into a truly
international outlet for the publication of high quality research across the
full range of sub-fields of management inquiry. In practice this means that
our editorial policies must evolve so as to ensure that the BJM not only
attracts the very best offerings from within the UK but also is considered
an outlet of choice for scholars from other countries throughout the
world.

Consistent with this agenda, I immediately expanded the editorial team
and the wider editorial advisory board, changing both markedly in composi-
tion, in a push to further internationalize the profile of the journal, while
ensuring that it continued to develop apace across all the major management
subfields. Martin Kilduff was appointed as the BJM’s first associate editor
explicitly charged with a major international role. As its chief ambassador in
the USA, Martin sought to actively raise the standing of the BJM in the eyes
of the North American management research community, for example by
representing the journal at the Academy of Management (AOM) meetings
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and encouraging leading and up-and-coming US scholars to submit articles
and review manuscripts. At the end of his term, he went on to serve as an asso-
ciate editor of Administrative Science Quarterly and the Academy of Management
Review, prior to becoming the main editor of the latter. Celeste Wilderom was
appointed an associate editor to perform a similar international enhance-
ment role. Her remit was to help expand the BJM’s international reach
throughout continental Europe. That this strategy of expansion and inter-
nationalization of the editorial team was a success is evidenced by the changes
witnessed in the profile of submissions to the journal over the period of my
tenure. As noted in my penultimate editorial (Hodgkinson, 2005), it was
gratifying that the BJM had witnessed a steady increase in the growth of
manuscripts submitted from overseas in general, but especially from the
USA and continental Europe, amid growing competition from a number of
rival journals. At the end of 2004, six years into my term: 

• the quality and quantity of manuscripts submitted to the BJM from across
virtually all of the management subfields had risen markedly (the overall
volume of manuscripts per annum had approximately doubled over the
past six years, excluding submissions to special issues, which had
witnessed equally dramatic increases);

• the number of manuscripts submitted from outside the UK had risen
sharply, to a point where UK submissions were now less than 50 percent
of the total per annum;

• a series of special issues on topics at the leading edge of management
research had been introduced and was now well established;

• the rejection rate had risen from approximately 50 percent at the outset
of my term to around 92 percent, excluding special issues;4

• as noted earlier, having recently joined the SSCI, the BJM was showing a
dramatic upward trajectory in its impact factor.

I believe the introduction of special issues (replacing the BAM Annual
Conference Issue) was one of the major factors that enabled the BJM to
rapidly climb the SSCI league table. Several of these publications (most
notably the 2001 special issue on the nature and purpose of management
research) have been cited both frequently and widely, within and beyond
the field of management studies per se, thus greatly strengthening the inter-
national profile and standing of the journal. 

As noted at the outset, in the early days of my editorship the BJM averaged
around 70–5 submissions per annum. However, by the time my term of office
drew to a close (September 2006) this figure had more than doubled.5

Understandably, this led to increasing pressures from Blackwells, the BJM’s
publisher, and contributing authors to expand the number of printed pages
per volume, pressures which my team and I resisted most strongly. As I
explained elsewhere (Hodgkinson, 2005), holding constant the number of

108 Moving a Journal up the Rankings



pages at a time of significantly increased submissions is one of the several key
mechanisms for ensuring that the overall quality of the papers selected for
publication continues to rise year-on-year. Again as explained in Hodgkinson
(2005), the increasing number of manuscripts submitted enabled the edito-
rial team to raise concomitantly first the methodological, and latterly the
theoretical, rigour expected of articles selected for eventual publication,
another factor that has undoubtedly contributed to the overall increase in
the BJM’s standing over recent years.

Operational factors

The importance of having effective mechanisms to support the basic
administration of the BJM was noted earlier. From my point of view the
most important of these mechanisms was the various administrative sup-
port staff I employed during my eight-year term. As the journal expanded its
operations, the role of the administrator developed accordingly, from one of
basic clerical support in the initial processing and tracking of submitted
manuscripts, to the management of all aspects of the editorial office,
including the development of supporting electronic infrastructure and rep-
resenting the journal at various academic conferences. In this connection,
I was fortunate to procure the services of Liam Irwin. Appointed initially in
a short-term clerical role, Liam rapidly developed the back-office support
function of the journal’s operations, using a range of software systems in
readiness for the rapid growth in manuscript submissions that was to follow.
He also played a vital support role in the implementation of the BJM’s inter-
nationalization strategy, not least by organizing a series of highly successful
receptions over four successive years (2003–6) at the annual meetings of the
AOM and ensuring a continuous presence on the BJM publisher’s stand. 

As various of the chapters in this volume demonstrate, the responsibilities
and requisite skills associated with editorship are many and varied, from the
setting up of an effective editorial board and manuscript-review process
(chapters 5 and 7) to communicating with authors and guiding and sup-
porting them (chapters 6 and 7), while seeking to balance the (potentially
conflicting) recommendations of reviewers against the rights of authors to
report their work in a manner that does not stifle unduly their own voice
(chapters 12, 13, and 14), with due regard to the ethical dilemmas that can
arise throughout the various stages of the decision process (chapter 9).
Furthermore, authors and reviewers alike expect decisions to be made and
communicated both fairly and expeditiously (chapters 6, 8, and 10). The
failure to ensure that any one of these component tasks is undertaken
with the utmost skill and dedication can potentially yield disastrous conse-
quences. The development of an appropriate administration system is vital
to ensuring that these tasks are undertaken efficiently and effectively.
Throughout my period of office I was supported by a number of highly
competent clerical staff, each of whom ensured that submitted manuscripts
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were processed as quickly as possible and oversaw the chasing of delinquent
reviewers, and occasionally delinquent members of the editorial team (myself
included), but Liam Irwin, having worked previously in an IT-operations envi-
ronment with a strong customer-focussed ethos, offered unparalleled support
and much of the BJM’s continuing success is down to his superior organiza-
tional capabilities, to say nothing of his dedication, loyalty, and commitment.

One other operational factor that needs to be mentioned before concluding
this discussion is the role played by the BJM’s publisher, Blackwells.
Throughout my term, Blackwells played a major role on two fronts:

• ensuring the journal was produced to a high standard and that it
appeared on time;

• ensuring an increase in awareness of the journal and sales overseas, espe-
cially sales to leading North America academic libraries

A series of marketing campaigns targeted at opinion leaders in top North
American business schools was launched over successive years to reinforce
the messages sent out at the BJM receptions and meet the editors’ sessions
at the Annual Academy Meetings. Raising the visibility of the journal in this
way was a primary mechanism for attracting higher quality international
authors, editorial board members and ad hoc reviewers. In addition, within
my term of office, Blackwell Publishers:

• introduced a number of electronic systems to support the production and
distribution of the journal,

• played a major role in the redesign of journal’s image, and
• increased substantially its financial package to support the work of the

editorial team

Undoubtedly, the nature and level of support offered by Blackwell in all of
the above respects was enhanced by virtue of BAM’s policy to offer publica-
tion of the BJM to competitive tender from time-to-time. Within my term of
office the contract came up for renewal twice and on both occasions BAM
was able to enhance significantly its business arrangements, thereby creating
much-needed additional resources to further its wider strategic goals. 

Conclusions and implications

In this chapter, I have outlined what I consider to be the crucial factors that
enabled the BJM to improve its competitive position as an internationally
ranked scholarly journal in the field of business and management studies.
Moving from the particulars of the BJM case, I believe that it is possible to
distil a number of generic lessons for editors and would-be editors of good
quality journals more generally in this diverse and eclectic interdisciplinary
field, as follows:
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Requirements for editorship

Before embarking on a major editorial role, consider carefully the personal
and communal motivations for undertaking such a role. In taking the
responsibilities of editorship seriously, what additional opportunities will
this role preclude? For example, to what extent and in what ways will edi-
torship impact on the individual’s personal research and scholarship? To
what extent will this role enhance or detract from the realization of their
longer-term career goals and aspirations? At the communal level candidates
for editorship need to consider the extent to which the journal in question
has the potential for further development under their stewardship and the
extent to which they are in a position to assemble the necessary team to ful-
fil that potential, bearing in mind the potential costs and benefits to their
personal reputation and that of their sponsoring institution.

Strategic requirements

All successful scholarly journals, regardless of whether they are general man-
agement journals such as the BJM or of a more specialist nature, enjoy a dis-
tinctive identity and occupy a clear niche in the marketplace. Hence
successful editors and their teams must be capable of articulating and com-
municating a clear vision of what it is that they are seeking to accomplish
for their journals. In my own case, my aim was to help enable the BJM to
occupy a premier position as a general management journal covering the
full spectrum of subfields but favouring, for publication, pieces that tran-
scended the component subfields to make a discernible contribution to
theory development and testing, and with an eye also to practice wherever
possible (cf. Anderson, Herriot, & Hodgkinson, 2001; Hodgkinson, Herriot, &
Anderson, 2001). Open to a wide range of perspectives and methods from
both the USA and European traditions, my ultimate ambition for the jour-
nal was to see it gain recognition internationally for publishing from around
the globe the best possible work consistent with this vision. 

Successful academic journal editors champion relentlessly theoretical and
methodological rigour. For the BJM to become ranked among an elite group
of internationally recognized peer reviewed journals operating out of
Europe, it needed to strengthen its offerings in both of these respects. In
taking the BJM forward, a prime requirement was to ensure that in keeping
with its main competitors, articles published addressed issues from a strong
theoretical base, i.e. empirical articles reported studies using theory to
explain managerial and organizational phenomena and ideally considered
the implications of findings for theory development and that nonempirical
articles made a substantial contribution to theory development, not just
providing a summary of the extant literature. In methodological terms it
was paramount that the methods adopted were appropriate to the research
question(s) addressed, and irrespective of whether those methods were
quantitative or qualitative they had to be executed rigorously. Inevitably,
the enactment of this strategy entailed a difficult balancing act, but by no
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means impossible, as borne out by the quality improvements and rising
standing of the journal evidenced above. 

Operational requirements

At the operational level aspiring editors need to consider the extent to
which the enabling administrative infrastructure is already in place or needs
to be developed in order to support the enactment of their strategic vision
for the journal in question. As we have seen, in the case of the BJM strong
support mechanisms were already well-developed – through BAM, the
learned society under which auspices the BJM is published – and these were
further strengthened through the procurement of additional resources from
the journal’s professional publisher, made possible by operating the market
mechanism of competitive tendering. In the case of the BJM, the backing of
an internationally recognized academic publisher and a strong learned soci-
ety are undoubtedly two of the most important operational factors that
enabled the extension of its international reach, thereby realizing its core
strategic objectives. 

No less important are the teams of day-to-day support staff at both the
editorial office and publishers who ensure the smooth running of all aspects
of a journal’s operations, from the processing of manuscripts to final pro-
duction and the marketing campaigns underpinning its competitive posi-
tioning strategy. As observed above, the BJM has been most fortunate in all
of these respects. Throughout my period of office I was equally fortunate to
have the backing of a strong editorial team that was wholly committed to
the service model and strategic vision I have articulated, and in this chapter
editorial board and ad hoc reviewers who for the most part delivered high-
quality reviews of manuscripts on a timely basis. 

In the final analysis, the successful operation of any journal requires the
support and enthusiasm of a diverse array of accomplished and committed
colleagues. Serving in both strategic and operational capacities, they are its
lifeblood.
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Notes

1. As discussed later, the number of submissions more than doubled under my
editorship and the rejection rate rose from roughly 50 percent to well over 90 per-
cent, two of a number of indicators that the strategy I evolved with my team to
improve further the BJM’s standing was successful.

112 Moving a Journal up the Rankings



2. As events transpired, I was persuaded by the BAM Council to continue my role for
a further three-year term. This was made possible, in part, through the award of a
senior fellowship of the Economic & Social Research Council/Engineering &
Physical Sciences Research Council’s Advanced Institute of Management (AIM)
Research, which enabled me to extend my term as part of my contribution to
AIM’s capacity building agenda, in conjunction with BAM.

3. However imperfect, impact factors provide a broad indication of the extent to
which the articles typically published are being cited in the listed journals, widely
regarded as the core journals of the field. Alternative metrics (e.g. peer evaluations
by panels of leading researchers and the number of times articles are downloaded
within a finite period) are in any case typically highly correlated positively with
impact factor rankings (see, e.g., Brody, Harned, & Carr, 2006; Geary, Marriott, &
Rowlinson, 2004; Perneger, 2004). The SSCI is thus a useful objective barometer
against which to adjudge the overall standing of a journal and in this connection
it is clear that the BJM’s entry to this database is an indication that the journal has
risen in standing over recent years.

4. The corresponding figure for 2005, the most recent figures available at the time of
writing this chapter, was 93.5 percent.

5. In 2005, the most recent year for which complete figures were available at the time
of writing this chapter, the number of regular articles (including research notes)
submitted was 156. As my term of office drew to a close (September 2006) 158
manuscripts had already been submitted, with a further three-month period
remaining to the year-end.
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12
The Developmental Editor: Assessing and
Directing Manuscript Contribution
Donald D. Bergh

Making sense of a submission’s contribution is oftentimes the dominant
issue in a publication decision. However, contribution is often perceived as
subjective and prone to disagreement between authors, reviewers, and
editors. Fortunately, contribution has objective properties that once identi-
fied can help focus attention and resources toward the same objective. This
chapter presents a process and logic to help capture contribution and
provide direction for its development. 

Before I present my thoughts on contribution, it is important to disclose
that I advocate the ‘active editor’ model. Overall, the editor has a stake in
the dissemination of knowledge in the field, an opportunity that requires an
engagement in the review process. In addition, reviewers probe the nooks
and crannies of manuscripts and may miss the larger perspective necessary
to balance out the strengths and weaknesses of a particular manuscript’s
advance. An active editor can work with authors and reviewers to position
manuscripts within appropriate conversations and more fully develop
knowledge within the field. A manuscript’s contribution depends on recog-
nition by members of the field, and editors can help develop that advance
by assisting authors in revising their manuscripts so they have the highest
likely degree of influence and impact.

In general terms, this active editor is a manager of two jobs. One, s/he man-
ages an evaluation system that leads to a publication decision. Two, the editor
guides manuscript evolution, regardless of the outcome (s/he can provide sug-
gestions for how the authors can further develop their manuscript, perhaps
where to submit elsewhere, and can guide the dialogue and negotiation
between authors and reviewers). The editor is in a unique position (not some
mega-reviewer), and can create value by focusing authors and reviewers on
the sources, types, and boundaries of a manuscript’s primary contribution. Put
simply, the editor becomes a partner in the development of knowledge.

Learning how to manage contribution development can be a trial by fire
process and the potential of error is a source of serious concern. I experi-
mented with different contribution-capturing models that would help



improve publication decisions and provide useful guidance to authors and
reviewers. After several iterations, I arrived at a process and typology that
helped reduce a complex and subjective matter to a simplistic framework.
Other editors certainly have alternative models and I encourage the reader
to find the one that best guides his/her thinking. 

When I read a submission, I use a process that concentrates on three
dimensions of contribution: Origin, Type, and Development. My editing
experience is mostly with empirical manuscripts, though many of the obser-
vations pertain to conceptual ones as well. 

Contribution origin

The first step is to identify the contribution and its origin. This is a bit like a
treasure hunt. I normally pay little attention to the overall language used; my
feeling is that the language, grammar and paragraph structure and organiza-
tion can be changed. What matters more is honing in on what is new and
valuable in terms of motivation, theory, topic, and evidence. The questions
that tend to guide me are: What is the defined contribution, and what is its
proposed value? What is the structure of the model? I draw a picture of the
theoretical model and try to understand what is new about it. Next, is the
evidence as presented the basis for new knowledge about a topic, behavior or
theory? Is it clear how that contribution adds to understanding?

I carefully go through the manuscript evaluating the research question,
theoretical model, research methodology, and overall conclusions to see
what is unique, rare, and valuable. In this way, the paper is viewed as com-
peting in a marketplace of ideas (see Bergh, 2003, for additional explanation).
Authors are typically up-front about what they think the contributions of
their manuscripts are and specify them in the introduction and discussion
sections. The order of points made in the discussion is typically a good hint
as to the importance the author(s) pay(s) to the intended contributions. This
Origin stage is not the time to look for reasons that lead to an editorial
decision. Rather, what is/are the author(s) trying to offer our field? (I also
look to see if the author(s) might have downplayed or missed something.) 

The objective is to describe fully the intended contribution and where it
comes from, whether in terms of a new theory, concept, argument, measure,
sample, level of analysis, analytical method, or finding. The reviewer com-
ments play a big role in this stage of the process, but I save their remarks
until after my own evaluation. 

Contribution type

The next step classifies the type of advance; I created a matrix to help
guide my thinking here. This matrix has two dimensions; one for theory
and one for topic. This 2 x 2 model (Table 12.1) helps me characterize the
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theoretical contribution and the advance for the topic. The essence of this
stage is to categorize the proposed advance and make sense of what the
manuscript is trying to offer. 

The vertical axis is Topic; the top boxes being New and bottom boxes
being Current. The horizontal axis is Theory, with the left-hand column
being New and the right-hand column being Current. 

1. New Theory and New Topic quadrant (upper left hand, #1): These
contributions add to or revise existing theoretical logic and present dif-
ferent evidence on a topical area. The motivation for the research ques-
tions tends to focus on limitations in explanations and deficiencies in
knowledge about the topic. The theoretical models contain new con-
cepts, models, logic, or perhaps an extended framework. They have new
hypotheses. One acid test is the structure and content of the model; are
the concepts and the logic an existing perspective or are they new? What
is the theoretical basis for the extension or revision? The methodology
tends to capture new behaviors, organizational types or constructs that
reflect different aspects of an existing topic. The discussion section
explains how the findings add to theoretical explanations and knowledge
of the topic. These manuscripts offer several strengths: they tend to raise
new research questions, guide development of subsequent research, and
can change the way we think about a theory and topic. But, these
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Table 12.1 Contribution typology

Topic \ Theory

New Theory and New Topic Current Theory and New Topic
(1) (2)

Strengths: raise new research questions, Strengths: test viability of 
open new fields; change the way we perspectives, develop knowledge and 
think about a theory and topic; understanding, logic is conventional; 

Weaknesses: requires new thinking, Weaknesses: novelty and impact. 
risky, the liability of newness. Does testing an existing theory open

up new insights? 

New Theory and Current Topic Current Theory and Current Topic
(3) (4)

Strengths: Topic is accepted, importance Strengths: Provides replication
may be sufficient for justifying research, potential, test viability of 
cumulative development of knowledge methodological differences, provides 
on topic; confirmation of logic and topic;

Weaknesses: New theory may overlap Weaknesses: May not open new 
with others, may be resistance to insights or research arenas. May be
new theory. seen as a redundant contribution.



manuscripts are also risky, require new ways of thinking, and suffer from
liabilities of newness.

2. Current Theory and New Topic quadrant (upper right hand, #2):
These advances apply existing theoretical logic to a new topic or
unstudied behavior. Typically, the manuscripts take theoretical arguments
that have appeared elsewhere and import them as the basis for the
hypotheses. Thus, the underlying reasoning is not new. The methodology
usually serves as the basis for the contribution; so the focus is on whether
the empirical model adds clarity or development to the knowledge base of
the topic. A common example is a manuscript that tests a relationship
with pooled cross-sectional longitudinal data when other studies used
single-year cross-sectional data. Many of these manuscripts are motivated
by a gap in empirical findings of a topic and propose adding a different
variable or sample of firms as adding new knowledge. The concern is
whether the empirical contribution is significant or another pebble on a
pile of rocks. Also, one wonders whether the empirical findings might
reveal new insights into a taken-for-granted assumption in the theoretical
model. Might the authors be able to use the findings to revise the theory
and reposition this paper toward the first quadrant? The strengths of these
manuscripts include: testing the viability of perspectives, helping develop
knowledge and understanding of existing topic, and providing further
insights into conventional logic. The weaknesses concern novelty and
impact. Does testing an existing theory produce new insights? 

3. New Theory and Current Topic quadrant (lower left hand, #3): These
manuscripts involve a new model or the importation of a theory from
another field to help explain a current topic. They tend to use a new theory
to raise different questions and insights. But, the challenge for the author,
reviewers, and editors becomes one of defining whether the proposed con-
tribution is different and meaningful from others that currently exist.
Manuscripts in this cell tend to add another explanation but one that does
not add new knowledge to the topical area or relationship. For example, a
theoretical model can be developed from the marriage literature that might
provide insights into the management of relationships among acquired and
acquiring companies. Unfortunately, many of the concepts that exist in the
two literatures are nearly identical, as are the empirical findings. The
reviewer and editor might be intrigued by a proposed new perspective, but
then become concerned when the same or highly-similar predictions
already exist. Key questions center on whether the new theory advances our
explanations of the topic and phenomenon, and what becomes clearer or
more developed as a result of the new model? The strengths of these con-
tributions include the importance of the topic, which may be sufficient for
justifying research and adding to knowledge on the topic. Weaknesses
include an overlap of theory with existing logic and whether there might
be resistance to the new perspective and its proposed insights. 
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4. Current Theory and Current Topic quadrant (lower right hand, #4):
These advances often have an incremental nature, as they typically apply
existing logic to a topical question that has already been examined. The
manuscripts may include replications with new data, test existing logic in
a different context (e.g., the behavior in a different country) or may try to
demonstrate a different methodological approach. The logic is typically
not new, or the proposed methodological novelties are of such a nature
as to represent minor incremental advances at best. The research question
is generally one that has already been studied, perhaps not as specifically
as offered in the current paper. The challenge with these types of contri-
butions is to reflect on whether the methodology might uncover new
aspects and nuances of the theory. Perhaps the theory might lead to a
positive and linear relationship, but additional testing might demonstrate
a curvilinear relationship. One book worth its weight in gold for
uncovering second-order relationships is Aiken and West (1991). The
strengths of these contributions are that they test the viability of method-
ological alternatives, as well as provide confirmation of extant logic and
topics. Weaknesses include not opening new insights or research arenas
and may be criticized as a redundant contribution.

Overall, the framework helps guide one’s thinking to the type of contri-
bution that a manuscript presents and also helps one think about what
changes would be necessary to reposition a manuscript to a different cell in
order to fit with the overall mission of the journal. For example, journals
such as the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ) specifically require both a
theoretical and empirical advance, so manuscripts need to have the
potential to be a quadrant #1 article in order to progress through the review
process at that outlet. But, not all journals require those qualities. The field
benefits from articles that fall into the other categories, as each serves an
important purpose. Those that test existing theory to provide insights into
a new topic or behavior help further develop empirical knowledge
(quadrant #2). Articles that offer new theoretical insights into an existing
behavior (quadrant #3) serve an important role by describing new dimen-
sions or by developing new concepts and relationships. Finally, articles that
apply current theories to current topics contribute by testing replication
potential. Considered collectively, all four types of contributions are needed
for a strong foundation of understanding and knowledge. 

Once a manuscript’s contribution has been profiled, it is instructive to
turn to the reviewer’s comments to see what they thought about it. Their
observations provide an insightful basis for assessing whether the contribu-
tion had been defined correctly and completely. They tend to identify the
bricks and mortar of the foundation of the advance, and, with your own
view as the editor, create a comprehensive understanding of what the con-
tribution is and what it means. Also, considering their assessments after
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deriving ones of your own preserves your independence as a decision maker.
Note that some reviewers only point out limitations and flaws. Their com-
ments may support an editorial decision but not help much with directing
the manuscript’s contribution.

It is helpful at this stage for the editor to “see the forest and not just the
trees.” The active editor can help direct the contribution by recognizing the
type of concerns the reviewers provide and reconcile them with a generalized
framework that helps define the overall contribution type. Bridging levels of
concerns and directing development is an important way that editors con-
tribute to improving the quality of the submissions to his or her journal.

Contribution development

This final step is oftentimes neglected. By this point, an editor has identified
the manuscript’s intended contribution, its source and how its type fits the
journal’s mission. The editor may have made sense of the reviewers’ reports
and is now eager to finish up the review process. Despite this momentum,
editors are encouraged to go another step to identify a developmental path
that will move forward the manuscript’s contribution. Doing so helps iden-
tify those contributions that might be ‘diamonds in the rough’ that would
otherwise be rejected. In addition, the feedback creates goodwill for the jour-
nal by making the authors feel that their submission has some hope while
helping to educate reviewers to think in developmental ways rather than
just looking for flaws and shortcomings. 

Developing a contribution requires hard work, creativity, and some nego-
tiation. For example, a review process described in some recent (2006) From
the editors’ articles shows how the authors and reviewers worked diligently
to develop the paper to the level where it achieved the prestigious Best
Article Award (Agarwal, Echambadi, Franco, & Sarkar, 2006; Bergh, 2006).
This process involved open-minded authors and reviewers, all of whom
worked hard and cooperatively to improve the manuscript. 

The creative aspect entails considering how the manuscript can be made as
interesting as possible. First, I assess the research question using Davis’s (1971)
classic article on whether the manuscript is offering an interesting contribu-
tion. In addition, some articles published in a recent AMJ forum titled “What
Makes Management Research Interesting, and Why Does it Matter?” provide
an excellent foundation for assessing the interesting coefficient (see Barley,
2006; Bartunek, Rynes, & Ireland, 2006; Dutton and Dukerich, 2006). I also
use Sara Rynes’ (2002) suggestions about assessing contribution and how it
can be improved. The goal is to identify ways in which a manuscript can be
repositioned to make the most unique advance possible.

Second, I evaluate the structure and content of the theoretical model
using the frameworks from Whetten (1989) and Kilduff (2006). Both provide
guidelines that can put authors on paths to engineer the conceptual models
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in the manuscripts, the underlying engines of a strong contribution. In
addition, these readings identify barriers that limit a manuscript’s theoretical
advance. I compare their requirements of good theory with what I see in a
submission and try to offer some specific thoughts that can help the authors
bridge the differences. 

Third, the manuscript’s study can be a gold mine of ideas for developing
its value-added. For instance, the correlations might suggest an alternative
model that has not been tested and might represent an additional explana-
tion that might be added to the conceptual model. In addition, what other
variables would extend the proposed theory? For example, would including
an implications variable offer a more comprehensive test of the proposed
theory? How about a moderator or mediator? Ask whether there is more that
can be squeezed out of the data. You might be surprised.

Finally, the discussion section needs to provide a clear and concise narra-
tive on what is new about the manuscript, why that addition is important
(justification), and a demonstration of what it adds to explanations and/or
knowledge. Many authors repeat their findings without considering what
those mean for extending understanding. The editor can help by suggesting
that they identify the most important merits of their findings and then
provide a rationale for what they offer, such as explanations of the phe-
nomenon and what we did not know before the study was conducted.

Implications for authors

I have several recommendations for authors. First, the contribution of your
manuscript should be obvious and involve no guesswork. Similar to a
political debate, do not let your opponent (e.g., the reviewers) define you
and your position. You have an opportunity to shape what the reviewers will
think about your manuscript’s advance and I strongly advise you to focus on
what you are trying to contribute. Take the initiative, be as clear as possible,
but beware of overselling. A manuscript that defines and justifies its
contribution creates a positive first impression and encourages a reviewer to
become constructively engaged. 

Some ways to do this are to read the introduction sections of award-
winning articles to see how the authors defined and positioned their article’s
advances. Also, evaluate the contribution relative to Davis’s (1971) “That’s
Interesting” typology. Take a positive view of the literature and carefully
explain what you are adding to it.

Second, critically evaluate the discussion section of your manuscript. Does
it explain what is new and valuable about your findings? Does it justify the
importance of the contribution? I do not believe that there is a magic for-
mula that a discussion has to have, but there are some necessary ingredients:
it must define the contribution, demonstrate how the advance builds upon
previous knowledge or explanations, clarify its boundaries (e.g., strengths
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and limitations), develop its application and justify its overall value. I some-
times read the discussion section first when I get a submission in order to
get a sense of what authors think their findings offer and mean. It is my
belief that a strong and compelling discussion can stand alone and convey
the contribution and its value.

Third, an important signal of the quality of a contribution is to consider
the suggestions for further study. One way an author can convince the
reviewers that their manuscript makes an important advance is by linking
their study’s findings or arguments with new research questions and areas
for further study. I sense that many authors treat this almost as an after-
thought. But, it is an important indicant of the quality and characteristics of
a contribution. The new paths for further development illustrate not only
how a manuscript extends or revises prior knowledge but also where we
should go from there. Whether a contribution can produce new ideas, con-
cepts, and directions is an important litmus test of the overall value of that
proposed advance. 

Implications for prospective editors

Editing is a contact sport. It requires that editors become engaged and
involved in the review process. It involves an appreciation of conflicting
perspectives. It also entails adopting a broader viewpoint of serving a journal.
These different orientations create significant challenges. I have some sug-
gestions for how editors can navigate the publication review process.

First, avoid taking sides. Be even, fair, and unemotional to authors and
reviewers. Both can interpret issues quite differently and the rhetoric can
escalate. Recognize that areas of disagreement can become resolved through
guidance, transparency, and development. Focus on issue identification and
explanation. By not taking sides and explaining decisions in terms of issue
resolution, you can make more rational decisions and ones that feel like the
right ones.

Second, most submitted manuscripts are works in progress. Because we
have social-science methodologies and theories, we have no perfect studies
or manuscripts. Issues and problems exist in all submissions. The net result
is the creation of uncertainty in the editorial publication decision. My
advice is for editors to ask for revisions when a contribution has promise yet
they are uncertain about whether it can be realized. Some manuscripts are
submitted so prematurely that resolving the issues will likely produce an
altogether different manuscript. Others have fewer concerns, but the review-
ers do not have clear consensus. Alternatively, reviewers may offer opposing
recommendations and opinions, and they may key on different issues alto-
gether. When in doubt, ask for a revision. You can always say “no” when you
have more complete information. But, you cannot say “yes” later, after you
reject the manuscript. 
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Third, concerns have different weighting and priority. An important task
for an editor is to sort out the problems and prioritize them. Also, there are
some matters that cannot be resolved and we have to decide whether we can
live with them or not. I suggest asking whether the overall contribution is
significant enough to justify accepting the problems and limitations that
coexist. This is a trade-off; managing idealism and reality. It is important
that editors publish the work that meets their journal’s mission and vision
and that they worry less about the unattainable goal of publishing the best
work ever done in the history of the field. 

Some revision processes are akin to an elimination activity; concerns are
raised and addressed through iterations between authors and reviewers. At
some point, the editor decides whether enough progress has been made and
whether to accept or reject the submission. That model can take a long time
to complete and the eventual manuscript may reflect the reviewers’
thoughts just as much as the authors. An alternative approach is to concen-
trate on the most salient matters and give the authors a revision or two to
see if they can resolve the problems. Once accepted, the less serious con-
cerns can be left for the authors. Most will make an effort to alleviate those
additional matters. 

Finally, consider the potential contribution of the manuscript. Is there
more that it can try to accomplish? Is there any difference between what the
manuscript is currently proposing and what it might be able to realize worth
the additional work? For example, would adding another concept to the
model provide a significantly improved contribution? Also, consider what
barriers exist to the realization of the proposed advance. Is there a need for
more theoretical argumentation? Is another variable needed? It is my expe-
rience that authors frequently submit narrowly defined manuscripts that
could be strengthened considerably through broadening their models and
data. These enhanced manuscripts usually fare better in the market of ideas
than those that offer smaller overall advances (Bergh, Perry, & Hanke, 2006). 

Summary

Overall, I have several suggestions for all involved in the editorial review
process. First, it is important that all members divest themselves of attach-
ments to personal rights and view the manuscript as an independent entity.
Similarly, having open-minded authors and reviewers can facilitate
creativity and innovation that is necessary to move forward the field.
Second, editing is more than word-scrubbing or tallying polls of reviewer
recommendations. It also carries the responsibility of participating in the
conversations in the field. This added task requires an active and engaged
editor who makes the effort to assess and develop contributions. Third,
identify both the current and potential levels of a manuscript’s contribu-
tion. From my experience, almost every manuscript can be further improved
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as a result of the interaction between reviewers and authors. The editor’s role
in managing the communication process is critically important. Finally, the
match between a manuscript’s type of contribution and the mission/vision
of the journal can be an evolving process. Look for ways the manuscript can
be revised to make the type of contribution that is important for your outlet.
The challenge is to identify the content and bounds of a proposed advance
and then direct the author to pursue the appropriate outlet. Helping an
author succeed with their manuscript, whether it is in your journal or not,
is a powerful reward and makes all of the hard work and devoted time well
worth the investment. 
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13
The Case for an Activist 
Editorial Model
Jerry A. Jacobs

We have all heard complaints about the journal review process. One
common grievance is about a reject decision after multiple rounds of review.
“My paper was under review at that journal for three rounds of reviews
stretching out over two years before it was finally rejected. It was nearly
enough to make me want to hit the bottle.” A more frequent, if somewhat
less exasperating, refrain from authors is the lack of clarity in how to
respond to reviews. “I received four reviews from the journal. The comments
were mostly thoughtful but they led in many different directions.
Unfortunately, the editor provided no guidance in how best to address
these comments.” The question I pose in this essay is whether these experi-
ences are inevitable or whether there are editorial models which reduce
the likelihood of these and other problematic situations. 

The peer review process serves at least two functions: a) to help select
among the many manuscripts submitted; and b) to suggest improvements
to authors. In this essay I would like to focus on the second of these func-
tions, namely offering constructive advice in the context of a decision to
invite the authors to “revise and resubmit” (R&R). I outline a model in
which the R&R decision is central to the editorial process. In this approach,
the editor plays an active role in guiding the manuscript through the
process of revision. Among the goals of this model is the reduction of the
number of unsuccessful revisions. I also discuss additional revisions that
may be suggested at a second decision point, namely the “conditional
accept” stage. 

Revisions are ubiquitous

As a practical matter, editors rarely accept a paper on its initial submission.
In the three years that I served as editor of the American Sociological Review
(ASR), I accepted one paper after the first round of review out of more than
1,250 new submissions, and even in this case the acceptance was condi-
tional on a number of suggested revisions.



Papers typically arrive in less than perfect shape. Problems range from the
need to improve the conceptual clarity of the paper to questions about the
data, questions about whether the analyses presented fully match the theo-
retical claims, gaps in the presentation, and so on. 

Why do papers need revision? In some cases it is due to the pressures on
our system of careers. Assistant professors find themselves under tremen-
dous pressure to publish. Indeed, publications by graduate students are
now the norm among those competing for the most sought-after positions.
Less-than-perfect submissions, then, can be understood as a by-product of
the pressure to fill out curricula vitae. 

But there is another, deeper reason, namely that cutting-edge work is by
its nature uncertain. Authors may not fully apprehend the true nature of
their innovations or the full implications of their findings. In ideal circum-
stances, the collective wisdom of editors and reviewers can help authors
develop their contributions most effectively without overstating their claims.

A final consideration is that the social sciences are characterized by mul-
tiple and competing paradigms, and that successfully addressing disparate
audiences is a fundamentally challenging endeavor. 

As a general rule, I suspect that the more ambitious the paper, the more
fundamental the contribution, the more likely that revisions can be helpful.
In other words, straightforward research reports are less likely to require as
much time and energy to revise as papers that are more ambitious concep-
tually and empirically. 

In my experience, manuscripts may warrant an R&R decision in four
situations:

a) the paper has promise but there are various concerns about the presenta-
tion and the evidence presented; 

b) there are questions about whether the central claims of the paper are
adequately supported; 

c) there are conceptual ambiguities which need to be resolved before the
paper can be published; and

d) the paper is basically acceptable, but there is room for a variety of
improvements.

In some cases, the revision process is really about whether the paper can
overcome certain challenges. Can the author really more effectively prove
the central point? Can the argument succeed at the conceptual level? The
course of the revision process will depend on the nature of the issues that
need to be addressed. 

In a relatively small number of cases, while papers are publishable as
submitted, reviewers with expertise in the subject matter at hand are often
in a position to suggest a variety of substantive enhancements, large and
small. These may include the correction of factually inaccurate statements
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and the incorporation of neglected references, or they may represent
conceptual or methodological improvements. An editor may feel that the
author is likely to take the opportunity to revise more seriously with an
R&R decision, where the final acceptance of the paper remains uncertain,
than with a “conditional accept” decision. Thus, an R&R decision can serve
as insurance against an author who might resist requests for further work
once the paper has been accepted. In a small number of cases, then, an edi-
tor may opt for an R&R decision even when the paper makes a significant
scholarly contribution in its current state. 

The first R&R as the key decision point

In the editorial model I am suggesting, the first R&R decision is the key
decision point. In this approach, the editor reads the paper and the reviews
carefully at this stage before making a decision. The editor should be satis-
fied that the reviews are informative, cover the main issues, and are not
limited to one aspect of the paper or one angle of vision. The editor provides
detailed advice on what is expected in a revised paper. The goal is to
minimize false positives, that is, encouraging authors to revise papers that
ultimately will be rejected. Having one’s paper rejected, after revisions
have been undertaken, is painful for authors. It also takes up a lot of
scholar’s time, can generate substantially more work for reviewers who are
asked to assess multiple revisions, and can considerably delay the eventual
publication of a paper.

The other advantage to this approach is to maximize the chances of
publishing significant contributions. As a result of a careful review at the
R&R stage, the editor is likely to see more clearly what the potential of the
paper is likely to be and will also get a sense of how best to advise authors.
In other words, this approach benefits the journal as well as reducing the
risks to the authors. 

It may be useful to contrast this approach to other ways of managing
the review process. As an author, I have received decision letters from edi-
tors with very little guidance other than that indicated in the reviews.
Unfortunately, this approach is quite common. It no doubt reflects the time
pressures faced by editors, resulting from the constant flow of manuscripts
across their desks. The problem with this approach is that authors are often
uncertain about how to proceed. As I discuss in more detail below, it is not
uncommon for reviews to disagree on many key points. The lack of clarity
from the editor can lead to extra time, extra guess work and, in many cases,
unsuccessful revisions. 

Another way that my approach differs from common practice is that I often
did not solicit a second round of reviews. There are many potential issues
that can arise in a second round of reviews. Sometimes one or more of the
original reviewers is unavailable. Sometimes new reviewers raise entirely
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new sets of concerns. A second round of reviews inevitably delays the deci-
sion for at least a month and often much longer. In my approach, if I had
studied the paper and the first set of reviews carefully, if I had a clear
vision of what the contribution of the paper is, or could be, and what I am
expecting a revised paper to look like, I was usually in a position to assess
whether the revisions have been successful. I sometimes solicited a prompt
second opinion from a deputy editor, but this would often be on an expe-
dited schedule. If the revisions seemed to me unsatisfactory or superficial,
I would often solicit one or more reviews in order to help justify the deci-
sion to the authors. 

I came to this approach fairly quickly in my term as editor, based, in part,
on my prior dealings with editors and, in part, on mistakes I made early on.
For example, there was an occasion in which I commissioned an R&R
without reading the paper carefully enough at first submission. The result
was that I discovered serious issues with the paper only after the revisions
had arrived. I then found myself in a quandary: was I obligated to publish
the paper because the authors had addressed the issues that had been
raised by the revisions, even though I had serious qualms about the revised
product? Had I read the paper more carefully at the R&R stage, it is likely
that I would have noticed some of these problems earlier. 

The difference in stance between the editor and the reviewer needs to be
understood. The reviewers are trying to make a case for their particular
understanding of the paper. They don’t know what the editor might think,
and they don’t know who the other reviewers might be. The editor has a
clear advantage in seeing a set of reviews so that he or she can weigh the
common concerns as well as the issues raised in a more idiosyncratic way
by individual readers. Thus, there is a difference between the role of a
reviewer and the role of an editor in establishing the direction for the
revisions.

Guiding the review process

Given the centrality of revisions to successful journal publication, the
process of revision is one of the central academic dramas. What does the
editor really expect? What issues need to be addressed head-on and which
can be finessed? In my view, the more clarity that editors can provide, the
more this process is likely to be constructive and the less likely that authors
and reviewers would find themselves in intense conflict. 

It is often the case that reviewers diverge in their assessment of a paper.
Sometimes, it is not possible to follow the advice of all of the reviewers
because disagreements between them on the value of the study are evident.
An urgent concern here results when two or more reviewers feel the paper
has considerable promise but disagree on the direction that the revisions
should pursue. For example, one reviewer may see the key contribution as
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empirical while another reviewer feels that the central advance is more
conceptual in nature. In other cases, all agree that the empirical contribu-
tion is key, but differ on what the key conclusions are and what features of
the analysis should be highlighted. What is the poor author to do when
confronted with such conflicting advice? 

Some editors resolve the matter by urging the author to pay special atten-
tion to the comments of a particular reviewer. This kind of editorial inter-
vention is certainly helpful in providing guidance to the author. My
suggestion is that the editor (or a deputy editor) write a letter outlining the
key issues that need to be resolved. An editorial letter outlining a specific
roadmap for the author to follow in revising the paper draws on the review-
ers’ concerns but often raises additional issues that may be seen from an
editorial vantage point. I ask questions about issues that don’t make sense
to me. I point out gaps in the argument, additional analyses that might be
useful, and stylistic suggestions that seem appropriate. I feel that I can stand
for the general reader, and whatever I might lack in detailed knowledge of
the author’s specialty area I make up in experience in reading a wide range
of papers. 

The goal is to give the author a clear set of directions for revising. This
does not mean that the author is obligated to write the paper that I would
like to see written. It is often the case that authors respond in a memo that
they feel I am leading them astray on one or more points. But the more
common reaction is appreciation for the careful reading of the paper. If
my queries and suggestions are not always on target, more often than not,
they highlight areas of ambiguity where more careful writing is in order. 

Despite this editorial guidance, not all authors successfully revise their
papers. There is considerable variability in the ability of authors to appre-
hend the points being raised by the reviews and the editor and to respond
to them effectively. 

In my experience, disagreements about the conceptual framing of the
paper are the most challenging issues. In most cases, there is a lack of preci-
sion in the manuscript that allows different readers to literally see different
papers in the same manuscript. In some cases, this really represents the
reviewer’s desire that the author make a different point. It is difficult to dis-
cern what the empirical core of the paper should look like when there is
uncertainty about the conceptual framing. Perhaps for this reason, papers
requiring significant work on the conceptual issues are often at the highest
risk for failing at the revision stage. 

Careful reading of papers at the R&R stage takes a considerable amount of
time. There are at least two ways to keep these demands under control. The
first is to limit the number of R&R decisions. In the approach I am sug-
gesting, an R&R decision represents a significant investment of time on the
part of the editor, and a degree of commitment to the authors. The yield, or
rate at which R&Rs are converted into actual publications, should be quite
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high. For example, there were 431 new manuscripts submitted to the ASR
during 2004. I invited 56 R&Rs, for an R&R rate of 13 percent. Of these 56,
38 have been accepted and published, 11 were subsequently rejected, and
seven had not been resubmitted when my term as editor ended. If you view
38/56 as the yield rate, the fraction is 68 percent of R&Rs that were eventu-
ally published. If you compare 38 accepts to 11 rejects, the yield is 38/49 or
78 percent. The overall acceptance rate was 38/431 or 9 percent.

Second, this task can be delegated to deputy editors. However, this
requires willingness to delegate and availability of deputy editors with com-
mon vision. In some cases, I took the unusual approach of designating
deputy editors for a single paper. In other words, an editorial board mem-
ber (or simply a prominent scholar with expertise on the topics addressed
in the manuscript) can be asked to synthesize the reviews and provide the
author with an outline of the key revisions that need to be undertaken in
order to successfully revise the paper. In one case, a “designated deputy” had
recently edited a book on the topic in question. Sometimes I asked the
reviewer with the clearest insights and most useful comments to write a
synthesis of the reviews. 

Edits at the conditional accept stage

I tried as often as possible to read the revised manuscript as soon as it
arrived. Having read the manuscript closely at the R&R stage, and having
weighed the comments of the reviewers, I generally had a good idea of what
would constitute an acceptable revision. If the revision was acceptable, we
would move to the conditional accept stage pronto. If there was some
uncertainty about the verdict, I would solicit a second round of reviews. 

I read the revised manuscript closely, and often had a number of sug-
gestions (or requirements) for the third and final draft. These would be
incorporated into a “conditional accept” letter. Since authors often received
the conditional accept right after the revision was submitted, they were
often happy to do one more round of polishing. The authors were often in
a position to maintain their intense focus on the paper. Their revisions often
went through several iterations, and my prompt feedback simply repre-
sented a final iteration in the evolution of the paper. 

One issue frequently addressed at this stage is the length of the paper.
At the R&R stage, I sometimes explicitly told authors not to worry about
the length of the paper “for now.” The concern here is that the author will
guess wrong and cut out things that should be left in. In other cases, I explic-
itly advised the authors to lengthen the paper. This allowed me to see
whether the substantive issues could all be addressed in one place at one
time. It is far easier to suggest cuts in length once the substantive contribu-
tions of the paper are clear. Once the paper has been conditionally accepted,
I tried to be as explicit as possible about the extent and the location of cuts. 
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Suggestions regarding the title of the paper are sometimes an issue at the
conditional accept stage. Long, awkward and uninviting paper titles are all
too common. Titles should make it clear what the paper is about, but suc-
cinct, inviting, and intriguing titles increase readers’ interest in the journal.
Again, recommendations regarding the title are most likely to be successful
once the key contributions of the paper are fully established. 

I often encouraged authors to write the most user-friendly abstracts pos-
sible. In other words, authors typically seek to explain the essential contri-
butions of a paper in an abstract. However, it also makes sense to try to
entice as many readers as possible with the abstract, which is likely to be
read by many more people than the paper itself. Thus, there can be some
tension between speaking precisely to an audience of specialists and speak-
ing clearly to a wider audience of general readers. This tension may be more
acute for a generalist journal such as ASR, but I suspect that the same issues
are likely to arise for specialist journals as well. 

The conditional accept stage is when I review the tables closely. Are there
tables that could be condensed or eliminated? Are there too many figures?
Are those that remain used to optimal effect? Again, these are issues of pol-
ishing the final draft that only make sense to address once the contributions
of the paper have been established and the overall form of the paper is clear. 

During my tenure as editor of ASR, we instituted the practice of making
supplemental material available on the ASR website. The idea here is to
make the articles more accessible to the general reader while still providing
the detailed information needed by the specialist reader. Data appendices,
supplemental tables and figures, and discussion of side issues can be
made available to readers in an electronic form. This makes this material
more accessible and more permanent than the traditional approach, where
authors indicate that additional results are not shown but available from
the author. We currently have a ten-page maximum length on website
supplements so that authors are not tempted to use this as a space for dump-
ing large quantities of unedited computer output. 

Another standard item on my checklist at the conditional accept stage is
examining the footnotes. It is common for papers to have too many long
footnotes. In many cases this material can be incorporated into the text; in
other cases the material can be eliminated. 

I often encouraged an author to more fully develop one or two additional
issues, typically in the conclusion. The goal is to invite the author to take
their argument to the next level, to make the paper the best that it can be.
These are sometimes couched as “suggestions” but in some cases they really
are conditions. I have had occasion to go back and forth with an author
more than once at the conditional accept stage over such issues.

This extra attention at the conditional accept stage means that the copy-
editing stage should go smoothly. In other words, the tables and figures are
largely set, the author has had the chance to read the paper over and to
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address matters of presentation and substance, and thus there is less justifi-
cation for authors to rewrite the paper at the copyediting stage. 

Objections considered

It may be helpful to consider several objections to this approach in order
to clarify its strengths and potential pitfalls. The first possible objection is
that an “activist” editorial model will result in overediting. One might
suspect that the editor’s ego can become involved in the process. There is
always the risk that the editor will insist on the paper taking the form he
or she prefers rather than the one that makes the most sense to the
author. 

While I certainly recognize this as a possibility, in the end I suspect that
there may well be less editorial meddling in the activist approach than in a
more laissez-faire model. One example comes to mind that is consistent
with this reasoning. One paper had undergone two rounds of revisions
before it arrived on my desk. At that point, the paper looked like it had been
written by a committee. There had been three reviewers’ comments plus
deputy editor’s comments on two rounds of revisions, and the authors had
been at pains to try to satisfy all of these reviewers as best they could. I
worked closely with the authors to streamline their argument. This example
demonstrates how authors who are anxious to address every reviewers’ con-
cern may end up rewriting much more than is necessary or desirable. A clear
editorial voice is likely to result in less editorial interference, not more. This
is especially true if clarity at the R&R stage reduces the risk of second and
third rounds of revisions.

The editor should not require that every manuscript be all things to all
people. Editors have to have a clear sense of what is possible with the data
at hand, how many issues can be covered in the space of one paper, what
the authors are capable of doing, in short, to make sure that the perfect is
not the enemy of the good. Clarity on these issues will likely result in clearer
papers and less editing designed to satisfy all reviewers than is the case with
a more minimalist editorial model. 

A second possible concern is that setting the bar high at the R&R stage will
result in discounting good papers. The argument here is that authors are
entitled to the chance to revise if their paper holds promise. A variant of
this objection is that the most ambitious papers often need the most revi-
sion, and too stringent a policy at the R&R stage will result in the publica-
tion of only the most routine research reports. 

The intent of taking the R&R decision seriously is not to dismiss promis-
ing work but rather to increase the chances that this work will make its way
to publication. Barring policy changes such as increasing the number of
pages available to the journal, in the end the same number of papers will
be published. The editor typically does not control the number of pages
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available, but he or she does have control over how many R&R decisions are
made. The question is whether it is in the general interest to have many
scholars revising papers and many reviewers re-reading these papers when
the likelihood of publication is low. A tremendous amount of time and
effort is put forth by scholars in revising their work and in reviewing
revised papers. If too many of these are doomed to failure, then much of this
work may be for naught. 

Editors must, of course, be on the lookout for promising work that is not
yet fully formed. But there is a danger here as well. It is often difficult to
discern what the final product will look like when the first draft lacks theo-
retical clarity. Here again, I see virtue in an activist orientation. Indeed,
papers requiring substantial work need an especially strong editorial hand.
These are the papers that are most likely to provoke divergent reviews. In
such situations, there is all the more reason for the editor to give the author
a clear roadmap for revisions. 

A more serious risk is that the editor might set the bar so high at the
R&R stage that there are not enough papers remaining to fill the journal.
Not all authors will revise their papers on a timely schedule; not all will be
able to overcome the challenges laid out by the reviewers and the editor.
It is unrealistic to shoot for a yield of 100, that is, a ratio of 1.00 between
R&Rs and published papers. As noted above, in my experience, a yield of
2/3rds or 3/4ths is more realistic. Thus, the editor must make sure that
enough R&Rs are commissioned to insure an adequate flow of papers. 

A fourth concern is that this approach might takes too much of the edi-
tor’s time. It is undoubtedly the case that reading papers closely at the
R&R stage and providing detailed feedback to authors is a time-consuming
endeavor. Some of this work can be delegated to deputy editors, but there
are clearly limits to how much delegation is practical. On the other hand,
getting stacks of revised papers that are not destined to succeed generates
substantial work as well. Thus, the activist editorial model, while demand-
ing, may not involve that much more work in the end than the more laissez-
faire approach. 

Conclusion

I have endeavored to make the case for an “activist” editorial model that
focuses considerable time and attention on the initial decision to invite a
revised version of the manuscript for consideration. I contrast this approach
to a more laissez-faire or minimalist approach to editing. 

The essay began with two common complaints from authors: one in
which a paper is rejected after multiple rounds of review, and a second
where the author is at sea with respect to the best way to address a variety
of conflicting advice of variable quality. I maintain that clear and specific
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guidance from editors at the R&R stage is likely to reduce both of these
common ailments in the peer review process. 

I also suggest the virtues of a careful reading of the paper at the “condi-
tional accept” stage, since many important matters of style and presentation
can be enhanced at this stage in the process. 

The editorial model suggested here is quite time intensive. The editor
reads papers carefully at least twice. In order to pursue this approach, the
editor needs sufficient release time from teaching. The editor needs to
select deputy editors with same general vision regarding the importance of
guiding the review process. Editors need a solid manuscript-tracking sys-
tem and a strong staff so that they do not spend all of their time managing
the review process. If editors can focus on key task of selecting papers with
most potential and working with the authors to bring out the best in these
papers, they will find the role to be richly rewarding.
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Balancing Authorial Voice and Editorial
Omniscience: The “It’s My Paper and 
I’ll Say What I Want To” versus
“Ghostwriters in the Sky” Minuet
Arthur G. Bedeian

As its title indicates, the purpose of the present volume is to “open the black
box of editorship.” My concerns about the integrity of the manuscript-
review process as practiced by the management discipline’s leading journals
are well documented. These concerns, as they relate to the review process as
a means for judging the quality and, thus, the credibility of scientific papers
submitted for publication have addressed the social construction of knowledge
(Bedeian, 2004); the proper roles of editors, referees, and authors (Bedeian,
2003); and ghostwriting by editors and referees (Bedeian, 1996a & b). In the
remarks that follow, I will briefly summarize a few of these concerns and
extend my previous thoughts by commenting on reservations I have about
how the review process has evolved over the past fifteen or so years and how
it may be improved. 

Self-management and peer review

One aspect of the manuscript-review process that has always struck me as
unique is the degree of self-management that exists within academia. This
self-management is, perhaps, no more evident than in the matters of tenure
and the peer review of scientific manuscripts submitted for publication. As
Biagioli (2002) notes, peer review (in particular) “sets academia apart from
all other professions by constructing value through peer judgment, not
market dynamics” (p. 11). Whereas most professions are subject to govern-
ment regulations, certifications, and even audits, we in academia are, for the
most part, exempt from such constraints. Rather, through peer review, we
supposedly regulate ourselves by engaging in “a series of rational judgments
and decisions” (p. 35). In effect, by construing value based on peer judg-
ments and not market dynamics, we have elevated peer review, as a quality-
control mechanism, to a special status. 



As a consequence, much like the depersonalized economic marketplace,
the scientific marketplace of ideas, as enshrined in peer review, is portrayed
as a well-behaved and disciplined entity that ensures the public of good
science. As every academic doubtless knows, the actual reality of peer review
is starkly different. Indeed, the ideal image of peer review as an objective
arbiter of scientific merit is, as argued by Biagioli (2002) and others, little
more than ritualized fiction for gaining public confidence and, thus, guard-
ing the autonomy and authority we enjoy as academics (Bedeian, 1997). 

Ghostwriting

My initial concern with the reality of the manuscript-review process, and
how it has evolved in recent years emanated, from my own experience as an
author. In revising and resubmitting a manuscript for a special issue of
one of our discipline’s premier journals, I encountered a guest editor who
strongly felt that I should incorporate material suggested by a referee, but
with which I philosophically disagreed. In two exchanges, I expressed dis-
comfort at having the material appear under my byline and (before the
notion of “ghostwriting” had occurred to me) indicated that I felt I was
caught in a situation of “reverse censorship,” in that, I was being told that
if I wished to have my manuscript published, I would have to include mate-
rial which I found offensive. The guest editor responded with a fury, upset
with the idea of being associated with any kind of censorship – reverse or
otherwise. Not surprisingly, the revised manuscript (after two rounds of
reviews) was summarily rejected. 

Rejection is, of course, a common experience in academic writing. What I
find disturbing (among other things) is that it has been estimated that 
one-third of the authors who have a manuscript rejected not only abandon
the manuscript, but “the entire line of research on which it was based”
(Belcher, 2006b, p. 1). This is unfortunate because data indicate that many
Nobel Prize wining authors have had their award-winning work initially
rejected (Shepherd, 1995) and that, on average, over half the manuscripts
initially rejected are ultimately published elsewhere (Weller, 2001, p. 64).
This especially seems to be true for manuscripts reporting creative and
unorthodox research (Frey, 2003). For such manuscripts, referee recommen-
dations are evidently of limited value in judging the merits of unconven-
tional knowledge-claims. 

In this connection, whereas the most prestigious journals may receive
more “good” manuscripts than they can publish, their ability to select from
the “best of the best” is, regrettably, suspect. Miner (2003) has speculated on
this very point. He contends that the peer-review process as currently con-
figured “rejects a substantial number of articles that are just as good if
not better than what is published.” He explains, “This occurs because when
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we get down to something similar to a 10 percent acceptance rate, it is
impossible to discriminate effectively” (p. 341). In support of Miner’s con-
tention, Starbuck (2005) has shown that articles published in top-tier jour-
nals do not necessarily exhibit significantly higher quality (as measured by
the average number of citations they receive) than articles published in sec-
ond-tier and third-tier journals. 

The case of my rejected manuscript, however, ends well. I am one of the
two out of three authors that studies suggest do not give up on manuscripts
easily. Without hesitation, I submitted my original manuscript – saying
what I wanted to say and not what the guest editor and anonymous referee
wanted me to say – to another journal where it was accepted and, ultimately,
selected to receive a Best Paper of the Year Award. To be honest, despite an
invitation to attend an award banquet in London and being presented with
an attractive plaque, I would still have opted to have had my manuscript
published in the journal that was my first choice. 

Rejecting rejection and crossing the line

My experience highlights the vagaries of the review process and what some
have come to call the “luck of the reviewer draw” (Bedeian, 2004). This sit-
uation is captured in one aspiring author’s observation that the best career
advice she ever got came at a seminar on publishing. She was told, when she
was ready to submit a manuscript for review, to prepare three envelopes
addressed to three different journals. “Send it to the first – if it gets rejected,
then send it to the second. If it gets rejected again, then send it to the third.”
The point being that “the process is so subjective that you need to give your
work the benefit of the doubt a few times before pulling the plug on it”
(Belcher, 2006a, p. 2). 

The painful validity of this anecdote is familiar to all those who have
revised a manuscript as requested only to have it rejected and then, aban-
doning the revised manuscript, submitted their original manuscript for
publication elsewhere and – lo and behold – had it accepted. A colleague and
I still joke about one of his manuscripts that had gone through three rounds
of reviews at the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ) only to be bounced.
Frustrated, he submitted his original manuscript to the Journal of Applied
Psychology, where it was accepted after one round of reviews. 

I can go this one better, however. Several colleagues and I submitted a
manuscript to an Academy of Management – sponsored journal and received
an “invitation” to resubmit the manuscript based on a lengthy set of revi-
sions. We dutifully made the revisions and the manuscript was ultimately
accepted after two more rounds of referee comments. To our surprise, the
manuscript received the journal’s annual Best Paper Award. The editor seemed
quite pleased that the “developmental review process” had resulted in such
a fine paper. In effect, what had happened was that the editor essentially
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passed judgment on a manuscript that he had ghostwritten and (surprise,
surprise) judged to be superior. In short, he liked that which he had created.
In essence he had served as author and reviewer of his own work. Should you
wonder if I am exaggerating, the initial manuscript we submitted was so diffe-
rent than the manuscript that was accepted we went on to submit it to another
Academy journal and it has since been published. Somewhere, at some point,
the line between reviewing and ghostwriting had been crossed. 

These examples aside, let me be clear in stating that I do not endorse
simply repackaging and resubmitting rejected manuscripts without carefully
considering referee comments. Whatever the reason for a manuscript’s
rejection, the benefits of outside feedback for improving a manuscript
should not be minimized. In this respect, I agree with Starbuck’s (2003) con-
tention that referees’ comments should not be viewed as judgments about
the value of one’s work, but as data about potential readers’ reactions to
what an author is trying to say. This, however, does not mean that an author
should always follow a referee’s or editor’s bidding before submitting a man-
uscript elsewhere. 

I stress this point because I recall attending a seminar on publishing where
an associate editor of a journal, which is published by one of our discipline’s
primary professional associations, stated that he felt it was “unethical” for
an author to resubmit a rejected manuscript without first incorporating the
revisions of the rejecting journal’s referees. It seems ludicrous to me that
anyone would argue that authors are acting unethically if they chose not
to revise their work based on the comments of an anonymous referee of
unknown pedigree. This is especially true when, by one estimate, 25 percent
of editors’ and referees’ comments “might be wrong, overstated, or off
point” (Feldman, 2005, p. 654). Add to this the fact that whereas “peer
review” should mean that the merits of a manuscript are assessed by a sci-
entific “peer” working in the same field of research as its author, evidence
suggests that this may not be the case when referees are selected on the basis
of particularistic criteria rather than their scientific achievements (Bedeian,
Van Fleet, & Hyman, 2007).

Faux rigor and playing the game

All this strikes me as an example of what might be termed “faux rigor.” There
seems to be a belief that having three, four, or more referees submit multiple
pages of comments is proof that our journals are truly top-tier. What appears
to have been overlooked is that “the referees commissioned to read a
manuscript may represent, but may not be representative of, an entire dis-
cipline” (Bedeian, 2004). Admittedly, we are handicapped as a discipline in
that, without a generally accepted criterion for scientific quality, decisions
by referees will always be, to some degree, subjective. As a result, in an effort
to nevertheless engender faith in publication decisions, we seem to have

Arthur G. Bedeian 137



focused on the extent to which consensus exists across referees as an
indication that the review process is a valid indicator of scientific quality.
This has always struck me as odd, as we regularly teach in our courses that
high reliability (i.e., consensus across referees) is no guarantee of validity. As
Daniel (1993) offers, “A high level of agreement between reviewers in itself
proves very little, since two reviewers might reach equally erroneous con-
clusions” (p. 6). 

Having said this, however, I do not wish to convey the notion that I have
lost faith in the review process, as I do sincerely believe that editors and
referees play an invaluable role in saving authors from embarrassing errors.
Nonetheless, I also believe that we should be honest in acknowledging that
the manuscripts which ultimately appear in our journals are often no less a
reflection of the interests of the referees selected to serve as reviewers as the
intentions of the authors themselves. It bothers me that publishing, at
times, seems to have been turned into a game in which some referees try to
find things to object to in a manuscript just to convince an editor that they
have done a conscientious job in preparing their review and, in turn, authors
admit to having included a specific reference in a manuscript primarily
because they hoped that its author would be selected as a referee (Bedeian,
2004).

Further, I continue to wonder if the manuscripts ultimately accepted as a
result of the review process make any greater contributions to advancing
knowledge than the manuscripts as originally submitted. Additionally, I
firmly believe that had these manuscripts been reviewed by sets of different
referees (according to their own subjective perspectives) their final content
would have been different and, perhaps, even rejected. Whether or not this
differing content would have made a greater contribution to knowledge
than the content in the original manuscripts remains an open question. 

Given my rejected manuscript story, it may come as a surprise to some
that I do not encourage arguing with editors and referees and agree with
Dov Eden (this volume) only to do so if an issue is of “prime importance”
and would otherwise be “intellectually dishonest.” I also, however, agree
with Dov that authors should not be “obsequious.” Like Dov, I have learned
from experience not to argue with editors and referees over “little things,”
such as editors and referees who insist that their own work be cited in a
manuscript, regardless of how tangential the connection. I have found,
however, that one can disagree with editors and referees without arguing.
What I find works in those situations where I am directed to make alterna-
tions that I believe to be uninformed is to simply explain my understanding
based upon my reading of various sources and then request that the editor
or referee advise me about how I may have misunderstood the sources or
how the sources are incorrect. If the editor and referee wish to argue with
Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken (2003) or Pedhazur & Schmelkin (1991) or
whomever, let them. Perhaps they do know more than these authorities and,
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if so, I will have learned something. Nonetheless, I admit to often (not always)
agreeing with Nobel Laureate Paul Samuelson, who in addressing referee
comments, has confessed that “in my heart of hearts I question that, net, they
have improved the merits of my papers’ contents or expositions” (quoted in
Shepherd, 1995, p. 125). Interested readers should know that not everyone is so
reticent about arguing with editors and, indeed, have developed quite success-
ful careers doing so, going as far as resubmitting rejected manuscripts to the
same journal and ultimately having them accepted (Starbuck, 2006, pp. xi–xv). 

What gives me pause, though, are situations in which fledging authors
feel pressured to have their work published (to avoid jeopardizing their
careers) such that they do compromise on more than the “little things.” The
extent of the pressure felt in this regard is suggested by a study of 173 lead
authors of articles published in the AMJ and the Academy of Management
Review from 1999 to 2001 (Bedeian, 2003). Nearly 25 percent of the authors
reported that to placate a referee or editor they had actually made changes
in their manuscripts that they (as authors) felt were incorrect. It seems to
me that in a Six-Sigma era, we can do better as a profession than having
one out of four of the manuscripts published in our discipline’s premier
journals being flawed (at least in the eyes of their biddable authors).

The best of all worlds

In the best of all worlds, the review process would function in a manner con-
sistent with its ideal image. Editors and referees would enable and amplify
rather than sometimes stifle and even replace an author’s voice (Beebe,
2006). In such a world, editors would “request” revisions no more than
necessary and, all the while, be sensitive to the prerogatives and ethics of
legitimate authorship. In this respect, it struck me as odd that a recent
editor’s forum in the AMJ (see Bergh, this volume) seemed to take pride in
the fact that the paper selected as the journal’s Best Article for 2004 required
a full 24 months between initial submission and final acceptance. A third of
this time was required for various reviews and 16 months were needed to
satisfy referee requests for revision. Allowing, perhaps, for a 12-month lag
before publication, one has to wonder about the timeliness of our discipline’s
research, let alone its prospects for reporting dramatic scientific breakthroughs
that will change the world.

In thinking about this situation further, I was reminded of Dick Daft’s
(1983) comments on the “machine-gun fire of referee criticisms” (p. 544)
and also wondered how many within our discipline have simply withdrawn
from “the game” as a result of battle fatigue. I have likewise wondered what
cost our discipline has incurred in lost knowledge and disenfranchised col-
leagues who have simply dropped out of the publication process altogether.
Is it necessary to spend 24 months to revise a manuscript? Can it be justified
in the sense of equating marginal costs with marginal benefits? As Ellison
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(2002) has noted, “the review process is the major determinant of how
[academics] divide their time between working on new projects, revising old
papers, and reviewing the work of others” (p. 949). It thus influences the
productivity of our entire discipline, as well as how enjoyable it is to be an
academic. Finally, I also wonder to what extent the review process as cur-
rently practiced distorts the true record of authors’ contributions to our
discipline. How are readers to know if they are responding to an author’s
own words and ideas or those of an unidentified editor or referee, both of
whom will escape responsibility for what is attributed to the author? 

Beyond these considerations, an additional question looms for our junior
colleagues striving to earn tenure. Can 24 months be seen as a viable time-
frame for submitting and ultimately having a manuscript (award winning or
not) accepted for publication when their tenure clock is ticking down?
I’ve previously argued in favor of re-evaluating our tenure and promotion
system so as to reward faculty for doing a few pieces of high-quality research
rather than grinding out multiple publications and simply playing a
numbers game (Bedeian, 1989). The traditional model, however, with its
emphasis on number of publications, still prevails (De Rond & Miller, 2005).
As I have stated, it seems to me that we have straightjacketed our junior
faculty at the most crucial, formative stage of their careers and that the
editorial-review process, with its bias toward established paradigms, not
only discourages creative and unorthodox research, but disadvantages those
wishing to enter our profession (Bedeian, 1989). 

Others have come to share my concern. Acknowledging “the relatively
short tenure clock and strong emphasis to publish in ‘A’ journals in today’s
business school world,” Nifadkar and Tsui (2007) have likewise bemoaned
the fact that the contemporary-review process not only discourages the
“fainthearted or thin-skinned,” but suppresses the “intellectual potential” of
our discipline. In this vein, they quote Freeman (2005) to the effect that
“overemphasis on reviews, reviewers, revisions, and the socialization of the
paper-writing process can lead to a kind of collective group think” (p. 433)
that they see as “detrimental to creativity and originality.” Echoing sentiments
that I have expressed here and elsewhere, Nifadkar and Tsui (2007) similarly
conclude that the review process, as currently practiced, has become a barrier
to scientific progress in our discipline, stifling intellectual boldness. In this
respect, we are at one in the belief that “the community of scholars has a
responsibility to ensure that [our discipline’s] intellectual environment facil-
itates rather than inhibits creative scientific activities” (p. 302). Simply put, the
future development of our discipline is otherwise at risk.

Conclusion

The scientific marketplace of ideas is unique in the extent to which it is self-
managed. In this regard, the manuscript-review process is central to gaining
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public confidence and, thus, guarding the autonomy and authority we
enjoy as academics. It is important that we remain open to examining the
“black box of editorship” to ensure that it remains a reliable and valid means
for assessing the content of our discipline’s published record. To do other-
wise would have chilling implications for our scientific progress and be an
affront to the prescriptive norms that guide our common pursuit of new
knowledge.

In summary, I offer the following conclusions for consideration by
authors, editors, referees, and the academy in general:

1 Aspiring authors should not give up on manuscripts easily as most
manuscripts are ultimately published. 

2 Editors should be especially cognizant of biases favoring established the-
ories and against research reporting creative and unorthodox findings. 

3 Although the referees commissioned to read a manuscript may represent,
but may not be representative of, an entire discipline, the benefits to
authors of outside feedback for improving a manuscript should not be
minimized.

4 Authors should not necessarily feel compelled to always follow a referee’s
or editor’s bidding in revising a manuscript or before submitting a
rejected manuscript elsewhere. 

5 The manuscripts that ultimately appear in our journals are often no less
a reflection of the interests of the referees consigned to serve as reviewers
as the intentions of the authors themselves.

6 Had a published article been reviewed by different referees (according
to their own subjective perspectives) its final content would have been
different.

7 Deans and tenure and promotion committees should recognize that
articles published in so-called top-tier journals do not necessarily exhibit
significantly higher quality than articles published in second-tier and
third-tier journals. 

8 To preserve the prerogatives and ethics of legitimate authorship, editors
and referees should enable and amplify rather than stifle an author’s
voice, requesting revisions that are no more than necessary.
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15
Editing a Top Academic Journal
Sheldon Zedeck

As of the writing of this chapter ( January 2007), I will have completed five
years and about to begin my sixth and final year as editor of the Journal of
Applied Psychology ( JAP). The purpose of this chapter is to share some
insights and provide advice to authors, and future editors and consulting
board members for peer-reviewed journals. I will (1) provide some back-
ground regarding JAP; (2) share thoughts on how an editor can shape the
contents of a journal and contribute to knowledge development of the field,
(3) offer advice to authors on how to prepare a well-developed manuscript;
and (4) provide insight for prospective editors – a realistic job preview.

Background of the JAP

The JAP is published by the American Psychological Association (APA). JAP
is one of approximately 50 journals that APA publishes covering the many
diverse fields pertaining to psychology (e.g., social, personality, cognitive,
clinical, educational, neuropsychology, etc.). JAP is published bimonthly
with a current allotment of 1800 pages. The subscription circulation is
approximately 4050.

The editorial team is composed of the editor, the associate editors (cur-
rently nine), consulting board members (currently 115), and ad hoc reviewers
(approximately 400 in the Journal’s database). Consulting board members
are reviewers who have agreed to review approximately 10–15 manuscripts
per year; they are part of the editorial team and as a result, their names are
printed in each issue of the Journal. Ad hoc reviewers perform the same
reviewing function as consulting board members, but on an “as needed
basis.” These reviewers have agreed to review approximately one manuscript
every three months; if they review during a volume year, their names are
listed in the last issue of that volume on a special page devoted to ad hoc
reviewer acknowledgement.

Each manuscript undergoes blind review by two reviewers and one action
editor (editor or associate editor). Beginning January 1, 2002 through



December 31, 2006, JAP had received 3440 manuscripts for review, which
averages to approximately 700 manuscripts per year (this does not count
“revise and resubmits” [R&R]). To the best of my knowledge, JAP is the
“busiest” journal that deals with organizational and social sciences. The
acceptance rate varies from 10 –15 percent per year.

The editors of this volume assigned the title chapter, “Editing a Top
Academic Journal”; so allow me to provide some basis and data on why JAP
is considered a “top academic journal.” Journals are informally rated by
authors, readers, deans, reviewers, and everyone else who has a stake in the
publishing endeavor. The ratings influence the decision of where to submit
a manuscript, provide estimates on the likelihood of getting an acceptance
of a manuscript, and influence decision-makers with regard to evaluation of
a researcher’s output when there are hiring, promotion, and merit-increase
decisions.

A formal rating system that is adopted by many is the one provided by
The Institute for Scientific Information’s (ISI) Social Science Index (SSI). The
ISI has created databases that provide indicators of journals’ and articles’
“reputation.” They provide quantitative data for evaluating the “impact”
and “citedness” of journals, articles, and authors. Citation data can be used
to indicate the highest impact journals in different fields and specialties and
over varying time frames. 

ISI provides a number of indices. “Citations” is based on the assumption
that if an author cites a journal, he or she has found it useful. Thus, it fol-
lows that the more frequently a journal is cited, the greater its impact in the
scientific community. “Impact factor” represents a ratio of citations received
to citable items, based on citations made in the current year by all journals
in the ISI database to articles published during the previous two years. For
example, if a journal published 1000 articles in 2002 and 2003, and there
were 250 cites in 2004 to those articles published in 2002 and 2003, its
“impact factor” would be 250/1000 or 0.25. “Immediacy factor” reflects the
number of cites in a year to articles published in that year. For example, if a
journal published 100 articles in 2004 and those articles reference other
articles published in that journal 20 times, the immediacy index would
be 20/100 or 0.20. Finally, the “half-life” of a journal is the median age of
the articles the journal cited in the year in which the index is computed. The
half-life calculation finds the number of publication years from the current
year in which the index is calculated that account for 50 percent of citations
received by the journal.

For the 2005 year (latest year for which data are available as of this writ-
ing), I created a listing of journals that ISI had categorized as either “busi-
ness” or “psychology, applied.” This listing yielded 107 journals, though
admittedly a good number of these do not compete with JAP for manu-
scripts. Results showed that based on the total cites and impact factor, JAP
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was ranked the number one empirical journal compared to others dealing
with particular areas of applied psychology (industrial/organizational psy-
chology [I/O psychology], personnel psychology, and organizational behav-
ior). Other analyses support the conclusion that JAP is one of, if not, the
premier journals in its field (cf., Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, Bachrach, &
Podsakoff, N. P., 2005).

Before concluding this section on the background of JAP, I want to note a
particular advantage for the editor of JAP – which is that the American
Psychological Association is the publisher. Having a major organization,
which is member-driven and devoted to the fostering of research, as a pub-
lisher makes the life of any editor simpler. APA takes care of all of the pro-
duction, marketing, financial, administrative issues. All the editor has to do
is to identify those manuscripts that fit the mission and standards of the
journal and produce issues and volumes. Finding yourself in a similar posi-
tion will facilitate your life as an editor – you should seek such situations if
you are inclined to become an editor!

Shaping the content of the journal

The editor can shape the content of a journal in at least three ways: (1) by pre-
senting a mission statement regarding what will be considered for review,
and what will not be considered; (2) by appointment of the associate editors
and consulting board members, and by selection of ad hoc reviewers for the
journal; and (3) by publishing “special sections” that highlight particular
topics, issues, or concerns of the field. The following will elaborate on each
of these strategies with respect to how I attempted to influence the journal,
and consequently, the field.

Mission statement

The Journal’s mission, as defined by the current editorial team, is:

JAP emphasizes the publication of original investigations that
contribute new knowledge and understanding to fields of applied psy-
chology. JAP primarily considers empirical and theoretical investigations
of interest to psychologists doing research that fosters an understanding
of the psychological and behavioral phenomena of individuals, groups,
or organizations in settings such as education/training, business, govern-
ment, or health or service institutions in the private or public sector or
for-profit or nonprofit. … We are interested in publishing articles that are
empirical, conceptual, or theoretical, or a combination of all three, that
enhance our understanding of behavior that has practical implications
within particular contexts. 

(Zedeck, 2003, p. 3)
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The above statement as well as elaboration of the orientation of the journal,
the topics it would consider, and its emphases are presented in the editorial
statement that appeared in the first issue of the first volume for the editorial
team (Zedeck, 2003). In consultation with the associate editors, we tweaked
the mission statement of the previous editorial team [see inside cover of JAP,
2002, issue number 6]. We specifically noted two topics that we would not
consider – eyewitness accuracy and consumer behavior. The rationale for
this decision was the same that had been mandated by APA and applied by
previous editorial teams to manuscripts that dealt with clinical psychology
or human factors – there were more appropriate journals for those topics,
which would keep them within a journal context devoted to such issues.

On the “increasing the scope side,” the associate editors and I also made
the decision that we would encourage theoretical and conceptual manu-
scripts, as well as manuscripts that presented research that could be consid-
ered “applied cognition” and were conducted and/or related/generalized to
or within a particular context. Finally, we expressed interest in publishing
cross-cultural research and encouraged submission from researchers outside
the United States. Given the expanding global economy, we hoped to
increase the exposure of the journal to those conducting applied research
regardless of continent.

The mission also can be conveyed by formal and informal presentations to
various groups. During my term as editor, I have been invited to make pre-
sentations to doctoral students, new faculty, and research groups, both in the
United States and overseas, regarding publishing in JAP. These were effective
venues to influence the submissions to the journal, in terms of quantity and
quality, as well as to identify potential reviewers of manuscripts.

Editorial board

The composition of the editorial board influences the audience that is
attracted to submit manuscripts as well as to read the Journal’s contents.
Readers and authors look to see who is on the board, to assess the reputa-
tions of the board members, to note the types of research associated with the
board members, and to gain any insight into what might facilitate accept-
ance of a manuscript.

When I became the editor, APA informed me as to how many associate edi-
tors and consulting board members could be appointed. My initial task was
to put together the Associate Editor board. One criterion for appointment to
the board was acknowledged high reputation of the potential candidates.
Familiarity with the field and consultation with colleagues and former editors
are the obvious sources for identification of potential members. Once the
“excellent reputation” list was formed, I was interested in sending a message
to potential authors, and consequently made the appointments of associate
editors to reflect that message. My interests were to have a highly distin-
guished group of associate editors (1) that had an acknowledged excellent
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track record in empirical and theoretical research; (2) that also had demon-
strated excellent skills at reviewing articles, and providing developmental
feedback in their reviews; (3) that was diverse with respect to research and
methodological orientation; (4) that was diverse in terms of race and gender,
(5) that was diverse in constituency represented (academics and the business
world), and (6) that was diverse in terms of internationalization of review-
ers and substantive content. These considerations were particularly impor-
tant for me since it was my goal to change, in part, the perceptions of the
journal, which had a reputation of a journal focused on “dustbowl empiri-
cism.” As indicated in the previous section, I wanted to broaden the mission –
to encourage more submissions from overseas scholars, not only reflecting
cross-cultural psychology, but also research that was being generated and
developed within a non-U.S. context. I also wanted to send a message that
scholars working in institutions where “publish or perish” was not the dom-
inant view should and could publish their projects if they furthered the
field’s knowledge base (e.g., organizations, institutions, or settings where
research was being conducted for the purpose of having an impact on opera-
tion or policy and the article, per se, did not influence the internal evaluation
of the researcher).

When choosing reviewers as consulting board members, you need to rely
on your knowledge of the field, opinions of colleagues, and, hopefully, data
from the previous editor in terms of the quality, timeliness, and develop-
mental feedback that reviewers had demonstrated in the past. The benefits
of serving on a consulting board are to have your name and affiliation listed
on the masthead, as well as to receive a free subscription to the journal. And,
needless to say, a voice in what is subsequently published. These rewards are
extrinsically minimal, but they are sought after. During my term as editor, I
have received a number of self-volunteer requests to be on the consulting
board (and have also had invitations to be an ad hoc reviewer declined
because the invitation was not to be on the consulting board). The challenge
in putting together a board, and then maintaining it when its size increases
(controlled by APA) or there are openings due to resignations or nonreap-
pointment, is to achieve a well-balanced board that again reflects fields of
and approaches to research that you want to convey to readers and poten-
tial authors. Again, race, gender, and national/international diversity were
considerations of mine as I put together and maintained the consulting
board team over the years of my editorship.

The formation of a consulting board and ad hoc reviewer database is a dif-
ficult one. I mentioned above, my strategy for appointing the consulting
board team. The strategy for the ad hoc reviewer team is less restrictive.
Associate editors and consulting board members recommended scholars to
serve as ad hoc reviewers. Also, we conducted a search to identify authors of
articles that appeared in prior issues of the Journal and invited them to serve
as ad hoc reviewers. The “incentive” for serving as an ad hoc reviewer is the
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opportunity to provide service to the journal and field, but also to provide
“reviewer data” to be used when openings occur on the consulting board
(JAP evaluates reviewer’s reviews). The associate editors and I systematically
reviewed the quality and timeliness data of ad hoc reviewers when openings
occurred on the consulting board; no one was ever appointed to the board
unless there was demonstrated quality in prior reviews.

As mentioned above, JAP evaluates the reviews it receives. Reviewers pro-
vide numerical evaluations on critical aspects of the manuscript and provide
bottom-line accept/not accept recommendations for the manuscript. In
addition, the reviewer presents a narrative analysis that should be concrete,
clear, precise, and detailed. From my perspective, the most important aspect
of the review is that the feedback needs to be developmental. The narrative
should identify and discuss why there is a potential problem in the design,
logic, or style of the manuscript. There should be suggestions for how to rec-
tify the identified problems. The feedback should be presented in a way to
convince the author to accept and implement it. Nothing is gained if the
feedback is abrupt, rude, or full of condescending comments. I view the
mandate of the editorial role as one of publishing research and contributing
to the field’s knowledge base. If the view of the review is to show how smart
the reviewer is, there is limited value to that review. Reviews should identify
issues that can be rectified and the author should have the opportunity to
revise and resubmit, when this action is warranted.

What kind of feedback is valued by an editor? The following are some of
the characteristics that distinguish a review:

1) Identification of pertinent issues that the action editor did not identify;
2) Identification of creative solutions to address problems;
3) Suggestions for solutions to subtle/complex technical errors;
4) Suggestions for significant new ideas, analyses, and literatures that

extend the paper’s contribution;
5) Provides the action editor with well-calibrated advice;
6) Provides comments geared to (and identify) specific sections, paragraphs,

or lines in manuscript;
7) Offers enough detail for the author to be able to address the concerns

without having to guess at the meaning of a reviewer’s comment;
8) Offers comments that are constructive and developmental in tone; and
9) Is supportive when possible.

In some ways, the best review is one that borders on being the core of a
“companion” paper that warrants consideration for publication!

Reviews that are not helpful are ones:

1) that focus only on one or two issues to the exclusion of other significant
issues;
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2) that are terse and lacking in sufficient detail that would help the author;
3) where the advice to the author lacks proper grounding and usefulness;
4) where the identified points are not on target reflecting that the paper was

not carefully read; and
5) where the comments provided are insufficient to justify the reviewer’s

recommendation.

The bottom-line for such reviews is that they are not useful for helping the
action editor make a decision!

Another caveat! Reviewers often assume that the editor will implement
the “rejection” recommendation of the reviewer and therefore believe that
only a few comments are warranted. If, however, the editor requests an R&R,
and the reviewer subsequently identifies an issue that existed in the original
manuscript, the tone is set for a negative experience for the editor, reviewer,
and author. It is my view that it is inappropriate reviewer etiquette to intro-
duce a problem in a revision that existed in the original manuscript, and was
not noted because the reviewer simply was not complete in his/her review.

A final caveat! Most evaluation forms contain two sections, one for “com-
ments for the author” and the other “comments for the editor.” Since a par-
ticular reviewer is usually one of three who will be providing input, the
reviewer should not indicate “acceptance” or “rejection” in the “comments
for the authors.” The reasons for this advice should be obvious – the editor
may not accept the recommendation, which thus causes the editor to devote
time and space explaining to the author the counter decision. In summary,
reviewers should focus on providing specific, constructive feedback to the
authors; ultimate statements regarding acceptance/rejection should not be
communicated in the reviewer’s “comments for the author.”

Before concluding this section on the role of the editorial board in shap-
ing the field, I want to comment on a tangential issue and question: “Why
should someone agree to serve on a consulting board or be an ad hoc
reviewer?” This issue and question arose more than once when I asked
scholars to be on the consulting board or serve as an ad hoc reviewer. When
the response was in the negative, I understood and appreciated the declina-
tion when it was in terms of “I already serve on too many boards,” or “I have
other pressing responsibilities such as management or administration that
take up much of my time.” But there are responses that are as simple as “why
should I spend my time reviewing when I could be doing my research?” My
reply to such a response is: “you have a professional obligation to review.”
From my perspective, it is quite simple: Scholars are requested to review
manuscripts because they have demonstrated success and effectiveness in
conducting research and publishing. The reason they have achieved the sta-
tus they have in the research world is because someone else took the time to
review their work and to work with them to get their research published.
Without the peer-review system, we would not have published research that
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has an impact. It seems to me that as part of professional training and ori-
entation to the research field, we need to train the doctoral students in the
“why’s and wherefore’s” of publishing, which means not only how to conduct
research and publish it, but also of the need to be part of the professional
community that furthers our scientific base.

Special sections

The editor’s message in his/her first issue (e.g., Zedeck, 2003) spells out the
goals for the editor. As mentioned above, one of my goals was to increase
the theoretical focus of the journal. To achieve this goal, the JAP editorial
team made use of “special sections.” Under the leadership of one of JAP’s
associate editors, Dr. Katherine Klein, we put out a “call for papers” on “the-
oretical models and conceptual analysis,” requesting potential authors to
submit manuscripts that would extend beyond the current literature – that
offer more than a review of the existing literature and more than a repack-
aging of established constructs and models. We emphasized that manu-
scripts should offer new theoretical insights and propose new explanations
of constructs, relationships, and/or phenomena in applied psychology.
We hoped to receive innovative manuscripts that would break new theo-
retical ground while offering testable propositions and applied implications
(Klein & Zedeck, 2004). We presented specific instructions regarding the
“call” and the papers that could be submitted. The response was that over
90 papers were submitted, and underwent the customary blind, peer review,
with the final results being three “special sections” over several issues. The
informal response to the manuscripts published in the “special sections” has
been quite positive and today there are an increasing number of conceptual
and theoretical pieces that are being submitted for review. My assessment is
that the message has been received and supported!

Advice to authors

The simplest advice to authors for increasing the probability of an “accept-
ance” of their manuscript is: Conduct high-quality research on an important
and interesting problem, AND write up the project in a manner that commu-
nicates what and how the research was conducted, AND “sell” the reader on
“why” the research was done, and its contribution to our knowledge base.
Somewhat more specifically, likelihood of acceptance increases if the research
has multiple studies, multiple measures, and large and representative samples.
With this as a preamble, let me provide some more specific suggestions for
strategizing the submission of a manuscript.

Know the journal

It is important that you know what the mission is of the journal, the types
and content of articles published (e.g., featured or shorter research reports;
empirical and/or theoretical; quantitative and/or qualitative; reviews and
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meta-analyses, etc.), the style in which the manuscript should be written
(e.g., APA style), the history of the journal (acceptance rate, lag from sub-
mission to publication); and the publication “rules” (e.g., issues pertaining
to copyright and confidentiality of materials; conflict of interest regarding
“products” that might be mentioned in the manuscript). If the research
“fits,” submit it. Research has demonstrated that “initial impressions” are
important. When an editor or reviewer receives a manuscript that demon-
strates that the author has not read the JAP prior to submitting the
manuscript, that manuscript has a diminished chance of acceptance. It is
difficult enough to get “acceptance”; start with a positive impression.

Review the manuscript prior to submission

Ensure that you have presented the project in a logical, orderly, clear, objec-
tive, and interesting manner. Ensure that the Abstract contains the infor-
mation the journal requires and that it does not exceed the journal’s limits.
Ensure that you have sections covering the Introduction, Method, Results,
and Discussion. Ensure that the Reference list is complete and accurate.
Before finalizing the manuscript, it is prudent to undertake two more critical
actions: (1) ask a “friend” or colleague, with a different perspective, to read
the manuscript and give you honest feedback and (2) proof the manuscript
for completeness, correct grammar and punctuation, and elimination of
spelling mistakes and typos.

Advice to prospective editors

The questions that a prospective editor might ask are: (1) “Why should I be an
editor,” and (2) “If I accept, what does this mean in terms of my professional
and personal life?” Let me try to address these questions now that I have
completed five years as editor of JAP. (Note that I had been an editor (Human
Performance) and associate editor (Human Performance and Applied Psychology:
An International Review) of other journals prior to becoming JAP editor, so
I had some realistic job preview – but the advice that follows is based pri-
marily on my experience as JAP editor.)

There are several reasons for agreeing to edit a major journal. First, it is an
honor. Appointment as an editor for a top APA journal means that you have
survived a diligent selection process whereby nominations, letters of recom-
mendation, and statements from candidates have all been considered by a
committee appointed by APA’s publication board. This board is not composed
solely of scholars within your field, but also includes researchers from other
fields. Thus, appointment recognizes your accomplishments in the general
field of applied psychology and should be looked upon as an honor – just as
one receives a special award.

Second, as stated in prior sections of this chapter, assumption of an editor’s
position allows you to have some input into the shape of the field. My partic-
ular take on this “reason for being an editor” is not to suggest that you will
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be a gatekeeper or have control over the research that will and should be
done. But the editorship provides you with the opportunity to “open” the
journal to issues it may not have considered in the past. For example, under
my editorship, there has been an increase in manuscripts submitted that are
based on qualitative research that stem from researchers outside the United
States. In addition, topics such as work and family as well as workplace
aggression have received greater attention. These changes may have been on
course or more deliberately influenced by the editorial team – but the impor-
tant point is that there were changes.

Third, as one progresses in his/her career, one becomes narrower and nar-
rower in his/her perspective. When I was in graduate school, I was immersed
in the detail of a number of literatures related to I/O psychology. As I have
advanced in age, my perspective became narrower and more focused on the
particular topics of my research domain. Accordingly, I was not able to keep
up with fields that were changing, emerging, or new. But, as editor of a jour-
nal such as JAP, you have the opportunity to peruse research from all areas
of applied psychology. During my term, I have become familiar with
approximately 3500 manuscripts, which means that I am now up-to-date
with the field of applied psychology (at least as evidenced by what is sub-
mitted to JAP). Admittedly, approximately 85 percent of what I have perused
may not see the light of day, but I am aware of what researchers are doing
and thinking about!

How has editorship impacted my professional and personal life? Given the
fact that the entire editing process (e.g., uploading submissions, assigning
action editors and reviewers, tracking the status of manuscripts, and writing
and communicating decisions) is electronic, the role of editor could be with
you 24/7. I believe that an editor has an obligation to provide comprehen-
sive and timely feedback – careers involving tenure and promotion are based
on the journal’s decisions. Accordingly, I have been keen on providing
timely feedback, which means that I am frequently monitoring the status of
manuscripts. And, I can do this monitoring from any place where I can find
a computer (I have personally resisted using a PDA). If so much time is going
to be spent on journal activities, then something else has to be sacrificed. The
impact for me was to reduce the number of personal research projects with
which I would be involved during my term. The good news is that though
I have a major grant that coincided with my term as editor, I had excellent
colleagues and students to work with which allowed me to be involved in
research AND spend time in my editorial role. But do not be misled – as edi-
tor of JAP, I have invested about 20–30 hours per a seven-day week in the
editor’s role, hours that therefore were not available for other activities such
as research or nonwork.

The above speaks of the editor’s role and its impact on research. If you are
in academics, you also have commitments to teaching. I strongly urge you
to negotiate with your departmental head (chair or dean) and obtain a
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reduced teaching load. Though the Department of Psychology at Berkeley
would not do this, I am willing to write letters for anyone seeking support
for a reduced teaching load!

On a personal level, there is no way you can take on the editor’s role with-
out an understanding and supportive family. You will seek out and find
downtime in family activities to sneak away to a computer to check on the
journal. You will use the excuse to “not go to the ballet tonight because
I have to catch up on the journal.” Electronic submission and processing of
manuscripts means that the journal is always with you. Even on vacations!
My own experience is that I never had a complete and full vacation, with-
out being concerned about the journal (ask my wife about the times I went
to Internet cafes in the Galapagos or in a Tuscany village to check on the
journal while she did her tourist thing.) There simply is the obligation to be
aware of what is happening with the journal and the status of manuscripts.
It may be possible to delegate an associate editor to be responsible for assign-
ing and tracking manuscripts while you are on vacation, but you are the
only one who can write the action letter for the manuscript that you
assigned to yourself. And that manuscript may be important and critical to
the author’s tenure case – and there is a deadline by which an answer is
needed.

Another role of an editor is to serve as an external evaluator for academic
scholars who are being considered for tenure or promotion at universities.
Deans and chairs think that an editor should know about every area of
research. If the candidate published in the journal you edit, you will be
asked to write a letter and do so to meet a deadline. My experience has been
that I have been asked to write about 15–20 letters per year, usually in the
summer and fall seasons of the calendar year. My position has been to write
these letters (I have been a chair of a department and was often the one
requesting such letters), especially for those scholars who served on the edi-
torial board or as ad hoc reviewers. They accepted my invitation to serve vol-
untarily the field, and I believe the editor has an obligation to reciprocate
and participate in the academic process.

Finally, I have found that maintaining communication with the associate
editors and consulting board to be invaluable in getting a pulse on how the
journal is operating. I tried to have annual face-to-face meetings with the
associate editors and consulting board members, to review the prior year’s
accomplishments, identify issues, and obtain suggestions for new directions.
Societal or association conferences are the most practical avenues for hold-
ing such meetings. But, in addition, annual e-mail “up-dates” to consulting
board and ad hoc reviewers regarding the review process are also valuable in
maintaining a well-oiled machine.

All of the above relates to the impact the editorship has on your profes-
sional and personal life. How can you make the best of the situation? My
advice is to negotiate with the publisher for generous financial support.
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One, the editor and associate editors should receive compensation for their
contributions. Two, the departments or organizations of the editor and asso-
ciate editors should be compensated for providing space, paper, copying serv-
ices, and financial accounting. Three, and most important, you need to hire a
manuscript coordinator who will manage the entire electronic system, from
uploading manuscripts through preparing the content of the issue. The
manuscript coordinator is crucial to minimizing the amount of time you
need to spend on non-editorial matters, to controlling the requests that you
need to respond to or that can be answered by others, and in general, creat-
ing the well-oiled machine that I noted above. (I would like to take this
opportunity to acknowledge the excellent coordinator for JAP, who has
served my entire term – Kate Denevan. Her work with editors, reviewers,
authors, and the staff at APA has been superb and invaluable.) 

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to provide one editor’s perspective on the
editorial process. Needless to say, other editors will describe different expe-
riences and provide different advice and suggestions. The common goal,
however, is that editors are in the business of working with authors to gen-
erate research that will contribute to a field’s knowledge base. My conclu-
sion as I am about to end my term is that it has been a rewarding experience
and hopefully one that has benefited our science. And, in closing, I need to
thank all of the people who helped make the journal what it is – the APA
staff, the associate editors, the reviewers, the manuscript coordinator, and
most surely, the authors. It is truly a team effort.
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16
Editing a Bridge Journal
Theresa M. Welbourne

This chapter started out with a different title. The intention was that I
write a chapter about editing a niche journal; however, as I wrote and
rewrote, I came to the conclusion that Human Resource Management
(HRM), for which I am editor-in-chief, is not really a niche journal at all.
In fact, since taking on the editor’s role three years ago, our editorial team
has purposely expanded our audience, working to make the Journal less
niche-oriented.

Our goal has been to reinstate and reinforce the bridge nature of HRM,
which requires us to target our work to reach two overlapping, but distinct,
audiences. We strive to publish new knowledge that is of interest to both
academics and practitioners who work on human resource management
topics. We are not focused only on the HR department’s work, but on topics
related to the management of people at work.

The goal of Human Resource Management1 was defined by my predecessors
as being a research-based journal targeting both academics who teach and
do research in the field of HRM and senior HRM executives. The idea of
being a bridge journal is attractive, but in reality, at least our editorial team
has found it quite challenging. 

HRM’s publishing standards require that articles meet the rigorous stan-
dards of scholarly research, and as such, when papers come in, they are
reviewed by academics who tend to use the same standards they use for non-
bridge journals. Thus, authors are expected to position their papers in the
existing literature, apply theory to develop hypotheses, and use rigorous
methods (when using either qualitative or quantitative data). At the same
time, a successful manuscript has to be interesting to practitioners, and the
paper must be written in a way that is accessible and of value to the senior
HRM executives, consultants, and MBA students who read HRM. 

The problem, we discovered quickly, comes in making this ideal bridge
state happen. Academics who are trained to do rigorous, high-quality
research rarely have the opportunity to write in a way that is “accessible,”
and people who write very practitioner-oriented articles have little training



in doing rigorous research. Thus, every author is asked to stretch, and this
makes the job of recruiting authors and helping authors succeed somewhat
more challenging than it would be in a non-bridge journal. 

At the same time, the rewards of publishing in a bridge journal and the
contributions we make to the field are significant. The research that is pub-
lished reaches people who can do something with our research. HRM, there-
fore, acts as a conduit providing practitioners with ideas that will help them
do their jobs better. There is significant appeal in the potential; the chal-
lenge, you will see, is in making the idea a reality. 

Leadership forum

After reviewing our competition and looking at the papers being submitted,
we decided the most tactical way to bridge research and practice was to
create two distinct sections of the Journal. The first section we called the HR
Science Forum, which includes the traditional, academic papers. The second
section, which we named the HR Leadership Forum, builds on the concept
of the Executive Forum that prior editors used with select issues. We pub-
lished the requirements for each section in our Publishing Cues. We
changed the review process for the Leadership Forum section so that high-
quality case studies and papers that add value from a practitioner point of
view, but ones that may not meet HRM’s very rigorous standards of a true
science paper, could be considered for publication. To date, this process has
worked well for us, and we find more authors are submitting Leadership
Forum-type papers. 

The challenge for our editorial team was and continues to be how to
please all of HRM’s various audiences while maintaining high-quality
content. Achieving this has been difficult, but the bridge HRM has been
building is an important one. We have an incredible opportunity to speak
to a much larger audience and have a higher impact on “the real world.”
From our early research, we found out that HRM was being read by
academics and practitioners in 58 different countries. We also learned that
the global nature of our audience was an important aspect in creating and
developing the niche. 

Advice to authors from the HRM survey

It is a real honor to be the editor-in-chief for HRM and to work with so many
talented researchers, authors, reviewers, and professionals in the field.
I could not help thinking that I should tap into this wealth of experience for
this chapter. Therefore, I sent a survey out to all of our board members and
reviewers and asked them one simple question. I asked them each to provide
their top three tips for authors. I sent the survey out to everyone in our
database (1164), and we received a total of 184 responses. 
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The open-ended comments fall into one of four categories of recom-
mendation. The first, and most frequently mentioned, is the topic of the
paper. The second area most frequently mentioned was style of writing.
The third most frequently mentioned topic was process, referring to the
process by which one moves from idea to published paper. The fourth
most frequently mentioned comment category was methods, meaning
research methods.

Choose a great topic

Our pool of experts first recommended that authors choose a topic that is of
interest and that will have high impact on the field. They also talk about
choosing a topic that “bridges” academics and practice. Below are some
sample comments:

1. Choose a topic that is unique and interesting and do a good job selling
the story.

2. Write on current burning issues / topics in HRM.
3. Insure the topic is relevant to the audience.
4. Write papers with a high-impact factor.
5. Prospective authors should focus on the practicality, timeliness, and

importance of the topic.
6. Check the academic / scientific value of the topic.
7. Make sure the article is a topic of importance to both scientists and

practitioners.
8. Pick a topic that is current and of importance to the field. Too often, I think,

authors write about what interests them and not what interests readers.
9. Ensure the topic would be useful and interesting to a majority of the

intended audience.
10. The mindset of the author is critical. Because HRM is a bridge journal it

is critical that normal scholarly journal norms be met in terms of study
design and analysis, but that topics be of interest to the professional
community (that is, have some practical application).

11. Make sure your research contributes something of real value to the
literature and to practice.

12. Focus on something that is meaningful for the discipline – one that
advances knowledge dramatically rather than incrementally.

The rest of the comments follow this basic pattern. The experts recommend
that authors pick interesting topics that would be of value to both scientists
and practitioners. They also tend to recommend high-impact studies.
However, for anyone who is junior in the field, I am certain they would be
advised to be careful about how “innovative” they are in their selection of
topics because it is often more difficult to get higher risk papers published
in “good” journals. 
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The degree to which your research is “risky” is a personal choice. Search the
journals that you like to read, and make your own decision about the kind of
work you want to do and seek to publish. My own early career experience was
that the papers I really liked to read and that I used as models for my own
work were rather cutting-edge (or high-risk) pieces. I wanted to strive to do
that type of work, but I also had my second path of “safe” research. 

The career decision and how to spend your time is directly related to
where you publish and the topics you choose to study. For HRM, it is
important that the topics be timely because our audience consists of both
academics and practitioners. Also, HRM is a journal that will go out of its
way to encourage a high-risk topic because we want to publish new
research. Therefore, one other piece of advice is that if you are going to
take on topics that are of interest to you, but that you know are high risk
for non-bridge or more traditional academic journals, then HRM may be a
good choice. Papers that succeed faster are those that are written for HRM
vs. those that are written for a different type of journal, rejected, and then
just sent to HRM.

Writing style

The issue of writing style came up as a key recommendation. As a reviewer
and editor, I can only support every comment I read in this host of
recommendations. Below are a few sample comments:

1. Use a clear, cogent, and non-jargonistic writing style.
2. Write clearly and well. Poor grammar and format will really frustrate

reviewers.
3. Use theory to explain, but try to frame your ideas via real-life examples.
4. Be sure to discuss the practical relevance of your study.
5. Be as brief as possible. Cite a few historical sources and refer readers to

places to go for more information.
6. Be sure to engage the reader early with a practical problem that your

manuscript will address.
7. Minimize technical details in the body of the manuscript. Include any

technical material (e.g., formulas, computational details) in an appendix
at the end of the main article.Follow the publisher’s instructions for sub-
mitting the manuscript. Make sure that you have met all the require-
ments and have addressed all of the questions and comments.

8. You have to come up with concrete suggestions for application. If it can-
not make an impact on the organization, then it is not relevant for HRM.

9. Be clear and concise.
10. Contributions should be crystal clear to reviewers and readers. Make

sure you explain why the paper is important.
11. Your discussion section should not go beyond the data, overstate, or

overgeneralize your findings. Copyedit carefully.



12. The issue of being scientific is especially true for authors who submit
qualitative papers and case studies. Lack of numbers shouldn’t mean
lack of scientific rigor! There are many excellent texts and references dis-
cussing the issues of scientific rigor and appropriate standards in quali-
tative research – there is no reason to not use them. So please make sure
you report in your paper what steps you took to ensure the credibility
and verifiability of your qualitative research.

13. Tell a story; provide the results of a case study, give demographics, show
graphs. Use real examples that are powerful that people can relate to.

14. Be fluent and easy to understand in writing style.
15. The ability to satisfy the needs of the practitioner audience requires

taking time to translate the significance of the results into practical
advice. This means working through the implications systematically.
Often, too little attention is paid to this important part of the manuscript.
It is an acid test for relevance that all of our research should go through.

16. Write in the first person.
17. Take time to really get the writing “right.” Everything from the flow to

the logic to proper grammar to eliminating all typos to always using the
correct, most precise word, especially verbs.

In summary, the writing style should be one that is “accessible” to a large
audience of readers. The research should be rigorous and compelling, but
reading the article should be a pleasure. If you are unclear about your style,
we suggest that you hire an editor to review the paper for you; it is helpful
to have someone who is not close to the paper to review the manuscript and
provide you with detailed feedback. 

The thinking to writing to publishing process

Comments about process ranged from preparation in writing to submit-
ting the paper to the revise-and-resubmit stage and lastly to recovery
when you get a rejection (which we all receive). When I do presentations
on the editorial process, I often am asked about the underlying politics of
getting published. Authors want to know if “who you know” matters or if
you should be strategic about whom you send the paper to for review.
These issues too were addressed, but there were not many comments
about pure “politics.” This host of comments had three subcategories,
which are: (1) relationships with others, (2) tactical advice, and (3) deal-
ing with reviewers. I divided the comments into those three subsections
for review. 

Comment category #1: Developing relationships, learning from others, and
relying on colleagues: 

1. Talk to an editor.
2. Know the right people.
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3. Talk to someone who has published.
4. Get a friendly review from multiple people before submitting.
5. Before resubmitting our manuscript, we obtained independent reviews

from advanced practitioners, whom we instructed to offer feedback on
both the readability and conceptual relevance of the paper to a bridge
audience. We found this to be very helpful.

6. Build networks / contacts with editors at HRM.
7. Participate in the community by reviewing, meeting the people who

published and review for HRM at conferences.
8. Draw widely on academic and non-academic sources of experience, inspi-

ration and insight. Remember, it’s “people” we’re talking about here (the
human in HRM).

9. Believe in yourself and in your contributions.

Comment category #2: Tactical advice

1. Start by presenting your work at well respected academic conferences.
From here, refine your work and get it in shape for submission.

2. Meet all the journal guidelines as best as possible.
3. Submit papers that are applicable to the Call for Papers (if a special inter-

est) or in line with what is published in the journal.
4. Read the guidelines for authors and the related details so that you can

ensure that your manuscript is suitable for the journal (or not).
5. Very important – have a real interest in HRM and be committed to

conducting rigorous research.
6. Become very familiar with the goals and style of HRM by reading some of

the articles here. Follow the instructions.
7. Keep current on what is happening in the field, both academic and in

practice. Read the academic literature, professional literature, media on
business; go to conferences.

8. Read conference proceedings from top international conferences such as
the Academy of Management. Look for emerging trends in management.

Comment category #3: The review process

1. Make convincing attempts to incorporate the reviewers’ concerns; don’t
get into a fighting match with the editor or reviewers.

2. When you get the reviews back, just put them away for a few weeks or
months until you are able to think about them rationally. Then read
through them again and start thinking about how to address them.
Patience is a virtue.

3. Respond to reviewers’ and editors’ comments; often it seems as if the
authors think they can “trick” the reviewers and editors by stating that
they made changes and they really did not.



4. The key is persistence. It is easy for a new author to be discouraged by
rejection and reviewers’ comments that seem harsh. The answer is to
respond to reviewer comments, rebut them where you can, or revise your
work to answer them. In this way the editor and the reviewers can be
valuable teachers if you are open to learning. Regard them as people who
want to publish your work.

If you take these comments in total, they provide a very good set of ideas for
anyone who is embarking upon a writing career. The networking and tacti-
cal work of reading the journal, reading publishing cues, and then knowing
how to work with reviewers are all important to success. From the editor’s
point of view, I continue to be struck by how many people “blame” failure
in publishing on not knowing the right people. At least at HRM (and I think
the same is the same with other journals), we go out of our way to evaluate
papers for their merit alone. The names are not attached to papers, and
school affiliation is not part of the review process. Papers are judged on their
own merit. 

However, I do think that it is more common practice at some universities
for peers to help each other. Professors read each others’ papers; they pres-
ent their research at seminars, and authors obtain more advice perhaps in
some schools than in others. This does not mean that editors favor certain
schools; it does, however, mean that there are some institutions that pro-
duce more high-quality papers because they have extensive support systems
to help authors write and publish. The secrets to success are not secrets at
all; they are clear. If only you read these comments, you would see what
successful authors are doing. These processes, when broken down into
tactical steps, can be replicated wherever you are. 

Research methods

The last area where our reviewers and editorial board had significant sugges-
tions is on the subject of research methods. The comments were fairly consis-
tent – use good methods. Use methods that are rigorous and widely accepted.
The word “rigor” came up quite frequently, and it was applied to both quanti-
tative and qualitative data. Here are some sample comments:

1. Use the most simple and direct statistical measures to analyze your data
rather than first and only use more sophisticated measures when they are
not needed.

2. Statistical analysis should match the research question.
3. Rigor – design a study that addresses the research question that you set

out to answer. Make sure to search for existing measures of the variables
you include. If none are available, validate new measures. Use appropriate
statistical methods. If you are using advanced statistical methods, be very
clear in your explanation of them and the findings.
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4. Focus on measurement. Organizational behaviour/Human resource
reviewers tend to be strong on measurement.

5. Take up cross-cultural challenges – the working world has never been as
diverse as it is today. 

6. Be careful with theory. The Maslows, McGregors, Hertzbergs have been
flogged to death. We need new ways of looking at HRM.

Our respondents suggest that authors use the right methods for their
research questions, that they execute their study well, and that they explain
the methods in terms that are understandable. It was interesting to notice
that several reviewers suggested that authors not try to “over-complicate”
their methods section. Also, there were good words of advice for authors
who use qualitative data. The choice of data type should not dictate rigor;
however, we notice that many of the papers we receive using qualitative
data do not take the same care to develop research questions, hypotheses, or
their methods sections. 

Summary of survey data

The reviewers’ comments provide an excellent overview for authors. They
note that the process of preparing your paper is not really about the paper
itself. The tips they provide focus on one’s career, overall abilities as a
researcher, and ability to tell a story, which is one step beyond pure writing.
It may seem that storytelling and scientific rigor are at odds, but they are
not. The key to success in writing, whether for HRM or any other journal, is
to craft your data into a story that others will read. The learning and results
are useless unless someone reads them. Good papers will be used in the
classroom to spur discussions among MBA students; they will be cited by
others because the research causes them to want to extend the work and
develop follow-up studies. 

For HRM, the bridge nature of the journal means that we want good sto-
ries for both academics and practitioners. Successful authors must not only
be writing on topics of interest to this broad audience but they also must
write in a way that is accessible to both academics and practitioners.
Whether the paper is conceptual or a research study, whether with qualita-
tive or quantitative data, the paper must represent a rigorous piece of work. 

Writing for HRM is a challenge for authors who have only written for
purely “academic” journals; however, our authors tell us they find the
process of preparing and publishing a paper for HRM to be very rewarding.
You can frame the paper somewhat differently, and the process of writing
allows you to think about your work in a different light. Rather than writ-
ing for just other academics, you are writing to people who will use your
work in their daily jobs. This is a rewarding realization for many people who
may have limited audiences for their work. 
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Editing: the crafter of the story

It has been almost three years since I began working with HRM. Editing the
journal at this particular time in its history has been an incredible challenge
but one that I have valued. In learning from our internal editorial team and
from other editors, I would provide the following observations for those of
you who are considering being editors or who are starting the editor role.

1. It is a tough job. This is a very time-consuming and difficult job. I must
say that I did not know what I was getting into. My motivation for doing
the work was my commitment to the HR profession, my personal interest
in keeping up to date on research in HRM, and my interest in taking on
the challenge of the bridge journal (since it fit so well with my personal
career). The only way that I could make it work was to put together an
active and high-quality management team. I have seen that many editors
like to do a lot more of the editorial process themselves. I’ve talked to
editors who say they personally handle 70% of the papers that come
through. This has not been the case for me. I do work with papers that
are “on topic” with my experience, but I have learned to delegate. I have
an active team of associate editors, and they are empowered to do the
work needed to keep the journal running. I purposely put myself into a
role similar to the one I have at my company (where I am the CEO). This
is a decisions everyone must make when coming into the editorial role.
How much of the “journal” is you vs. your team? 

2. Success in meeting goals creates even more work. When we started with
HRM, one of our key challenges was getting enough papers. We came into
a situation where we did not have enough manuscripts to meet
publishing deadlines. Thus, we spent a considerable amount of time
working with authors who had revisions outstanding (trying to move
papers forward); we recruited people to help with special issues;
we started more marketing to reach out to the readers, and more. Today,
we have a healthy and growing flow of manuscripts. In our relaunch we
expanded the number of pages per issue to accommodate our changing
environment. If we continue to get more papers, we may consider
moving to six (vs. four) issues per year (but then that’s even more work
for our team). Our challenge now is to keep the system flowing with a
greater workload for all of us. 

3. The automated submission process has advantages and disadvantages.
I could not do this job without the online submission and manuscript
processing system. However, I have heard from other editors that the
automation results in authors submitting papers “before their time.” This
means the editorial team’s work goes up considerably. I would agree with
this from our experience. We are getting more papers that are really not
at all a fit with HRM, and it is obvious that authors never read the
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publishing cues. The pros, however, of being able to see papers from
anywhere, no paper trail, reporting that is much more accurate and
efficient, to me at least, all outweigh the cons. 

4. Control – is that what it is all about? I have had several people say that it
must be great to be an editor because you have so much control over the
field, what gets published, etc. The reality is that, like everything that you
manage, it is hard work and less control or “power” than you may think.
By working with a management team rather than “owning” all the papers
myself, I personally have delegated control to others. I think there is less
control and more learning. I feel very good about being part of an excel-
lent team that, together, is helping contribute to the field of HRM and
overall “people management.” 

The editorial process is not really such a black box. If you ask people what it
is like, they will tell you. This book is a perfect example of the ways editors
share information. I was welcomed as an editor; other editors (even from
journals that are competitors) all helped me extensively, and I find it a
pleasure to work with our authors, associate editors, editorial board, and
reviewers. I just wish I had more time to be more involved with the
extended team. That is the problem – time. Everyone who works for HRM is
doing so as voluntary work. We are all busy with other jobs. The most diffi-
cult thing, I find, is managing expectations. You can only do so much with
the hours in a day given to you. We hope that our hours are spent at HRM
to create a product that helps both academics and practitioners do their jobs
better and learn from each other.

Notes

1. HRM, published by John Wiley & Sons, New York, is not the same journal as Human
Resource Management Journal, which is published by Blackwell Publishing in the UK.
People confused the two because the titles are similar.
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Developing a Global Journal:
Embracing Otherness

Haridimos Tsoukas

When David Wilson, then Editor-in-Chief of Organization Studies (OSS), and
Jean-Claude Thoenig, then Chairman of the Advisory Board of OSS asked me
late in 2002 to consider the possibility of succeeding David as Editor-in-
Chief, one of the things I made clear was that one of my aspirations for the
journal was to turn it into a global one. They agreed and I soon started to
work on it (Tsoukas, Garud, & Hardy, 2003).

But what is “a global journal”? OSS has always been an international journal
anyway, in which scholars from different countries published. Since it is an
English-language journal it was to be expected that English-language speakers
would dominate submissions. But even so, OSS was distinctly European. Set
up in 1979 by organizational researchers from several European countries, it
has always been a bastion of European organizational research.

Initial conditions are important for the trajectory institutions to follow.
The European identity OSS was to take was partially imagined on the basis
of its differentiation from (or even opposition to, one might argue) the
American identity. The positivist scholarly orthodoxy that had long domi-
nated American organizational research was thought too narrow for the
Europeans at the time; too lifelessly technical; and too ethnocentric, any-
way. Of course, we know that this is only partly true. The American version
of organizational scholarship is more variegated than conventional
accounts might imply. Karl Weick, James March, Chris Argyris, Ed Schein,
and John van Maanen, to mention a few, are some of the most distinguished
American organizational scholars but they could hardly be called
“positivists.” This is not to deny the positivist hegemony one discerns in
postwar organizational scholarship in the United States but to merely point
out that the adjective “American” is, as adjectives are anyway, too ambigu-
ous for it to be unequivocally given a definitive meaning. This did not stop
the institutional entrepreneurs who set up OSS at the time to try to construct
a homogenous “American” identity to which a “European” journal would
be juxtaposed. That is how identities are constructed anyway – through
plausible abstraction and symbolic opposition.



What would a European organizational research journal look like? What
would its identity be? It is printed on the cover of every single OSS issue you
get your hands on: “an international multidisciplinary journal devoted to
the study of organizations, organizing, and the organized in and between
societies.” The new journal would explicitly be “international,” whereas
mainstream American journals at the time were mainly dominated by US
authors and American topics of interest. It would not be devoted only to the
study of “organizations” but crucially, to “organizing” and “the organized”
too. Organizations should not be conceptualized through the commonsen-
sical understandings provided by the “organizers,” namely, the managerial
elite, but in terms of those who are “organized” as well. Organizations
should not be studied only from the “outside-in, namely in terms of prop-
erties an independent researcher might try to study in an attempt to find
out how they are related and why, but should be studied also from the
“inside-out,” namely in terms of the process through which organizations
emerge. Finally, organizational phenomena are not self-contained but
deeply social. They are rooted in broader social understandings and embed-
ded in societal and, increasingly, international institutions. Therefore, orga-
nizational phenomena should be situated “in” their societies and compared
“between” societies. It is not good enough to find out how a particular
society’s institutions impinge on organizations within a country, but a com-
parative perspective would help us understand differences across countries.
All these nuances were not in evidence in mainstream US journals at the
time, and OSS explicitly sought to reflect them. 

There were other issues as well. The American organizational academic
community is the largest single community in the world, with a unified
academic labor market and broadly similar doctoral programs and academic
standards of assessment. That was (and still is) hardly the case in Europe
(Whitley, 2000). With an academic labor market fragmented along national
lines; different academic traditions and standards of assessment; and with
different doctoral training systems, Europe has not only been different to
the United Stated but rather heterogeneous within itself as well. This het-
erogeneity made it considerably more difficult for a particular research
orthodoxy to be established in Europe than in the United States. Like the
plethora of nation-states and languages one encounters in Europe, so does
one encounter a plethora of perspectives, orientations, and sensitivities.
Europe is rooted in pluralism – it has always been. This made OSS a deeply
pluralistic journal. An underlying open-mindedness, grounded on hetero-
geneity, as well as a conscious effort to draw on the social sciences at large
and, increasingly, on the humanities, made OSS a journal open to diverse
influences and to different approaches. 

But not entirely. After all, the journal did have an identity which, as noted
above, was set up in opposition to (or at least in differentiation with)
American positivism. That skewed its pluralism in a particular direction,
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favoring mainly qualitative, interpretive, and critical organizational research
with a mainly sociological and, occasionally philosophical slant. It is under-
standable why this has happened. Pluralism does not imply formlessness,
nor is a journal a tabula rasa waiting for papers to fill it in. Journals have a
historically shaped identity which guides editorial choices and initiatives,
and signals to prospective authors the criteria in terms of which their work
is to be judged. A journal, in other words, forms over time a discursively pro-
duced identity which “‘rules in’ certain ways of talking about a topic, defin-
ing an acceptable and intelligible way to talk, write or conduct one self.
[Also it] ‘rules out’, limits and restricts other ways of talking, of conducting
ourselves in relation to the topic or constructing knowledge about it” (Hall,
cited in Philips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2004: 636). Identities carry the marks of
their historical beginnings; they focus attention; they enable and constrain.

But identities change too. As the world of organizational scholarship
expanded, following on the expansion of business education around the
world, so did the different locations within which research was conducted as
well as the different approaches for carrying it out. Expansion brought diver-
sity (March, J., 2007). Moreover, thanks mainly to the Internet, collaboration
at a distance became far easier than ever before. Although geography has not
disappeared, it has lost the significance it once had, at least insofar as the cir-
culation and sharing of intellectual work goes. To be international these days
is not enough, for it merely implies that one is not bound by national bound-
aries. As a European journal, OSS has, by design, explicitly been an inter-
national journal. But as the world of worldwide organizational scholarship
becomes ever more integrated, leading journals become increasingly the
carriers of a new quasi-global scholarly consciousness which is shaped by
multiple communicative interactions (across cultures and disciplines). More
than ever before, historically generated intellectual identities are open to new
influences. A global journal, for me at least, is one that self-consciously sees
itself as the custodian of a culture of intellectual openness. It provides a
forum to scholars who may be embedded in distinct academic traditions all
over the world to engage in a dialog with(in) the field. Let me explain.

Being historically shaped, the field is an uneven terrain, an institutionalized
body of knowledge that inevitably reflects the preoccupations and perspec-
tives of those who have historically been its most significant contributors. At
the same time, since researchers are not transhistorical beings but rooted in
different countries, which have their own institutionalized systems of scholar-
ship, namely particular intellectual styles and standards of intellectual assess-
ment, their interests and styles are bound to be reflected in papers submitted.
The distinguishing feature of a global journal is to understand the inherent
diversity of academic scholarship, welcome it, and help the authors shape it
into a contribution to the field, thus enriching the field. Structurally, this is
manifested with an editorial board and, in the case of OSS, with a leading
editorial team, consisting of three coeditors and about 20 senior editors, all
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of whom make editorial decisions, spanning geographically most of the
world.

That was not always the case. Historically, OSS operated most of the time
with a single editor-in-chief, who would be drawn from a major European
country; a handful of mostly European associate editors; and an international
editorial board. A far more distributed structure has been created since I took
over on September 1, 2003. Associate editors have been renamed coeditors
and are located in Northern America (Raghu Garud), Australia/New Zealand
(Cynthia Hardy) and Europe (David Courpasson), in all of which there are
sizeable English-language communities of organizational researchers. The
idea was to span several continents. Moreover, senior editors are geographi-
cally dispersed all over the world. 

These were conscious decisions and signaled the willingness of OSS to be,
and be seen to be, a journal that wishes to engage with scholars who write
in English from all over the world. As we know, structures are set up for
problem-handling as well as symbolic purposes. In the case of OSS, as well
as handling effectively an ever-increasing editorial load (more than 400
papers are submitted every year, twice as much as five years ago), it signals
to the worldwide academic community that we care for diversity; we recog-
nize the embeddedness of academic research into different contexts; and we
welcome it. 

As well as welcoming diversity, however, a global peer-reviewed journal is
still a journal – it is a disciplinary device that inevitably constrains diversity.
To be in dialogue with the field implies that one is in dialogue with those
scholars whose voices have been there before his or hers. To join a conver-
sation one needs to accept its currently dominant form and, accordingly,
shape one’s contributions in a way that will make it recognizable in the con-
versation. That calls for discipline but it also leaves space for difference. To
make my contribution recognizable in the conversation, it does not mean
that I need to make it identical in form and content to those of others. I can
be an interlocutor, with everything this implies for the way I construct my
contribution, and yet be a different me – someone whose voice is different
from those encountered so far. Let me be more specific with an example.

In 2005 a paper was submitted to OSS with the intriguing title “Reform
without a Theory: Why Does it Work in China?” (Zhu, 2007). It was not a
conventional paper: it was not particularly organizationally focused; the
study of Chinese reforms and the requisite institution-building involved has
not been part of mainstream organization studies, although in the last ten
years the study of comparative economic organization has made consider-
able progress; and, crucially, the argumentation was more discursive and
essayistic than would be normal for a journal paper. The paper was offering,
however, an intriguing argument to make sense of the Chinese reforms,
claiming that the latter were a strategic reform without a theory and, there-
fore, the gradualism-radicalism debate rested on a false dichotomy. Insofar
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as the paper blended a cultural understanding of China with an institutional
analysis and attention to situationally specific, historical contingencies, it
was in line with the explicitly comparative lens of OSS that emphasized the
embeddedness of organizational phenomena within societal institutions. 

But, on the whole, the original paper was somewhat awkward. I was not
sure whether it was a question of language, mode of arguing, or conceptual
construction that led me to that conclusion. Here was a “different” paper,
written by someone coming from a distinctly different intellectual tradition.
The author, Zhichang Zhu, was affiliated to University of Hull, but he had
spent most of his life in China. His background was unusual. In his autobio-
graphical resume it was stated that his normal education had stopped when
he was 16, due to China’s Cultural Revolution. Without a first degree, he had
obtained an M.Sc. in Information Management and a PhD in Management
Systems and Sciences, sponsored by British scholarships. He had been,
among other things, a communist Red Guard and a farm laborer. 

I decided to submit the paper to the review process as an essai. The two
reviews collected contained constructive and insightful comments, and the
senior editor Richard Whitley, a leading expert on comparative economic
organization, wrote perceptive comments inviting the author to revise and
resubmit. The paper was indeed significantly revised: it came closer to a con-
ventional OSS scholarly paper, while retaining its conceptual distinctiveness.
Nicole Biggart, University of California-Davis, a distinguished expert on
comparative economic organization, was one of the reviewers. Commenting
on the second draft, she summarized best what was distinctive about the
paper and why it should be published. She wrote to me and to the senior
editor:

I think that “Reform without a Theory” is a successful revision of the
earlier manuscript and should be published. It is not an easy-to-read essai,
but that is not because it is grammatically awkward. The author/editor’s
revisions have made it much more organized and simple to read, at least
on the surface.
The difficulty will be with understanding what is inherently an analysis

done in a non-Western manner using non-Western categories, but trying
to be sensible to Westerners. It makes me think of what it is like to read
a science fiction novel of an alternative reality. China is an alternative
reality and has historically developed organizing patterns and conceptu-
alizations that are alien to Westerners. Explaining them is not just a mat-
ter of sharing information, but of sharing worldviews and alternative
ontologies with the reader, and then asking the reader to adopt them in
order to get the analysis.
I actually found much of the discussion of the notes from the author

about his/her revisions interesting from this perspective, for example the
tension between being “articulate” and “suggestive.” This is an excellent
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illustration of the different values placed on scholarly discourse and
expression between the two traditions.

This is an exemplary attitude to “difference” from an OSS reviewer, and I am
particularly proud to share it with you. Nicole recognizes that the paper has
been brought into a shape that makes it recognizable in the relevant schol-
arly conversation. At the same time, she also appreciates the contribution of
the paper, which comes from its unusual angle. But that contribution is
rather unconventional so that, perhaps, it may not make it so easy for the
OSS reader to follow the argument. For any reader? Not quite: for the
Western reader. Here we are confronted with otherness, implies Nicole, and
we must make a hermeneutical effort to understand what the paper is all
about. It is demanding and occasionally frustrating but, ultimately, reward-
ing as we get to know the working of another society and a different way of
thinking and arguing. 

Notice how through the (largely Western, in particular Anglo-American)
established conventions of academic scholarship and the hitherto available
research on the particular topic of the paper (largely published in English),
the field holds its disciplinary power over the author in forcing him to
shape the paper in a way that will make it recognizable in the scholarly con-
versation that OSS provides a forum for. But, at the same time, the journal,
through its reviewers and editors, stretches itself, is open to otherness, and,
by consciously expanding its intellectual boundaries, it hopefully enriches
the conversation. 

Here is, I suggest, what I call scholarly globalism (as opposed to parochial-
ism) at its best. Technological and economic developments bring scholars
from highly diverse intellectual traditions together and make conversation
possible. To join competently the existing scholarly conversation authors
need to shape their contributions accordingly and strive, at the same time,
to retain their otherness. Participants in the conversation stretch themselves
intellectually to understand the Other and assess the merits of his/her
argument. The act of understanding, if successfully completed, “fuses the
horizons” of the interlocutors (Gadamer, 1989). The (typically Western) OSS
reader’s horizon is hopefully extended to make room for the Other and, by
so doing, it is changed. 

I cannot guarantee that such a fusion of horizons occurs with every
“different” paper that is submitted to OSS, after all a hermeneutical exercise,
being subject-dependent, is always a precarious in its outcome (Taylor, 2002:
286). But the example I have just described is an example in Wittgenstein’s
(1969: 145) sense: it has exemplary value and shows in practice how a journal
can, indeed, be self-consciously global. 

It is not only scholars from non-Western cultures, however, that are likely
to write “different” papers. Continental European scholarship provides
also an example, different in form from what we conventionally take the
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Anglo-Saxon intellectual tradition to be. As a Greek who has spent most of
his adult life in English-language universities, I know. In my own country,
and in several other Continental European countries, a theoretical scholarly
paper is often taken to be a critical summary of, or a commentary on, the
literature – it tends to be more of an essay. It is also more likely to be wide-
ranging and draws on different disciplines or theoretical frameworks, with-
out necessarily attempting to integrate them, something which would be
difficult to do anyway in the limited space of a paper. By and large, in
Continental Europe, there is still a certain expectation of the authors to be
more wide-ranging and not so discipline-bound than their Anglo-Saxon
counterparts. If it is an empirical paper, especially with a quantitative
research design, it tends to report data, without necessarily a systematic
effort to draw out theoretical implications and how, properly interpreted,
those data may contribute to our theoretical understanding of the phenom-
enon at hand. 

In the Anglo-Saxon tradition things tend to be different. Demonstrating a
contribution is of paramount importance. Staying focused (even relatively
narrow), writing in a straightforward and non-circumlocutory way, building
methodically a coherent argument, and “adding value” to what we know, as
the current metaphor is, are very important. Moreover, the language of
publication – English in this case – is no mere medium; the language is
grounded on, and animated within, particular intellectual communities. An
English-language journal is likely to draw on the intellectual tradition of
Britain and the United States, especially since these two countries have his-
torically been the most significant players in science. To some extent, the
language helps shape the argument one puts forward – how it is constructed
and what it aims to achieve. To paraphrase Wittgenstein, to ground yourself
in a language is to locate yourself in a community. 

The difficulty several Continental European scholars have in publishing
in international English-language journals is not so much their English as
the foreignness of the scholarly style that underlies the use of scholarly
English. A style is not something merely cosmetic. It “governs how anything
can show up as anything” (Spinosa, Flores, & Dreyfus, 1997: 20); a style
makes certain kinds of purposes and activities matter, and others not. When
it comes to publishing in academic journals, demonstrating a contribution
is what most matters in the Anglo-Saxon scholarship; voicing one’s
thoughts in as thorough a manner as possible and/or reporting empirical
evidence is what has mattered most in Continental Europe.

Nonetheless, a global journal is aware of the differences of scholarly styles
and is not dismissive of them. A global journal is aware of its location within
a particular intellectual tradition; it recognizes the latter’s contingency and,
therefore, is self-consciously open to influences (Rorty, 1989: Ch.1). Just like
a journal’s identity is a discursively produced object, so is a journal’s intel-
lectual tradition. Both identity and tradition guide, but they are susceptible
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to change. A journal that aspires to be global stretches itself intellectually to
extend its horizons. And authors who aspire to contribute to a global jour-
nal shape their contributions so that to make them recognizable in the dis-
course the journal espouses, while seeking to retain their otherness. A global
journal is not oblivious to geography, but remains sensitive to otherness – it
seeks a “polyocular vision” (Maruyama, 2003: 468–9). A globalized world
brings otherness closer to the mainstream and makes the fusion of horizons
more possible than ever before.

Conclusions

Parochialism is increasingly difficult to defend today. Scientific research has
become a global activity and one is unlikely to be able to do high-quality
research unless one is connected to the broader academic community,
which transcends borders. The Internet makes global collaboration uniquely
possible. However, to work effectively with others from all over the world,
one needs to regularly check one’s prejudices. A global world is a world that
calls for constant other-awareness and tests one’s self-awareness. 

An editor of a global journal needs to be open to different intellectual
styles, while retaining a dynamic identity of his/her journal. No doubt, such
a goal generates tension. But it is a tension that can be handled, provided the
editor is aware of the historically shaped identity of the journal and the ways
it is discursively influenced, and therefore changed, in an interconnected
world, in which there is ineradicable plurality. A deep appreciation of that
plurality makes it possible for an editor to look sympathetically into papers
that do not conform to typifications generated by a journal’s identity. The
following questions an editor needs to address: Does this paper fit in with the
objectives of the journal, broadly understood? Irrespectively of the paper’s
language, argumentation, and structure, is there a kernel of a potentially
interesting contribution in it? What do I learn from the paper and how does
it compare to what we already know about the phenomenon at hand? Does
the paper challenge our cherished ways of thinking? If the claims put forward
in the paper were not to see the light, would we be impoverished?

At the same time, a prospective author needs to handle a similar sort of
tension: that between otherness and recognizability. Seeking to contribute
to an ongoing debate by stressing otherness is welcome, but needs to be bal-
anced with a concern for recognizability by those others who have already
been part of the debate. The following questions are important for an author
to address: What do I need to do for others in the debate to recognize my
contribution as such? Am I addressing an issue of concern to others? How
should I link my argument to the scholarly conversation that has been
going on? What forms of argument do I need to use in order to draw my
interlocutors’ attention to what I see as important? How can I convince
them of the plausibility of my claims?
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Academic publishing is, partly at least, the art of persuasion. An editor
needs to be open-minded enough to allow him/herself to be influenced.
And an author needs to be determined enough to make his/her voice heard
as something both intelligible and original. Like in global politics at large,
handling tensions creatively is what publishing in a global journal entails,
for both editors and authors.
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Sustaining Independent Journals
Timothy Clark and Mike Wright

Introduction

Journals are a key conduit through which knowledge and ideas are certified
and disseminated to the broad academy. In the last 20 years or so there have
been dramatic changes in the journals market. The merging of publishers
has resulted in considerable consolidation and increased levels of concen-
tration. Library expenditure on serials has increased at the expense of books.
The Association of Research Libraries (2006) reported that between 1986
and 2005 the unit cost of a journal subscription increased by 5.3 percent a
year, whereas that for monographs grew by 3.2 percent. In the same period
expenditures on serials increased by 7.6 percent, more than three times that
for monographs (2.5 percent). Site licensing and the development of the
Internet has had a substantial impact on the way in which academic infor-
mation is distributed and provided a platform for greater access to journal
content and facilitated the establishment of new online journals with open
access. There are currently over 2,500 journals listed in the Directory of
Open Access Journals (DOAJ) with 33 in management. However, the mor-
tality rate amongst the journals is high. Morris (2006), for example, finds
that by end of 2005, 9.7 percent of the 1213 journals in the DOAJ for which
information could be traced had not published anything since at least 2003
and appeared to have ceased publication altogether. Given this situation, in
this chapter we examine the particular issues editors face when developing
and sustaining a distinctive independent journal. We are two of the General
Editors of an independent (i.e., nonaffiliated to a professional association)
journal – Journal of Management Studies ( JMS) – that has managed to survive
and prosper since 1964. Our purpose is to build on our experience of
managing this journal and to provide insights for other editors of such jour-
nals; although many of the issues we raise have implications for editors of
journals more generally.

The first section identifies a number of reasons as to why new independ-
ent journals are established. We then turn to discuss a number of factors that



may help editors to sustain and build independent journals. Finally, we
present some concluding comments and highlight some key lessons for
editors and authors.

Why are new journals proliferating?

At a broad level we distinguish three main factors driving the establishment
of new independent journals. First, there has been a huge growth in the
amount of material being submitted to established journals. Within man-
agement many of the leading journals have reported significant increases in
submissions over the past five years, some in excess of 100 percent, with a
consequent increase in rejection rates (see, for example, Clark, Floyd, and
Wright, 2006; Rynes, 2005). With average page budgets and volume sizes in
established journals remaining fairly constant, a clear demand has devel-
oped for alternative outlets for the material that these journals reject1.

Second, and this has been a trend within academic publishing since its
inception, some areas perceive that established journals are not well pre-
disposed to their work. For whatever reason, broadly based journals that
seek to encompass a field often become perceived as narrowing because
they are associated with particular theoretical perspectives or method-
ological approaches (for example, see the recent efforts by the Academy of
Management Journal to signal its openness to qualitative and international
research; Rynes, 2005). Researchers oftentimes want to have the opportu-
nity to address topics or say some thing that may be difficult to convey in
mainstream journals associated with a particular theoretical or method-
ological paradigm or approach. Journals may also require a standardized
approach to the presentation of conceptual arguments and empirical
analysis. The problem is that there is a high opportunity cost for authors
in producing such work if the journal is not recognized as a quality outlet
or is perceived as being narrowly based and so closed to certain kinds of
work. As publishing consensus-challenging research can be an uncertain
process for authors, they may be reluctant to submit what they perceive to
be their more novel work to journals that signal that they give primacy to
particular approaches. This develops a momentum for the establishment of
a journal that is inclusive towards this kind of work. 

As an example, in the finance area, the Journal of Financial Economics ( JFE)
was established as a result of frustrations by some academics (Michael Jensen
and others) that the Journal of Finance was not interested in publishing
research in their areas ( Jensen, 2006). Some time later, the Review of Financial
Studies was established by those academics who became frustrated at the
editorial policy of JFE under Jensen’s tenure. In addition, an area can
develop to such a point that it begins to generate sufficient work at a certain
level of quality that is able to sustain a new journal. Human Resource
Management is an example of an area which grew exponentially in the 1980s.
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Consequently, both the volume and depth of work within this area
increased to such a point that two new journals were established in 1990 –
Human Resource Management Journal and International Journal of Human
Resource Management. The establishment of specialist journals has also
occurred in such diverse areas as entrepreneurship ( Journal of Business
Venturing), careers (Career Development Quarterly and Career Development
International), and business ethics (Business Ethics – A European Review).

The third factor driving the launching of new journals is the bundling
of journals by publishers. Rather than pay for subscriptions on a journal-by-
journal basis, libraries are increasingly purchasing access to large numbers of
journals through a single site license. For academics and students this means
that they have instant access to the content of a wide range of journals. For
the large publishers it means that subscriptions to individual journals are
more difficult to cancel and smaller publishers are squeezed out of the
market because libraries prefer to purchase the larger bundles. However, to
justify the model and the cost journal publishers have to offer a broad range
of journals and so set up journals to give the impression to libraries and
aggregators that they are getting value for money2. There is therefore pres-
sure to constantly strengthen rather than weaken their portfolio (Jeon and
Menicucci, 2006). Also, by adding journals to existing bundles, publishers
can enter markets and quickly dominate them by leveraging the size of
their bundles. Consequently, smaller publishers that do not bundle are
vulnerable to large-scale aggregation and to absorption into the larger pub-
lishers (Bakos and Brynjolfsson, 2000).

Sustaining independent journals

Whatever the reason for their establishment, if they are to avoid a short life-
span, editors of new independent journals have to overcome the initial
excitement and optimism that accompanies the launch of the journal and
develop systems and processes that sustain their long-term future as well
as aiding the development of an upward quality profile. In what follows
we identify a number of critical policies, processes and structures that we
believe editors need to establish in order to support journal longevity.

Create the journal community

A key disadvantage for any independent journal is that it does not have a
readymade community that comes with being linked to a professional asso-
ciation of some kind. Journals that are part of such associations can clearly
feed-off the fact that there is an established membership who will submit
articles and act as reviewers. In addition, there may be an annual conference
and workshops and seminars throughout the year that help generate a
flow of papers. In turn, by reaching out to a broader community the journal
can benefit the association through raising its profile and developing
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membership. In contrast, independent journals have to build their own
communities without a readymade infrastructure. Building a community of
scholars may be more problematical for independent journals. How might
editors do this? The following sections provide some insights into this
process.

Journal aims and focus

An important way in which editors of independent journals can build a
community is to have a distinctive focus that offers value to authors and
readers and which meets a clear gap in the existing research community.
However, they need to be watchful that the focus does not become too fuzzy
or begin to overlap with existing journals of higher prestige. If this occurs
the incremental value falls. To protect themselves against responses from
other journals, editors need to revisit the founding focus regularly and
adjust in the light of broader developments in the field or subarea. 

As we have already said, journals associated with professional organiza-
tions and conferences may have the positive benefits of direct access to a
community of scholars and a regular flow of papers. However, these factors
may also have a downside in terms of encouraging conformity. In contrast,
editors of independent journals can be distinctive in promoting and pub-
lishing consensus-challenging research. Consensus-challenging papers need
to do more than “fill-in the potholes” in an established area. A paper may seek
to bring a new theoretical lens to an established area; here it is important to
demonstrate the shortcomings of existing approaches and how the new lens
causes us to see a topic quite differently. Second, a paper may be opening up
an entirely new topic that has not been addressed before. We might expect
such work to be published in more prestigious journals only once its validity
has been established. Thus, editors can have an active role in establishing new
approaches to existing topics as well as legitimizing new areas of research.
Such efforts can create a distinctive and long-lasting impact on the field and
enhance the reputation of a journal.

There is some debate about what constitutes a distinctive contribution,
especially a theoretical one (Sutton and Staw, 1995). Some papers may rep-
resent “interim struggles in which people intentionally inch toward stronger
theories” (Weick, 1995: 385) and ruling these out may slow inquiry in the
early stages of theory development. Yet, as Barley (2006: 19) argues, “there are
limits on how far transgressive papers can go.” Truly innovative papers cannot
“break too many substantive, methodological or theoretical rules” (ibid.)
without being considered wacky or offbeam. Thus for Barley even innovative
work has to conform to certain “genre constraints” and the review process
needs to be of sufficient quality to identify whether these have been trans-
gressed to an unacceptable degree. Editors of fledgling and independent jour-
nals thus need to balance the tension between rigor in the review process and
maintaining a distinctive ethos and openness to a range of approaches.



Offering a better service to reviewers and authors

Offering a high-quality review process that is perceived to be both quick and
fair can quickly establish a journal’s reputation. Most authors of journal
articles feel that the review process is generally too slow. Partly, this arises
because of appointment processes within many universities but also
because, as McMullen and Shepherd (2006) point out, time-pressures may
make academics reluctant to pursue consensus-challenging research.
Regardless of whether these apply, there is also a general impatience linked
to any uncertainty. We want to know the outcome as soon as possible. It
does not take much of a slip in review-decision times or time to publication
for word to spread within the community and for submissions to fall. While
broad measures of journal quality, such as citation counts, may not change
for some time, academic behavior towards journals does in that word-of-
mouth reports, particularly on certain aspects of the reviewing process, 
can greatly influence submission patterns. Any journal should therefore
attach considerable emphasis on the need to provide timely feedback to
authors. Editors have a responsibility to their community to publish their
turnaround figures so that reviewers and authors are aware of the standards
expected.

In these circumstances, editors can ill-afford to be lax. Review systems
need to be established that can consistently deliver reasonable review periods.
The benchmark within management is between 40 and 60 days (Van Fleet
et al., 2006; Kacmar, 2001; Rynes et al., 2005). Our experience suggests that
a number of factors can influence the turnaround time of reviews. An elec-
tronic review system, either conducted directly with authors via e-mail or
indirectly through an online manuscript management system, can dramat-
ically reduce reviewing time. For example, moving from a snail mail-based
review system to an electronic system reduced review times by a little
more than half, at the JMS (see Clark, Floyd, & Wright, 2006), from an aver-
age of around 118 days to 65 days.

Linked to the above are two further issues. First, not every article should
be sent out to review. Desk rejection rates of 40–50 percent are not uncom-
mon in leading management journals (Clark et al., 2006; Van Fleet et al.,
2006), with rates in some journals doubling in recent years (Lee, 2003; Rynes
et al., 2005). Filtering articles at this stage means that much-valued reviewers
are not overloaded with articles that they themselves would not send out
to review. In other words, reviewers are not left feeling (1) the journal’s stan-
dards are below theirown, and (2) their precious time is being spent on
reviewing “no hopers.” It also means that those papers which show parti-
cular promise receive sufficient development input to ensure that their
contribution to the literature is fully realized (Rynes et al., 2005; Clark and
Wright, 2007). Second, regardless of when a paper is rejected or a revision is
invited, decision-making should be transparent and developmental for
authors and reviewers. Increasingly journals are sending copies of the
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reviews together with an editorial letter to both authors and reviewers. This
ensures that the reviewers have an opportunity to read all the information
editors receive and enables them to appreciate the context for any subse-
quent revision and also benefit from seeing how others approach the article
and review process more generally.

Journal lists

Whereas the ranking of journals in which people publish has always had
implications for personal reputation, peer recognition, career advancement,
and pay, increasingly it is impacting much more directly on institutional
reputations and rankings and in turn on potential recruitment of staff and
students. Individual publication choices and success are therefore assuming
greater institutional significance (see Clark and Wright, 2007 for a review).
Whether we agree with it or not, editors cannot ignore this trend since
various pressures are encouraging institutions around the world to give
stronger guidance to faculty in terms of which journals they should submit
their manuscripts to. Consequently, publication in such journals has taken
a more prominent position in tenure and promotion decisions. Although
incentive practices can vary considerably across institutions, the general
outcome of this process is that more material is likely to be initially submit-
ted to a narrow group of journals that the community identifies as being of
high quality. This again places pressure on editors of distinctive, independent
journals to signal their quality and provide a high-quality service to authors
and reviewers. But it also means that editors have to be proactive in man-
aging broad community perceptions of their journals and their position
within the ranking systems. At the very least, editors need to gain a presence
on those lists that are critical to their community if they are to attract a
steady stream of submissions.

Choice of editors and editorial board

Ultimately the judgment about a papers’ distinctive contribution is the role of
the editor(s). A decision will often need to be made about trading off the
rough edges of a potentially pathbreaking paper with the need for a paper to
meet a threshold of quality and rigor with which the research has been
conducted. Editors of independent journals seeking to publish more distinc-
tive research are likely to need to be active editors in terms of working with
authors to develop a paper’s contribution. Editors have to manage both
reviewers and authors. Editors seeking to publish distinctive, consensus-
challenging work thus need to exercise great care in selecting reviewers who
are unlikely to dismiss a paper out of hand. The well-recognized problem of
inter-reviewer disagreement may be particularly acute with more novel con-
tributions (Clark and Wright, 2007; Bedeian, this volume). This can mean
that editors need to tread a delicate path between lukewarm or negative
reviewers.
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It is also important for editors to take great care to select editorial board
members who, while able to deal with conceptual and methodological
quality issues, are nevertheless sympathetic to more novel approaches. 

Regular meetings between the editors and editorial board members can
help reinforce a journal’s distinctive approach and build a supportive
community. Editors can also promulgate a journal’s distinctive approach by
making presentations in various arenas on how to publish. For example,
participation in “meet the editors” panels can enable potential authors to
compare approaches of different journals. Awards for best papers and best
reviewers also further contribute to building a community as well as signal-
ing the distinctive ethos of the journal.

Interface with the journal

Part of the process of maintaining a close relationship between editors,
reviewers, and authors concerns the interface with the journal. While online
submission systems can help improve the efficiency of the review process,
they nevertheless place a buffer between the author and the journal and
between reviewers and the journal. Even though there is typically the
option to contact the editors via e-mail, the author or reviewer is rather
remote and can form the impression that direct contact, if not actively dis-
couraged, is not encouraged. Furthermore, such systems are vulnerable to
technical glitches with the consequence that articles and reviews may not
be logged even when apparently submitted.

We would argue that for a distinctive, independent journal, direct access
to the administrators and editors is an essential part of building and sus-
taining a community. Consequently, manuscripts should be sent directly to
the administrators and by the administrators to reviewers. The administra-
tors then liaise with reviewers to ascertain that they are able and willing to
conduct the review within the time specified and, by establishing a personal
link, are able to follow-through the review process in a timely manner.
Having established such relationships it also helps in persuading colleagues
to referee papers quickly in the occasional cases where journals are let down
by a reviewer. This process also encourages active dialog between editors,
authors, and reviewers, ranging from clarification of points in reviewers’ or
editors’ comments to discussion over decisions.

Debates and special issues

A further mechanism to encourage distinctive contributions is to establish a
debate section within one or two issues a year. Such sections might involve
shorter papers that take different perspectives on an emerging or currently
contentious topic. These shorter papers may be invited by the editors and
typically are not subject to the normal anonymous review process but are
reviewed by the editors and relevant editorial board members. These sections
typically offer short lead times and so can contain much more up-to-date
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content. Because of this they may be a way to attract contributions from
more established academics who may otherwise be unwilling to pursue
consensus-challenging work because of the uncertainty as to whether or
not it will be accepted (McMullen and Shepherd, 2006).

An example of a debates section is the Point-Counterpoint sections in JMS
and Journal of Organizational Behavior. These sections seek to provoke lively
debates by inviting short contributions from two or possibly three different
perspectives on topical and important aspects of management. In JMS, each
contribution is approximately half the length of a regular paper. These have
become some of the most downloaded and highly cited recent publications
in the Journal. Debates have been varied and included papers such as the
Future of the Business School, Executive Remuneration: Theory and Context;
Edith Penrose and the Resource-based View of Strategic Management; and,
the Peer Review Process.

Where there may be divisions of opinions among reviewers relating to a
paper that nevertheless has significant merit in challenging existing views in
a particular area, a second possibility is to publish the dissenting reviewers’
comments alongside the paper. Again such pairings are found to generate
considerable interest within the academic community because they contain
the various angles of a particular debate.

Special issues provide a further means to publish distinctive, consensus-
challenging work and at the same time to signal the intellectual scope of the
journal to a broader community. However, care is needed in a number of
areas. Guest editors who are aware of the general ethos of the journal and
who will also ensure that quality thresholds are met need to be selected.
While the aim of special issues is to delegate decision-making to guest
editors, the general editors may need to take an oversight role in order to
ensure quality. There is also a need to ensure that a topic for a special issue
is substantial enough to attract sufficient quality contributions yet novel
enough to be the stimulus for a new research stream.

Once an independent journal becomes established, there may be less
need for special issues to popularize the journal. However, to sustain the
journal, the nature of special issues can be changed to bring to bear differ-
ent cognate disciplines that may help to extend both the research domain
and the community of scholars. For example, the Journal of Business Venturing,
which is now in its 22nd year and which has established itself in the ISI
rankings, it has adopted a policy where special issues are now used as a way to
engage researchers who may otherwise not have thought to link their work
to entrepreneurship. This change has also been accompanied by adjust-
ments to the editorial team to include associate editors with a broader
discipline base. 

A further possibility for editors of independent journals to offer a distinctive
contribution is to invite review articles from established scholars. Rather
than merely being summary overviews of a particular domain, such articles
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can be used to develop novel insights. For example, Zahra, Sapienza, and
Davidsson (2006) review the literature on dynamic capabilities and their
role in value creation.

Governance mechanism

While editors of independent journals may value potentially greater free-
dom in decision-making, there are potential downsides to this that can be
detrimental to the longevity and standing of the journal. A sure way of
destroying the early momentum and excitement that a new journal may
establish is to atrophy under the leadership of a coterie of scholars whose
decisions are unchallenged. Alternatively, as a journal becomes established
it can become mainstream and subject to a perceived loss of distinctiveness.
As we showed earlier, new journals may be developed to compete with it. If
a journal is to maintain its distinctiveness in such circumstances, editors
may need to be prepared to change the aims and focus of the journal. It may
also be necessary to change the editors and editorial board. 

To mitigate the potentially harmful effects that may arise from too great a
control resting in a small group for too long, we would suggest that all jour-
nals should establish a management board to which the editors are account-
able for the way in which they manage the journal. This board should be
composed of independent-minded members of the journal’s community.
This board would be responsible for advertising all editorial positions in the
journal and selecting the editors. It would also set the length in which an
editor can be in post. The board should not become involved in the day-to-
day aspects of the journal but members should be free to quiz the editors on
any aspect of how the journal is run. Editors can benefit from the advice and
tremendous support provided by such boards, especially where they
encounter difficulties with authors or elements of the community, as can
happen from time to time in even well-run journals.

Editors of independent journals should in any case establish mechanisms
to monitor their performance. Regularly reviewing the performance of the
editorial team in relation to a number of key measures provides a check on
whether they are maintaining the ethos of the journal as well as whether
they are swift or slow, fair, biased, clear, opaque, and so forth. For example,
our Editorial Office at JMS collects all feedback from authors, reviewers, and
editorial board members on the nature of our general procedures, as well as
how they have been applied and experienced in particular circumstances.
Separately authors and reviewers submit to the Office comments based on
their individual experiences of our procedures.

Concluding comments

In this chapter we set out to examine the particular issues associated
with developing and sustaining a distinctive independent journal from
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our perspective as two of the General Editors of an independent journal.
We identified a number of issues that editors of independent journals need
to address: creating the journal community; journal aims and focus; offer-
ing a better service to reviewers and authors; dealing with the growing
pressure from journal rankings; choosing editors and editorial boards;
interface with the journal; the use of debate sections and special issues; and
journal governance. The significant mortality of journals emphasizes the
need for independent journals to adapt, in order to maintain their distinc-
tiveness and their communities. In the context of a proliferation of new
journals and efforts by existing journals aligned with particular academies to
enhance their scope and service, this is a formidable challenge. 

Implications for prospective editors

This chapter suggests that editors of independent journals need to address
the following issues:

• establish a vibrant and committed journal community in order to
encourage submission of papers and willing reviewers;

• be clear about the journal aims and focus, but revisit these in light of
developments within the field and subject area more generally;

• offer a high-quality service to both authors and reviewers so that each feels
that it is mutually beneficial and results in a positive learning experience;

• be transparent about turnaround times;
• manage broad community perceptions of the quality of the journal in

part by ensuring the journal enters important rankings but also by pub-
lishing distinctive and consensus-challenging work;

• do not think of the journal simply as containing refereed articles.
Strategically use dialog sections and special issues in order to capture con-
tributions to current debates and forge an identity to existing communi-
ties and new and emerging areas of research;

• establish an appropriate governance mechanism so that editors have a
group of advisers to whom they can turn for support but who also ensure
consistency in management beyond the tenure of any one editor or
editorial team.

Implications for authors

The chapter also has the following implications for authors: 

• if you believe your work is consensus-challenging or is likely opening up
a new area, give serious consideration to submitting your work to inde-
pendent journals rather than mainstream affiliated journals;

• approach editors of independent journals where you identify a topical
and controversial area that may be suitable for debate between different
perspectives;



• volunteer as a reviewer in order to obtain inside knowledge about the
standards of your favorite journals and to become an active member of
that community;

• engage in dialog with the editor of an independent journal both in terms
of exploring whether a particular paper may, in principle, be of interest
and with respect to developing and shaping your work;

• ask about turnaround times if you are looking for a decision within a
particular time-frame.
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1. In addition, users have developed a voracious appetite for new material. Electronic
downloading of papers has grown exponentially in recent years. For example,
between 2005 and 2006 the average increase in downloads per journal in
Blackwell’s business and management list was 30 percent. In 2006, 345,911 articles
were downloaded from Journal of Management Studies alone, a 22 percent increase
on the 2005 figure.

2. We are grateful to Geoff Easton for bringing this point to our attention.
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Reflections on Creating a New Scholarly
Journal: Perspectives from a 
Founding Editor
Larry J. Williams

Most faculty and students in organizational studies can probably remember
some of their earliest experiences with receiving or accessing journals from
their chosen academic field. For many, becoming a reader or subscriber of
such journals represents a key first step in their professional development,
and provides their first exposure to the end products of scientific endeavors.
As developing scholars learn more of the research and publication process,
they quickly learn of the important role that journal editors play in the pub-
lication process. During doctoral training, both in seminars and in other dis-
cussions with fellow students and faculty, young researchers are given advice
on how to increase their chances of success in getting their articles pub-
lished. Further, the experiences of those who have served as reviewers and
editors are also shared with aspiring scholars. Through all of these types of
events, young scientists learn about the publication process.

Throughout this developmental process, however, little if any attention is
given to the issue of how and why different journals get started, and the
issues involved in creating or founding a scientific journal. In most instances
this may be because the journals that are most talked about are those with
the greatest prestige, which are also likely to be those that have likely been
around the longest. As a result, there may not be access to those involved in
starting these journals, and as a result there may be no capability for describ-
ing or reflecting on the process. Also, it appears there is little if any pub-
lished guidance for or accounts of the journal start-up process.

I am extremely fortunate to have been involved in creating a scholarly
journal in the organizational studies area, Organizational Research Methods
(ORM), and I am happy to be given the opportunity to share my experiences.
I do so hoping to document how things evolved during the start-up process,
and perhaps identifying things to do and not do in the process of launching
a new journal. Of course, such “documentation” is greatly influenced by my
selective perceptual processes and memory, and undoubtedly there will be
things I will not recall due to effective, if not necessary, defense mechanisms.
Nevertheless, I will describe my experiences as best I can, with the hope of



providing something of value to those who find themselves starting a new
journal, and those who may consider submitting their research to a new
journal.

What is the need?

Given the historical origins of the various management-related disciplines,
which can be traced back many years, it should not be surprising that there
is an abundance of publishing outlets for research on organizational topics.
Indeed, in the category of Management, Thomson Scientific in its annual
Journal Citation Reports provides rankings for 78 journals. In addition,
there are other categories that also include journals that publish content
directly relevant to Management and related fields. For example, the Applied
Psychology category includes 54 journals. Within this environment, the first
obvious question that arises for those considering a journal start-up is why
another journal is needed. There are numerous journals that have a very
broad focus, for which submissions from many disciplines of management
would be appropriate, and there are also many specialized journals support-
ing what may seem as narrow areas of management. As one considers these
journals of both types, the key issue is determining what value will be provided
by the establishment of a new outlet.

In my particular situation, the answer was clear and provided by experi-
enced members of the research methods community, as this was the area of
my career focus. I can remember participating in many conversations at pro-
fessional meetings where I heard senior scholars from my area describe the
challenges of getting their research methods articles accepted at traditional
management outlets. I knew of the considerable success of these scholars in
getting their substantive work published, so I could rule out the explanation
that the discussions I was hearing were simply the “sour grapes” that might
be expected from those whose work was not up to the standards of these tra-
ditional management outlets. These frustrated authors shared their experi-
ences of having reviewers who might be substantive experts but who were
lacking in their methods training, and of having editors who wanted their
work to pass a dual standard of making both substantive and methodological
contributions.

As I reflected on these discussions, I came to recognize that there was no
outlet devoted to research methods scholarship conducted by organiza-
tional based scholars. Indeed, it became apparent that members of the
research methods community within the Academy of Management (AOM)
were the only group of management scholars whose work did not fit within
the general scope of existing Academy publications. For example, while over
the years the Academy of Management Review (AMR) had published reviews of
existing data analysis techniques, empirical research on various research
methods problems was not within the domain of AMR. Similarly, while the
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Academy of Management Journal (AMJ ) occasionally published articles that
might be seen as having a research methods emphasis, to be accepted arti-
cles for AMJ were required to make a substantive contribution to manage-
ment, as well as a contribution to the research methods literature. Finally,
while journals devoted to research methods did exist in other disciplines
(e.g., Sociological Methods and Research), career advancement considerations
made these less than an optimal outlet for organizational researchers working
within the disciplines of management.

As I considered this state of affairs, I came to believe that there was a need
for an outlet that would be considered by management and organizational
researchers focusing on research methods as a natural home for their schol-
arship. Such an outlet would also need to be seen by those making person-
nel decisions (e.g., promotion and tenure committees, department chairs
and Deans) as management-based, which would lead potential authors to
believe that they would get fair rewards for their efforts. In short, I believed
that I had identified a void in the market of scholarly outlets for an impor-
tant segment of the population of organizational scholars, those interested
in research methods, and I was ultimately able to convince the AOM and
Sage Publications, Inc., of this claim. 

Thus, a first lesson is that anyone considering starting a new journal must
be sure that there is some gap in existing outlets that will be met by a new
journal. They can increase their certainty by understanding the beliefs and
perceptions of those who might serve as potential contributors of their
work, and by having a good understanding of the missions and strengths/
weaknesses of existing outlets with a similar focus. These considerations can
result in the belief that a new outlet will ultimately generate the flow of sub-
missions required for long-term success. 

What will the mission be?

The above discussion suggests that at some point a person considering start-
ing a scholarly journal identifies a general need that is not being met or an
audience that is being underserved by the current configuration of outlets,
in my case those associated with the organizational research methods com-
munity. At this stage in the overall development the conceptualization is
very general, and the next key step involves becoming more specific in artic-
ulating the mission of the new journal. There are many ways in which the
needs of a neglected community of scholars can be addressed, and impor-
tant strategic decisions are faced. Some of these decisions need to be based
on substantive considerations, and others are more practical, but neither
type can be neglected.

The specific action that can be most helpful at this stage is the develop-
ment of the policy statement, which describes the types of articles appro-
priate for the new journal. In some instances guidance can be obtained from
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the policy statements of journals with similar missions. In my case, I care-
fully considered such statements from Sociological Methods and Research and
Psychological Methods, outlets which I saw as having a similar mission but
that targeted a different audience. I was able to use these to help shape the
vision of the new journal I was pursuing, but I also needed to be aware of
specific nuances associated with working within the management and orga-
nizational context.

Similarly, I had to decide if the audience of ORM was to be only those who
conduct methodological work, or whether it should also include substantive
researchers looking for guidance as to how to best conduct their research.
I was concerned that these two potential constituents might have conflict-
ing needs that would create problems. For example, a well-executed simula-
tion study of a specific statistic might be seen as an important contribution
by those doing similar work on the statistic, but seen as less important to
someone needing to analyze their data. Alternatively, while a general review
paper might be seen as very valuable to a substantive researcher, a method-
ologist might view it less favorably and conclude that there is nothing new
that cannot be found in original sources. Ultimately, I decided that there
was equal intellectual value to work aimed at both audiences and that both
types of scholarship could ultimately improve the quality of substantive
management research.

Thus, a second lesson is that the process of starting a new journal is likely
to involve decisions where arguments can be made in favor of either side
(for example, as noted about focusing on methodologists and substantive
researchers). In making these decisions, anyone considering starting a jour-
nal should be guided by a long-term vision of what is necessary for success,
which ultimately gets translated into the Policy Statement that will guide
authors, reviewers, and the editor. Finally, in developing this Statement, it is
very important to obtain feedback from experienced scholars in the area
who will be deciding whether to submit their work to the new outlet.

The importance of a sponsor for the new journal

In addition to determining the need for a potential new journal and the
development of the Policy Statement, another key consideration in the
start-up process involves the organizational context. Simply, there are sev-
eral advantages for those who can link their new journal to an existing
organization via an affiliation or sponsorship. Such an arrangement benefits
the publisher and may be critical in persuading the publisher that there will
be a base of support needed for the new journal. The economics of starting
a new journal are challenging (it can take several years for a new journal to
be profitable), and a tie to a sponsoring organization can help the publisher
decide that there will be a subscription base needed for long-term financial
success. The partnership with a sponsoring organization can also provide a
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relatively easy way to promote the new journal, using means such as the
organization’s newsletter or website.

Affiliation with a sponsoring organization also can benefit the editor and
potential contributors. Linking with a sponsor can send an important signal
about the quality of the new outlet. As is often said, you only get one chance
to make a first impression, and being able to send out the initial Call for
Papers with such a link can play an important role in solidifying the jour-
nal’s image before the first submission is received and before the first page
is published. Assuming that the sponsoring organization holds some type of
annual meeting, this partnership creates the opportunity for increasing
awareness of the new outlet via a special reception or party recognizing
and celebrating the establishment of the new journal. The start-up process
can benefit greatly by the existence of favorable “chatter” created by such a
social context, which can increase awareness of the new outlet among
potential contributors. Further, if the sponsoring organization allows the
presentation of research papers appropriate for the mission of the new jour-
nal, the presenters can be approached about submitting their research to the
journal.

Of course, there must be reasons for the sponsoring organization to com-
mit to such a partnership, and I think several advantages are possible. In
many instances members of the organization receive a discount on the jour-
nal they are associated with. The existence of a dedicated outlet can also
increase the perceived scientific legitimacy of the area of the journal by
those from other scholarly areas. And, the availability of an outlet can have
a positive influence on scholars deciding whether to do work in the area, in
that they are more likely to do such research if they are sure there is a home
for the final product. 

In my case, there was an organization eager to establish a partnership, the
research methods division (RMD) of the AOM. Indeed, the senior scholars
whose conversations I witnessed (mentioned earlier) included several past
leaders of the RMD, and they were very instrumental in generating the sup-
port within the membership of the RMD. The RMD also had a history of
increasing participation in the Program of the annual Academy meeting,
creating a potential pool of papers that could be submitted to ORM. Further,
the RMD co-sponsored a social event in the first year of ORM, helping
increase awareness. Finally, and I am sure most importantly, the link of ORM
with the AOM and its RMD was critical in how ORM was perceived in its first
few years. Simply, authors considering submitting their work to ORM were
able to know that ORM would be discussed by their evaluators (promotion
committees, department chairs, deans) as a journal affiliated with a division
of the AOM. While ultimately the value of ORM would be determined by
information related to the quality of the articles published, submission and
rejection rates, and impact factors, it can take years for data on these crite-
ria to be available. During this time the link with the RMD sent a signal
about quality, and in fact through contributing to high-quality submissions
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helped contribute to the favorable data on citations and impact that ulti-
mately has emerged.

Before proceeding, it should be noted that difficult issues can emerge in
the process of establishing a link between a new journal and a sponsoring
organization. Topics to be addressed include who has control over the selec-
tion of the editor and the degree to which the sponsoring organization has
input. Allocation of responsibilities during the review and publication
process must also be resolved, as do any liabilities for the sponsoring unit.
Ultimately, questions related to ownership and revenue control have to be
addressed. In my case, with the start up of ORM all of these issues came up
during the process through which the Board of Governors of the AOM
approved the request from the Executive Committee of the RMD to sponsor
ORM (up to this time, divisions of the Academy were not allowed to be affil-
iated with non-Academy journals). Fortunately, as a result of diligent efforts
by all the parties involved, this sponsorship was approved, and from the first
public notice about ORM the link with the RMD was emphasized. A key lesson
is that anyone attempting to establish such a partnership must remember
that the sponsor (and the publisher) is putting its reputation on the line by
being associated with the new outlet, and all the pieces must be in place to
support the viability and quality of the new journal.

Having the right team

So far my discussion has focused on the editor, authors, and a potential
sponsoring organization. There is another group of players whose contribu-
tion is equally important, the editorial and review team. Once the Policy
Statement has been developed and sponsorship issues have been resolved,
the editor must put in place a group of partners that can insure success. I do
feel that there are some aspects of this process that may be different for a
start-up journal.

In the absence of a tradition and reputation, the qualifications of the edi-
torial team are very important. From the first distribution of promotional
materials, the early decision letters on the journal’s letterhead, and the pub-
lication of the first issue with the listing of the editorial Board, the reputa-
tion and status of the team sends a critical signal as to the quality of the new
outlet. The operating perception is that if good people lend their names to
the emerging effort, it will be a good product. I do believe it can be more
difficult to select a team in this context, because without a history of
submissions it can be difficult to predict the range of topics of the papers,
making it more difficult to know the types of expertise needed to obtain
good reviews. In the beginning it may also be more difficult to recruit
members to the new team, as the prestige and reputation of the new journal
has yet to be established. Someone starting a new journal will also not
inherit an extensive list of ad-hoc reviewers, as would an editor of an existing
journal.
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Finally, it is very important to have the commitment of all members of the
team, who must be willing to do more than just lend their names to the new
venture. These members must provide timely and constructive reviews that
will help shape the positive image of the journal during its early years. They
also can serve as a valuable source of information about the new journal as
they discuss their work activities with their students and colleagues, which
can potentially result in submissions that would otherwise not occur. And,
since the team members are chosen in part because of their reputations in
the journal’s area, and these are based on their research achievements, these
members can serve as an important source of high-quality submissions during
the emergence of the journal. 

Thus, the lesson is to remember that ultimately the publication of a jour-
nal is a team effort. An editor must have submissions and they must have
feedback on submitted papers that is technically correct. The editorial team
can contribute to both causes, and difficult issues can develop. The editor of
a new journal might have to exert considerable effort to obtain tardy
reviews, they will likely have to reject an article recommended by an edito-
rial reviewer or accept an article reviewed unfavorably by such a reviewer,
and they may have to reject a submission by an editorial board member.
Clear and effective communications, and a well-designed and executed
review process, can minimize the problems associated with these situations
and help with the long-term success of the endeavor.

Is this the right job for me?

Before turning to lessons for potential contributors to new journals, let me
address an issue that is obvious but that must be considered, namely, is the
job of being the founding editor of a new journal the right job to take?
Anyone with such an opportunity will recognize immediately the positive
benefits of being in such a position. The impact on one’s status, reputation,
and career should be obvious. Also obvious is the workload, which, for every
editor I have talked with and from the  information included in other chap-
ters in this volume, has been greater than what was expected. To help
inform those who might be considering such an endeavor, I would like to
share some thoughts based on my experiences, and I will try to keep the
focus on those aspects of the process unique to starting a journal, as com-
pared to stepping into an editorial role with an established journal.

A first thing that comes to mind is the wide range of activities and tasks that
confront someone starting a new journal. While we tend to think of an editor
as mainly assigning reviewers, evaluating their feedback, and making one of
three decisions (reject, revise, accept), much more is required during the start
of a new journal. First, it is likely that this person will conceive and develop
the Policy Statement, which, as discussed earlier, plays perhaps a more impor-
tant role in shaping the identity of a new journal before members of the
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community can look to many published issues to determine the domain of the
journal. There is considerable pressure associated with this process, given the
importance of this Statement, and it is not faced by anyone who steps into an
existing journal. Second, there are several types of activities that the editor of
a new journal may want to pursue that are less important with an established
outlet. For example, a person in this position may want to take more advan-
tage of opportunities to be visible at conferences and in giving invited talks, so
as to create more awareness of the new journal. Of course, one must be careful
to not allow these activities to slow down the review process, as review times
are increasingly being used competitively by competing journals. 

Further, in this situation the editor may have to be relatively more aggres-
sive in generating submissions than someone working with an established
journal. Several things can be done in this regard, including sending invita-
tions to those presenting papers at relevant professional meetings (who may
be looking for the best place to submit their paper). Such invitations can also
be sent to those who have recently published articles within the domain of
the new journal in existing outlets. These researchers have a track record of
success (by virtue of their publications), and may also be looking for an
expanded list of potential outlets for their work.

A final characteristic of being involved in a journal start-up is the time pres-
sure that can be involved. Any editor faces the task of processing papers as
quickly as possible. However, a new editor of an existing journal is likely to
have a backlog of papers in the publication cue, as well as a substantial set of
papers that will be processed by the outgoing editor, both of which lessens the
pressure of filling the first issue that will list them as editor. The editor of a new
journal has neither of these resources. Complicating the matter is that when
the new outlet is first formally announced, a commitment is made to the pub-
lication date of the first issue. And, the publisher typically has reasons to want
to make that date as soon as possible, as the actual publication of the first issue
can play an important role in generating subscriptions and revenues. So, when
taking into account the time required to process those initial submissions, time
for authors to develop revisions, and the time required to review the revisions,
there may not be a lot of slack in the system to accommodate delays. And, the
editor knows that while there must be papers to put in the first issue, the quality
of those early papers will go along way to establishing the early reputation.
This aspect of the situation is the main reason it is so important for the editor
of a new journal to aggressively recruit submissions, so as to insure an adequate
set of high-quality articles in the first few issues, which will have several impor-
tant effects on subsequent activities.

Implications for potential contributors to a new journal

In terms of any lessons based on my experiences in starting a new journal
that might be relevant to potential contributors, a few considerations come
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to mind. First, give special attention to the task of insuring that the journal
is an appropriate outlet for your work. For this, you may have to examine
the Policy Statement to make this judgment more than you normally would,
as there will not be years of Tables of Contents to examine to see if the jour-
nal has published work on this topic before. You may also want to contact
the editor with a brief description of your topic before actually submitting
your paper. Second, if a potential contributor is a junior faculty member,
they may want to seek the input of those who will be evaluating their pub-
lication record to obtain reactions as to how a publication from the new
journal would be received (i.e., how would it be judged).

Third, while it does take time for citation and impact rating information
to be available, information of acceptance rates can usually be obtained
from the editor, and if the contributor feels this information would be help-
ful they should not hesitate to contact the editor. This information can help
the potential contributor judge their relative chances of success, and it can also
be provided to those who will evaluate their performance to legitimate any
claim as to the quality of the outlet. Finally, someone with an ongoing research
stream in the domain of the new journal might consider volunteering to
serve as an ad-hoc reviewer. Identifying qualified ad-hoc reviewers can be
a challenge for an editor involved in all the other aspects of starting a new
journal, and they might appreciate such an offer. And, one can learn about
the new journal as an ad hoc reviewer by tracking the comments provided
by other reviewers and by examining the decision letters of the editors.

Final thoughts

In closing, let me first say that in my comments I have tried to provide guid-
ance that will be helpful to those seeking to better understand the journal
start-up process. In my efforts at being complete, I hope that I have not dis-
couraged anyone for considering such an endeavor. It can be a stressful and
demanding role to play, and must be considered in the context of one’s stage
of career, their ability to cope with uncertainty, and their interest in the
broad range of activities associated with being the editor of a new journal.
One’s comfort level with technology should also be considered, as most
journals are using an electronic submission and review process. However,
two things come to mind as I reflect on my own start-up experience. First,
intellectually I have not found anything that creates the same sense of
excitement as sitting down with a submission and a set of reviews and try-
ing to help an author develop the best paper they can within the data or
objectives that they have. Second, it is very rewarding and fulfilling when
doing this in the context of a new journal, knowing the impact of these
activities on the emergence of the journal, the growth of the discipline, and
the opportunities that a successful new journal will provide to the scholars
from the area.
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Running an Electronic Journal:
Considerations and Possibilities
Bernard Forgues and Jeanie M. Forray

A revolution is taking place in scholarly publication. Fueled by rapid tech-
nological advances and an exponential diffusion of the Internet, the way
scientists exchange knowledge is experiencing its most dramatic change
since Gutenberg invented type printing 550 years ago. Yet, social scientists
lag far behind their colleagues in physics or biology in reacting to these
changes. In this chapter, we present developments in electronic publishing
and some of the opportunities and challenges that face prospective editors
and authors in this new academic reality.

Many elements involved in running a peer-reviewed electronic or online1

journal mirror those of any scholarly publication: working with authors,
developing an editorial review board and overseeing their work, attracting
high-quality submissions, etc. As such, we refer readers to other chapters for
some of the more standard considerations of editorship that affect all aca-
demic journals regardless of their mode of delivery.

Our focus is on some of the more unique aspects of editing an internet-
based journal, offering potential editors and authors some useful insights
into the world of online publications. We begin with a brief history of three
online management journals to highlight some of the considerations we
believe most salient for an online publication. Next, we discuss these key
issues in greater detail, providing insight into the important decisions that
editors of online journals must make. Finally, we discuss two fundamental
concerns for online journals: access and legitimacy. In so doing, we describe
some of the changes taking place that we believe will affect the future of
electronic publishing and offer suggestions for prospective editors and
authors wanting to take advantage of these opportunities.

History lessons

Scholars first began to explore the potential for computer-based academic
journals as early as the 1970s (cf., Bamford, 1972; Senders, 1976). At that
time, the Internet was seen as a potential solution to the apparent limits of



a print-based system where rising costs restricted the number of articles that
could be published while the number of articles produced by researchers was
on the rise. It was theorized that unless something changed, the result of
these publication pressures would be threefold: potentially valuable papers
would not be published or would be severely delayed, individuals and
libraries would not be able to subscribe to journals to which they wanted
access, and readers would pay for journals in which many of the articles were
of little interest (Turnoff & Hiltz, 1982). It was hoped that the prospective
solution to these issues would come from the use of electronic technology.

Each of these outcomes has come to pass in the last 40 years and, as access
to the Internet has grown, electronic technology has provided some solu-
tions. Indeed, most print journal publishers have moved toward greater elec-
tronic presence with prepublication articles posted on the Internet (e.g.,
Academy of Management Journal), and electronic distribution via proprietary
websites (e.g., Sage, Emerald) or commercial database (e.g., Academic Source
Premiere, Infotrac). While these changes enhance the timeliness of scholarly
articles, they do not – in and of themselves – speak to the increasing insti-
tutional pressures for publication among management scholars and, as a
result, the growing numbers of management articles being written that are
in need of a legitimate outlet. 

In conjunction with the growth of electronic communication and
increased publishing pressures, entrepreneurial individuals and scholarly
organizations in the management domain began to inaugurate peer-
reviewed online journals. While these journals followed the same editorial
processes as print journals, they represented a completely electronic pres-
ence, did not require a traditional publisher, and were not restricted by page
limitations and print costs. As such, inaugurating and running an online
journal can be a faster and less costly means of publishing a journal. Three
examples are described below.

With its inauguration in 1995, the Electronic Journal of Radical Organization
Theory (EJROT ) became the first online journal for management scholarship.
Conceptualized and edited by Clive Gilson at the University of Waikato,
EJROT drew on the interest and commitment of a community of critical
organizational scholars. In addition to publishing articles using a traditional
peer-review system and editorial board, the journal also publishes the
Proceedings of the Critical Management Studies conferences. EJROT began
as an open access (free) peer-reviewed journal, with interested individuals
registering to become members of the EJROT community. Although the
journal recently affiliated with Informit e-Library for institutional access,
EJROT remains a niche publication with one issue per year. Increasingly,
EJROT publishes as special issues, with content and editorial work overseen
by the special issue editors.

A different approach was taken by M@n@gement, a peer-reviewed online
publication whose inaugural issue appeared in 1998. M@n@gement was
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launched when a small group of individuals based in Europe reasoned that
one of the barriers they faced when trying to publish in established
American journals was their poor command of English. Local journals, on
the other hand, often lacked the rigor found in peer-reviewed journals and
had a very limited circulation. Thus, they decided to launch a journal that
would publish articles in their original language. In addition, while main-
taining a low acceptance rate the journal would be highly demanding but
developmental so as to train people to later try their luck at top-tier journals.
Articles for the journal are published as soon as they are accepted and, like
its predecessor, M@n@gement is an open access journal with interested indi-
viduals signing-up to receive notification of new article publication. Since
2005, it has been the official journal of AIMS, the French strategic manage-
ment association.

Unlike the previous two examples, Organization Management Journal (OMJ)
began in 2004 as a sponsored publication of the Eastern Academy of
Management (EAM). OMJ was designed to enhance the reputation of the
organization, to reflect the various interests of its membership, and to con-
tribute to the advancement of management theory, research, education, and
practice. As such, it was designed with different sections, each with a unique
focus and editorial board. The editor-in-chief, who supervises the entire
publication, is appointed by the EAM’s Board of Governors and serves a
three-year term. In addition, each section is overseen by two editors: one
from North America and the other located in an area outside North America.
Also, unlike its predecessors, OMJ is affiliated with a publisher and requires
individuals to become subscribers in order to gain access to journal articles
(all EAM members are subscribers automatically). The journal is published
on a set schedule four times a year.

Each of the three publications discussed above highlights some of the edito-
rial issues facing scholarly online journals and the individuals who edit and/or
submit to them. In the next section, we discuss some of these issues in detail.

Pragmatic issues

Who should hold copyright on the article once published?

In general, authors of articles in print journals must assign copyright to the
publisher of the journal. But this is not the case for all online journals. OMJ
acquires copyright authority from authors prior to publication while
M@n@gement shares copyright with the author(s) upon publication. In addi-
tion, many online journals apply the Creative Commons Attribution
License (see creativecommons.org) under which authors retain ownership of
the copyright for their article while allowing anyone to download, reuse,
reprint, modify, distribute, and/or copy it, as long as the original authors
and source are credited. Whether or not to hold copyright is a decision gen-
erally based on financial as well as control considerations. If the journal is
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intended to generate revenues, even at some future time, then the journal is
best served by maintaining copyright authority for its articles. A journal may
require a subscription fee or fee-for-download of articles that would require
payment of royalties for any article whose copyright is not controlled by the
journal. In the case of OMJ, the journal requires authors to assign copyright
prior to publication and is then able to control the use of articles after
publication. For M@n@gement, individuals desirous of using articles for any
commercial purposes must obtain permission of both the journal and the
author(s).

How is the website developed and maintained?

Any online journal requires a website and ongoing technical support. This
can be a relatively simple matter using free or low-cost resources available
on the Internet,2 or it can be a more costly endeavor involving individuals
with sophisticated technical capabilities. For example, because the EAM is
a non-profit organization and does not charge a fee for the journal, OMJ
received technical design for the website and continues to receive ongoing
support from an educational institution. If this kind of support is not avail-
able, other arrangements must be made. Some websites are maintained by
the individuals who edit the journal, while others are supported by inter-
ested individuals not involved with the editorial content or process. 

Should issues be published on a set schedule or as they are ready?

As noted above, EJROT publishes articles as they are ready and includes
them all as part of one issue per year. While M@n@gement also publishes on
an “as ready” basis, it does so quarterly so that there are four issues per year.
Alternatively, OMJ establishes a short pipeline of accepted articles for future
issues by publishing on a set schedule of three issues per year.  The first two
examples use the speed of the electronic format to provide timeliness for
authors, and this method is simpler to coordinate than a set schedule
process. The latter example uses a more traditional approach that mirrors
print publications in order to enhance its legitimacy and to manage its sec-
tion format, and allows the journal to regularly publicize each new issue to
the management community.

Should the journal publish in English only or in other languages?

By and large, all scholarly journals aspire to be international in terms of
readership and impact but few publish articles in their original language if
it is not English. This may result from the dominance of English-language
print publishers in management scholarship, with the obvious problems of
copyediting in languages other than English, or it may result from the diffi-
culty editors face in identifying reviewers for scholarly work not in their
own (the editor’s) language. However, insofar as they are able to attract a
truly international readership and editorial board, electronic journals often
have a “wider net” with respect to these resources. And there are benefits to
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providing material in the original language that may enhance the reputa-
tion of an electronic journal. Authors are always best able to express them-
selves in their “first” language, thus enhancing the quality of the article by
maintaining the richness and subtlety of the author’s thought. This, in turn,
allows readers (many of whom are able to read more than one language) to
benefit from this clarity. With this approach (as with English-only, of
course) citation is limited to those who read and understand the language
in which the article is written. 

How should the journal be funded?

An online journal requires financial resources. While the costs are certainly
lower than those of a print publication, who have obvious printing and
mailing costs, online journals also incur costs related to their publication.
These may include copyedit and formatting costs, promotion costs, and
editor-travel costs, etc. How much is needed and how it is to be generated
are critical issues for online editors and publishers.

There are four basic ways to cover the costs of an online journal. The first
is by charging an individual and/or institutional subscriber fee. This prac-
tice mirrors that of print journals but (1) is inconsistent with an open
access philosophy and (2) is difficult to employ when so many online jour-
nals are available for free. The second option is to charge authors upon
submission or publication (the fee often being paid by the author’s
employer or funding agency). Contrary to what many believe, a recent
survey by the Kauffman-Wills Group  (2005) notes that fewer than half of
the available open access journals charge authors. Indeed, subscription-
based journals actually charge authors more often than open access ones.
A third possibility for covering costs is to rely on grants or subsidies from
sponsors. This is often the case for journals published by scholarly associ-
ations, with the associations making money from conferences or member-
ship and earmarking some of it for journal support. The fourth way to
generate income is through related services such as on-site advertising,
on-demand print publication, or other value-added fee-based services.
These various possibilities are in no way mutually exclusive, but can be
combined. In any case, publishers need to have a clear understanding of
the costs of publication and the ways in which revenues will be generated
to cover them, editors need to be aware of the resources available to them,
and authors need to be cognizant of the ways in which viable publications
generate revenues that may impact them.

While each of the foregoing pragmatic issues is salient for online editors
and authors, in the next section we turn to two broader issues underlying
the nature of all electronic journals.

Access and legitimacy

All journals, whether published on paper or on the web, face issues of access
and legitimacy. It is often assumed that there is a direct relationship between
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circulation rate (number of subscribers) and legitimacy, but this is not
always the case. Indeed, one study found that rank correlations between
impact factor and circulation in 21 disciplines were between 0.25 and 0.50
(Peritz, 1995). E-journals achieve much larger circulation at a quicker rate
than print journals, but they face more resistance as to their legitimacy.
However, because of technological advances and greater numbers of peer-
reviewed online publications, this situation may be changing. 

“Open access” refers to free access to scholarly literature over the Internet.
Most electronic scholarly journals are open access, providing free and unre-
stricted access to published research results to anyone. Among the reasons
behind the open access movement, the main one is that while authors and
reviewers work for free, subscription prices have increased far above infla-
tion rates (e.g., McCabe, 2000; Bergstrom & Bergstrom, 2006). Thus, the
increases in price for print journals are not a reflection of increases in aca-
demic costs but of print publication industry changes. Supporters of open
access, view free and unrestricted access as an answer to the commercializa-
tion of academic research.

Indeed, proponents of open access claim it accelerates research, enriches
education, and levels the economic playing field for researchers outside
well-funded universities (Chan et al., 2002; Jaschik, 2006). Benefits for
authors include larger potential audience, increased impact, and shorter
delays between research and publication (SPARC, 2004).

Access to journals is a crucial issue for editors because it involves both
economic viability and scientific influence. Those two issues need careful
examination. As noted above, an open access policy affords journals higher
circulation at a more rapid rate than their print counterparts. This exposure
enhances the potential impact of journal articles, which in turn enhances
the legitimacy of the journal. On the economic side, however, open access
means that no revenue can be obtained through subscription. While print-
ing and distribution are (almost) accomplished for free over the Internet,
some production costs remain. 

Access is related to scientific influence, although the relationship is not as
straightforward as one might expect at first glance. Because journal circula-
tion is highly responsive to price differences (Bergstrom & Bergstrom, 2006),
an open access journal can be expected to have higher circulation. Further,
as DuBois and Reeb (2000) argue, “the probability of citation of a journal as
well as impressions of journal quality is positively influenced by journal
availability” (p. 702). Given their broader circulation possibilities, open
access journals should have broader influence, but this doesn’t currently
show in ISI impact factors. Open access journals may fare poorly in rankings
for a number of reasons. First, they are of newer origin and have had less
time to get established and cited. Second, in the absence of an institution-
alized standard to cite electronic journals, authors do a poor job at referenc-
ing them and, as a consequence, citation counts frequently miss them and



thus underestimate their impact. As a result, online management journals
are rarely included in journal-ranking schemes because those who develop
such rankings have little evidence to support an assessment of an online
journal’s impact. 

The situation may be improving as open access journals start to achieve
their promise. In a carefully designed study, Eysenbach (2006) compared
citations received by open access articles and non-open access articles pub-
lished in the same journal. To do so, he took advantage of the Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS) switch to an open access option,
where authors of accepted articles are offered the possibility of paying a fee
to have their paper available for free on the publisher’s website. Such a
natural experiment allowed the author to control many confounds, includ-
ing the number of days since publication, number of authors, and previous
citation records of authors. He also sent a questionnaire to authors to check
that they did not opt for open access only for their more important articles.
Eysenbach’s (2006) results clearly showed that open access articles received
more citations than those behind a paid subscription barrier. Open access
articles were twice as likely to be cited four to ten months after publication,
and three times as likely between 10 and 16 months. The benefit to authors
and to the advancement of knowledge is thus important, especially as PNAS
is a journal widely available in libraries.

Journals also need legitimacy to attract submissions. In scholarly publish-
ing, legitimacy comes primarily from the journal’s reputation or the edito-
rial process it uses. More precisely, a journal is credible if it has already
established a strong reputation or if it belongs to some legitimate learned
society. As for processes, the one perceived as most legitimate is the double-
blind, peer-reviewed process used by the overwhelming majority of journals
in our field, including open access ones.

Additionally, journals can gain legitimacy by staffing their boards with
prestigious scholars, seeking institutional endorsements, and publishing
papers by prominent authors; these practices are available (and used by)
online journals. Electronic journals can also mimic print journals by “look-
ing alike” (e.g., using page numbers, establishing an institutional “header,”
publishing issues on a quarterly basis, etc.).

Legitimacy usually translates into the journal’s impact factor, which is
sometimes used as a measure of excellence and certainly of prestige, but new
technologies might shake the status quo. Indeed, one problem is that presti-
gious journals do not always publish the best articles. Using a statistical analy-
sis of differences in citation rates between the top 20 percent, the middle 40
percent, and the bottom 40 percent of a sample of journals in economics,
psychology, sociology, and management, Starbuck (2005) observed that
“highly prestigious journals publish quite a few low-value articles, low-prestige
journals publish some excellent articles, and excellent manuscripts may
receive successive rejections from several journals” (p. 196). In other words,
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legitimacy does not automatically equate to quality. As a result, although being
a convenient shortcut for promotion committees making tenure decisions or
for busy scholars selecting which journals to browse, no one criterion alone
can designate the quality, relevance, or contribution of a journal or the articles
it publishes.

Concluding thoughts

All in all, the future for editors of online journals and the authors who sub-
mit to them looks promising. As the number of such journals increases, and
the scholarly community responds to their quality and familiarity, their
acceptance as a format for scholarly publication grows. Online journals hold
a clear advantage as to ease of access and use, two paramount features for
scholars. Thanks to their format, readers are only one click away from rele-
vant works cited in electronic journals if these are also available on the
Internet. Readers also save the time they used to spend going to their local
library or requesting reprints from distant libraries. For authors, Internet
journals provide an enhanced distribution for their work because it is avail-
able to the widest possible readership. Clearly, as more and more research is
made available electronically, patterns of use change3.

Launching a journal on the Internet, or switching from print to electronic
distribution, offers many opportunities. Such a move requires careful prepa-
ration, for which useful guides are available. Both technical and economic
advice abound on the Internet: prospective editors might want to start with
a look at those offered by the Budapest Open Access Initiative
(http://www.soros.org/openaccess/resources.shtml), which was instrumen-
tal in initiating the open access movement.

Notes

1. Our use of this term signifies journals that have no form of distribution beyond the
Internet, i.e., online-only. We distinguish these publications from journals that
now commonly offer both a print version and electronic access to articles. In addi-
tion, our comments in this chapter are made with respect to peer-reviewed publi-
cations and are not intended to address issues with respect to “blogs” or other
non-refereed publications.

2. A popular end-to-end journal management system available for free is OJS
(http://pkp.sfu.ca/?q�ojs).

3. Incidentally, JSTOR (www.jstor.org) succeeded in reviving old articles by making
them instantly available in full text.
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Opening the Black Box of Editorship:
Editors’ Voice
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In this chapter I examine the experience of academic-journal editors, build-
ing on data collected from over 50 editors of such journals. I explored their
positive and negative experiences, what helped them and what hindered
their progress, asking them what it takes to make a successful editor, what
advice they would give to a novice editor, and about their route to editorship. 

Becoming an editor is a clear indication and manifestation of academic
career success. Editors are a minor, but significant, group of individuals who
have the most power over what is going to be published versus what is not
going to make it. Being in this critical junction of power, where a culture of
“publish or perish” prevails, represents both significant honor and major
responsibility. To succeed they need certain qualities, which I will discuss in
this chapter, focusing on the “why, what, how, and when” of editorship. 

The chapter is based on qualitative and quantitative data collected from
editors of journals in the management and social sciences. It is arranged in
the following sections: (a) Method, (b) The identified qualities of successful
editors, (c) “Things I wish I had known before becoming an editor,” based
on the “advice for a novice editor” provided by the respondents, (d) The
psychological contract of editorship – what editors give and what they get,
and (e) Implications: for both serving editors and academics aspiring to
serve as editors in the future.

Method

Procedure

The target population was of current editors of academic refereed journals in
management and behavioral sciences in the English language. A list com-
prising editors from the following organizations and publishing houses was
made: The Academy of Management, American Psychological Association,
Oxford University Press, Blackwell, Elsevier, Wiley, Sage, and Palgrave
Macmillan. E-mails were sent to those editors who had their e-mail



addresses presented, overall some 250 editors. The 53 responses received
account to just over 20 percent response rate, below the norm for surveys
conducted at the individual level, but within the norm when referring to
representatives of organizations (see Baruch, 1999), though this does not
eliminate the prospects of response bias. One reason for this low rate, which
emerged from the responses, is the significant overload and time pressure
editors have to cope with. The data produced, though, is rich and revealing,
as will be demonstrated below. 

Research instrument

I collected data via semiopen questionnaires attached to the e-mails. Some
questions comprised standard measures for variables such as career and job
satisfaction, others were specific to the subject of the study. In addition, a
number of open-ended questions were presented, to learn about issues such
as: What would you argue was (a) your best achievement or best experience
while leading this journal? And (b) your worst experience while leading this
journal? What do you think are the most important qualities that make a
successful editor? Reasons for present research output compared with pre-
editorship period; and, what advice do you have for a novice editor?

This volume of data enabled me to employ a content analysis, conducted
manually, according to the principles identified by Kirppendorff (1989) and
Carley (1993). In addition, quantitative analysis was performed on the
numerical section of the questionnaires. 

Sample

The sample reflects both the people – editors, and the journals they edit. In
terms of people, the sample was very biased toward the traditional archetype,
which seems to represent the specific population of academic editors – the vast
majority were white, and gender wise 37 were males, 8 were females (the 8 did
not refer to the gender question). Average age was 52.9 (sd. 8.56), which is a
typical stage for academics to reach seniority position, though far from retiring
age. Surprisingly, they came from a variety of universities, not necessarily top
ranked, but, nevertheless, from established, research-led institutions. 

All the journals were academic blind refereed. The average rejection rate was
78.09 (sd 13.60), and the average ISI (Institute for Scientific Information)
was 1.59 (sd 1.0). About half did not have ISI rating (though six were in the
process of gaining it). T-test comparison between the responses of ISI jour-
nal editors and others revealed no significant differences in their attitudes,
though the rejection rate was higher in the ISI journals (83%) compared
with the non-ISI (75%). ISI editors also felt a slightly higher level of the
impact of editorship on their career, but the impact felt on professionalism
was similar (and high – 5.6 on a Likert scale; from 1, meaning ‘not at all’,
to 7, meaning ‘very much’). ISI editors had less support from their publish-
ers, but similar support from other sources. Overall it seems that while more
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visible journals (with ISI ranking) may receive more submissions and have
a larger number of reviewers, the editor must manage that, essentially,
those issues and inputs provided by them are qualitatively similar to those
faced by journals not included in the ISI. 

Results

I will discuss both qualitative and quantitative findings which emerged from
the data. In doing so, I will reflect on the “why, what, how, and when”
issues.

Qualities that make a successful editor

One of the most significant questions the respondents were asked to reflect
upon in an open question was, “What are the most important qualities that
make a successful editor?” This was also complemented by another open
question – “what would you advice a novice editor?” My implicit assump-
tions were that the participants are good editors, well informed, and have
high self-awareness, as well as the integrity to reflect on their experience in
the form of worthy advice. Starting with the first question, the answers var-
ied significantly, but several elements became clear (and were supported by
some of the quantitative items in the questionnaire). The content analysis
of the qualitative data conducted for these open questions revealed a vari-
ety of categories and dimensions: four clear dimensions have emerged,
which I categorized under: Thinking and vision, Feeling, Willing, and
Acting (the latter including managerial and organizational issues). 

Thinking and vision

Under the “Thinking and vision” banner, the most prominent aspects were,
as one may anticipate, mental ability, knowledge (general as well as field-
specific), and the ability to make decisions. 

Representing the mental ability were indications for the need of “analyti-
cal intelligence”; “curiosity for learning”; “attention to detail”; and “open-
mindedness.” These were complemented by the need for the ability “to
synthesize,” “to read fast,” and to “be clear, crisp and concise.” Two editors
mentioned the need for “creativity to spot interesting/novel areas” and abil-
ity to generate ideas. 

The need for academic knowledge of the field was the most cited element,
with typical quotes such as “Needed in-depth knowledge of subject … Very
broad knowledge of the field … Good grounding in the subject covered by
journal … Mix of depth and breadth of knowledge … Understand the broad
area, be able to think beyond the confines of one’s own narrow discipline …
Mastery of the journal’s literature, intimate knowledge of what’s been pub-
lished historically and mastery of the journal’s niche topic.” 
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However, the need for knowledge was not enough, and as a number of
editors argue, knowledge was essential, but should be coupled with vision-
ary direction: “vision for the field; vision for the future of the journal …
A sense of what’s ‘hot’ … vision for how the literature relates to and serves the
field … Clear vision shared with colleagues.” At the more practical level of
vision, the following two observations are revealing: “A sense of what it
takes for a paper to be downloaded and cited … Understanding of place of
the journal in the field.” Knowledge and reputation as a leading scholar are
important for other editorship-sensitive requirements (e.g., for being able to
reject the submissions of big names). 

The required ability of decision-making competence was manifested by
quotes indicating the need for “good judgment,” “competent decision mak-
ing,” “unbiased decisions,” and “good and quick judgment.” One editor
emphasized the need to have “independence of judgment” (i.e., not being
just a mailbox between authors and reviewers).

Last but not least, emerged the requirement for editors to be distinguished
scholars in their own right: “Editor should be at the top of his academic field
(so as to know well the issues … be able to reject senior scholars’ work that
is below par).” This was manifested by the need to have strong research and
publishing experience … academic credibility … be respected in the disci-
pline, have “a good reputation,” and “engagement with research.”
Interestingly, one of those mentioning “hard work” added, “willingness to
work hard (and to forget about your own publishing record).”

Feeling

The most surprising outcome for me was the Feeling issues. The second most
frequently used word (following “knowledge”) was “patience”! If we add
“compassion” and “being sensitive,” this “touchy-feeling” element, then,
becomes the quality mostly mentioned as relevant to the editorial role over-
all. As another editor reflected, to be a good editor, one should “be prepared
to ‘go the extra mile’ to help.” Other feeling-related qualities mentioned
were “appreciation/empathy,” “being understanding,” “being supportive,”
and “being conscientious.” 

Nevertheless, qualities such as extroversion, firmness, and persistence
were mentioned too, reflecting on the need to sometimes be tough and hard
when difficult decisions have to be made (though it still needs to be deliv-
ered in a fair manner). The last quote I am happy to seal this “feeling”
element with is the need for “love of the subject field.” 

Willing

Here the element of “passion for the job and for knowledge creation” and
“passion for learning” was coupled with a need for commitment: “commit-
ment to the journal and its mission”; “commitment to research,” dedication,
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and tenacity, plus “intellectual curiosity.” Similarly, persistence and determi-
nation appeared in different wordings. To quote one editor: “a desire and will-
ingness to serve the wider academic community” (what was termed “servant
leadership” – See Chapter 3 in this volume). 

In line with the other dimensions of thinking and feeling, I counted here
the elements of decisiveness as well as the need to be uncompromising in
terms of standards, though also a desire to help researchers improve. 

Acting

Under “acting” the striking word that reappeared, though not surprising,
was “hard work.” It seems that workaholism might be a required quality for
editorship (this is also reflected in the analysis of working hours that will be
presented later). Stamina is an essential ingredient for this required “capac-
ity for a high volume of work, work habits.” One editor nicely put what he
felt were the two most crucial qualities – “Hard work and intelligence (in
that order).”

Second, but not least important, is the developmental quality, that is,  this
action should be directed with “developmental orientation,” though at the
same time a good editor should be “comfortable saying ‘no’ with grace and
sensitivity.” Here “being decisive” does not mean opposite to having “tact
and diplomacy,” another quote was “diplomacy in managing both authors
and reviewers.” Another developmental action quality necessary was
implied when an editor argued that “A good editor is a good writing
teacher.” 

Further “acting” issues deem required are managerial competencies.
Good organizational skills and being an excellent communicator were fre-
quently mentioned. Some elaborated on the nature of the required com-
munication skills, such as “Ability to make constructive suggestions for
improving articles.” 

The most frequently mentioned issue was networking. Knowing many
scholars in the field and their work is crucial for editors, naturally, for exam-
ple, “to build a thoroughly professional team” and “ability to pick good
associate editors and good reviewers.”

Other organization-related skills were time management and the ability to
“be the journal’s ambassador; selling the journal to potential authors,
reviewers and Board Members.” Administrative skills, editing/writing skills
(e.g., clarity of writing), attention to detail, having collegial style, being a
team worker, and mentoring were also suggested. As explained, editors need
“effective organizational skills given large volume of MS and entrepreneur-
ial skills to renew journal on a regular basis.” These are really needed because
editors must have the “Ability to persuade a host of academics to do a
massive amount of voluntary work on time and to constantly push the
reviewers to be more thorough in their reviews.”
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Things I wish I had known before becoming an editor

The advice offered to novice editors fairly reflected the above-discussed
qualities deemed necessary for being a good editor. There were several gen-
eral advices, which I will start with, and a number of advices that can be cat-
egorized under the why (of being an editor), the what/how of running the
process, and the when – timing issue. 

Why

“Do it for love of the contribution to knowledge creation … [Editors] have to
love the job and consider it as a great service to the development of
researchers … Do not take this role on with a view to self-aggrandizement;
it’s about serving ones colleagues in the hope that the field continues to grow
and develop above and beyond that which can be achieved through one’s
own contribution to research and scholarship … I would advise colleagues to
pursue actively opportunities to join editorial boards and engage with the
peer review process which relies on the service of the whole academy.” And
finally, “Have a clear vision of what you want to do with the journal.” 

These responses reflect viewing this role as a service to the community (see
Chapter 3 in this volume, on servant-leadership), as well as the unwritten
requirement to have academic leadership, a vision for the field of study. 

What to do, how to do it

Some of the comments about how to perform the role were of a holistic
nature, other comprised more practical advice. A general advice was the
need to have a strong and wide editorial board and reviewers; for example,
“Get a good team behind you” or “Surround yourself with quality reviewers
who get their stuff in on time.” “Build an editorial team! It’s not a one-man
show” and following from the last comment, “Don’t allow your Ego to get
in the way” “It is a balancing job. Have confidence in your judgment, but
not excessively so. Take reviewers’ assessments and comments seriously, but
recognize that some serious flaws can be fixed, salvaging articles that review-
ers might reject … Keep reader’s perspective in mind, but respect authors.”
And finally, “Reach out to other editors. I found other editors to be very
helpful.”

These are very useful comments, though some are easier said than done
(e.g., having high-quality, quick-responding reviewers). Others correspond
to the needed ability for a learned decision-making competence. 

More practical advice

Some advised to be sensitive and full of empathy, others suggested to be
tough: “You cannot ‘save’ every paper nor can you ‘develop’ every author –
sometimes it is not a good idea to invest too much time and energy into let-
ters to those that are so far off the mark – however, you should invest time
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and energy into those that do miss the cut but where you see that promise
and potential.” In line with this comment came “Don’t spend too much
time on articles that won’t make the grade – but do spend time on raising
standards.”

Some reassurance about the supportive nature of collegial work among
editors of competing journals could be gathered from, “Don’t be afraid to
ask for help, know you won’t get everything right (and no one else has
either).”

The managerial issue of goal setting was seen as instrumental: “Set clear
expectations – for your Associate Editors; for reviewers; and for authors. Also
from the institution (e.g., make sure that appropriate administrative support
is in place.) … Setup/develop a peer-review system and keep reviewers on
board with regular updates (I update 2x per year) – have some targets to
attract peer reviewers from across the range of topics.” A different editor
added the caveat, “Expect referees to be slow.”

“Hire the very best Managing Editor you can” – this advice is limited, of
course, to the cases where the editor has the power to do that; sometimes it
is for the publisher to appoint the managing editor. “Automate the tasks
associated with processing manuscripts” (see later comments under “best
achievements, best experience”). And, yes, a couple of editors who were
aware of this book simply recommended, “Read the book!”

At the more personal level, one comment (reflecting the “feeling” dimen-
sion mentioned above) was, “Realize that there is someone reading your let-
ter; try to provide them with advice about how to proceed; do not view your
decision letter as your task to finish, but a communication to an author who
has hopes about their work. Focus not only on the rationale for the decision
but also serve to give them direction about how to further improve their
work.” Another personal comment reflected on the need for sensitivity and
being supportive: “The more polite, supportive and civil you can be to all
persons with whom you come into contact as editor, the better your work
will go. Emphasizing civil and constructive feedback to authors and men-
toring young authors through their initial publishing attempts will pay off
well in the long run. There is no excuse for overly harsh or brutal commu-
nication.” While these are sound, the counter-voice was reflected in “Be
tough – there are many poor or incompetent authors who argue that their
work is deserving.”

There were also certain warnings, such as: “It’s a lot of work; forget your
research for the duration of your editorship but it is very enjoyable seeing
certain papers evolve and develop through rigorous peer-reviewing” and
“Think carefully whether you really want to do it.” “Be prepared to work
hard, be able to work consistently.” And lastly, institutional support from
both the university and the publisher might be critical: “Don’t do it without
explicit financial and moral support of your Dean.” “Find out if being an
editor counts at your university BEFORE accepting the position; get as much
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help from the publisher as possible; don’t work for free (publishers make
money on the journal, so should you).”

Timing

When to take up editorship is an important consideration, as it may come
in at different career stages. The advice here was clear – “Don’t do it until
you are tenured.” And “Make sure you have tenure first; don’t let the
editorship get in the way of your academic career.”

For how long – “Make sure it is a three-year stint.” Others commented
similarly for not doing it “forever,” or changing journal, though no clear-cut
time limit can be determined. 

Final advice

“It’s a great career opportunity [which] provides ‘esteem factor’ …
Generally a great opportunity … Take an active role as, in most cases,
Editorship has to be its own reward! … Just do it, and have a good time …
Enjoy it, it is a privilege.” Also: “Enjoy and never fret because no matter
how hard you try someone will be upset by your decisions,” and lastly, 
“Go for it, do your best to do a good job, be sincere, positive and con-
structive in your approach.”

The psychological contract of editorship – what editors give and
what they get

How editors gain the role

There are various ways to be appointed or selected to the role. In a number
of journals, especially those run by established academic organizations (e.g.,
Academy of Management, American Psychological Association), there is a
selection process, usually a call for nomination followed by a committee
search recommendation (see Black, Newing & McLean, 1998; Cascio, 2007,
this volume). Sometimes the publisher is much involved with the search. Yet
in a significant number of cases, it was the direct recommendation of the
former editor to the publisher that paved the way for the appointment. This
recommendation was typically based on good experience of reviewing com-
petence and personal knowledge. The typical progress towards editorship
started with reviewing for journals, which in itself is an indication of the
readiness to invest effort and commitment to the process of knowledge
development (Baruch, Sullivan, & Schepmyer, 2006). To sum up, hard work
and networking are the essential inputs needed to gain the role, and once an
editor, these two factors seem to gain in significance. 

Support

What are the sources of support the editor may expect and how strongly did
they fair in this survey? Based on initial discussions, the questionnaire
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included the item “How would you rate the support you have from …” (on
a Likert scale of 1 [poor] to 7 [great]). Five sources were tested, as presented
in Table 21.1. The most supportive source was the associate editor(s). It
should be noted that the high variance in the perceived support from the
institution and from former editors emerged due to uneven distribution
(i.e., some very low scores and many very high scores, rather than a normal
distribution around the 5 score). 

Impact on academic performance

The editors were asked what their present level of publication is compared
with the level at a time when they were not serving as editors. Based on a
comparative self-perception, the overall average impact is deemed negative
(though for some, the impact was not related to the editorship). For 21 of
the 53 (some 40%) there was no change, but over 43 percent felt they publish
less (18) or much less (5), compared with only 17 percent that felt they publish
more (4) or much more (5) than before. While 17 percent is a minority, it
is still a significant minority, and it may be more revealing to examine the
reasons attributed to the change (or stability). Reasoning for lower publication
output, the overwhelming factor was time and time pressure. Typical quotes
ranged from the simple “The Journal absorbs every spare minute,” to the
more elaborate ones such as “I had so much to read as an editor that was
unrelated to my own work that I had no time left for my own research.”
Other reasons were mentioned too, such as “Less necessary … less interest”
“I now do not have to publish just to satisfy a misguided employer” as well
as “age” and “career stage.”

Very few felt there was no impact. One such untypical comment was “Being
editor has not been enough of a burden to get in the way of my research.”

Reasons cited to explain a higher level of publishing outcome are more excit-
ing, though referring to a smaller share of the population. Some were academ-
ically oriented: “More experienced, more opportunities, more collaborators”
“Gained insight about how reviewers and editors think,” and “have a better
sense of what I want to be writing and how it serves a broader population.”
Others were at the practical level (e.g., “I have more release time from teach-
ing that I am using for research”).

Interestingly, one editor said, “While I was an editor I published much less,
but since leaving the editorship I have published much more and it takes
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Table 21.1 Support from various sources

Source of support Average sd Valid N

Your publisher 5.8 1.32 50
Your university/institution 4.9 2.01 50
Your associate editor(s) 6.03 1.16 39
Your editorial board 5.69 1.18 52
The former editor 4.89 2.16 36



less time (less revisions) to get them in …” – this may point out that the edi-
torship experience bears fruits, which may ripen at a later stage. 

Best achievement, best experience

“What would you argue was your best achievement or best experience while
leading this journal?” – this question produced intriguing responses. Some
were concerned with the journal, starting with general improvement, but
particularly moving to web-based management process (mentioned as a sig-
nificant achievement by a number of the editors). Others included: 

• Improving quality, number of submissions, reviewers, and range and size
of readership 

• Enhancing the field’s perception of the journal’s openness and fairness
• Getting ISI rating
• Establishing a truly interdisciplinary and international journal; keeping

balance among multidiscipline focus
• Repositioning the journal to appeal to a global management audience

and to attract more management readers
• Being in a special position which enables “Reading not only the best

manuscript in the field but ALL of them” 
• Helping authors improve their work and helping reviewers improve

theirs too
• For a couple of editors who started their own journal, this “start-up”

experience was their best 
• “Being thanked by authors of rejected papers” and “getting positive feed-

back from authors about their experience with us”

Worst experience(s) while leading this journal?

A correspondent question was “What would you argue was your worst
experience while leading this journal?” The issues were mostly about admin-
istration, academic (in particular decision making), and ethical issues (see
also in Chapter 9, in this volume).
Administrative issues:

• Persuading reviewers to review
• Having them review it in the expected time-frame
• Problems of managing the process (e.g. with the publisher or the institution)

Academic – decision-making issues: 

• Rejecting a paper that was later published elsewhere and became a big hit
citation wise 

• Inheriting a pipeline of manuscripts of questionable scholarship that one
has had to clean up
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• Dealing with unprofessional authors 
• Rejecting submissions after they have been revised in response to reviews
• Relating to the administration issue were cases of need to remove people,

including friends, from the editorial boards or from being associate
editors 

• Lastly, and perhaps surprising to some authors – a significant problem to
editors is “the lack of quality manuscripts” – yes, editors yearn for quality
manuscripts. They want to publish, not to reject.

Ethical and political issues:

• Having to deal with senior scholars who felt their papers should be pub-
lished primarily because they were the author

• Established scholars who have forgotten the maxim – there are no bad
readers, only bad writers

• Having to reject papers from colleagues – I have always maintained that
the journal standard comes first but it has created conflict (See also
Chapter 24 in this volume)

A worrying sign that might mark things to come is the arrival of the litigious
society to the academe: Being sued by an author whose paper had originally been
accepted and I withdrew the acceptance when I discovered that 90% of the paper
had been previously published in another journal. My publisher stood behind me
100% and covered all costs. (I prevailed.)

Overall, the negative experiences seem to be of a lower tone than the pos-
itive ones. Several specifically added – “No bad experience” and “Nothing of
note.” I see this as an encouraging message to the community. 

Satisfaction from editorship and from career

The level of satisfaction was very high in serving as an editor and with
regards to the more general career satisfaction. The distributions were not
normal, but much skewed toward the upper end. The very few untypical
cases of intention to quit editorship (four cases) seem to reflect circum-
stantial factors (e.g., getting close to ending the role). The average satis-
faction from serving as editor was 5.96 (sd 1.16) on a 1–7 Likert scale;
Satisfaction from career in general was even higher – 6.29 (sd .72). 

Did they have a clear career target of becoming an editor? Editing a jour-
nal can be a significant aim in an academic career. As one editor com-
mented, “My motivations are very intrinsic. Actually, I am one of those
who have things I want to do before I retire. Editing a journal was one 
of them.”

The majority (38, 72%) indeed wished to become editors; a further 10
(19%) were not sure, while only 5 (less than 10%) claimed that they did not
want to be an editor. 
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On an average, the editors spent 25 years (sd 9.42) in their academic
careers, and it took them 15.62 years (sd 8.06) to reach their present hierar-
chy level. Almost all of them started as assistant professor or the equivalent
European level, and the majority reached the level of full professor by now.
Bearing in mind the flat hierarchy system of the academic ladder, it is diffi-
cult to project from this data on the pace of progress as a career success indi-
cator, in particular because much of meaning of “progress” depends on the
institution where a scholar gained a full professorship. Yet, it implies from
the data that, typically, people first became full professors, then were
appointed to the editorial role.

In what way did editorship help or hinder the career of the editors?

Based on their self-evaluation, being editors helps their career positively
(4.16, sd 2.02 on a scale of 1–7), and even more, their professional develop-
ment (5.58, sd 1.58 on a scale of 1–7). Further, they were asked specifically
about how their expectations (both positive and negative) were fulfilled by
their editorship. The statistics is presented in Table 21.2a and Table 21.2b. 

The following two tables present the level of fulfillment of expectations
from the role. 

This came at a certain cost – the average weekly working hours for the sam-
ple was 55 (sd 9.15), of which 14.80 (sd 10.90) were dedicated to editorship.
It seems that being a workaholic is an inherent requirement for this job. 
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Table 21.2a Positive outcomes

N Mean Std. Deviation

Generating a strong network 40 5.70 1.29
Improving self academic competence 39 5.54 1.12
Improving academic discipline knowledge 47 5.55 1.12
Gaining respect from colleagues 40 5.23 1.33
Improving income 28 4.25 1.86
Developing my self-esteem 28 5.07 1.44
Improve my influential power 26 4.77 1.50
Improving chances of academic promotion 21 3.86 2.10
Other 8 5.75 1.91

Table 21.2b Negative outcomes

N Mean Std. Dev

Generating work-related stress 45 4.82 1.63
Generating a non-work-related stress 24 3.58 2.21
Harming relationship with colleagues 23 3.17 1.80
Creating frustration 28 4.39 1.62
Hindering research development/progress 37 4.24 2.01
Other 3 5.67 .577



Implications for aspiring editors

Serving as an editor is a great privilege, accompanied by high level of work
investment, obligations, and stress, but nevertheless gratifying, develop-
mental, and enriching, both personally and professionally. As was demon-
strated in this chapter, “you will not be alone.” Editors share similar joys,
suffer similar challenges and struggle. We can do that more together, as a
community, and when “joining the club” a new editor is adviced to look for
ways to collaborate. Editors compete for submissions, but can collaborate on
other issues, and certainly form a caring community to help each other. This
can be done at the professional realm (e.g., recommend authors to try a dif-
ferent journal that may be a better fit for their manuscript) and at the per-
sonal realm (e.g., ask for advice about how to deal with a problematic author
or with an ethical issue). 

How long should editorship last

Even if successful, editors should not “stick to the chair” forever, though
some did have a long tenure. Echoing the “timing” section above, one said
that “I have considered giving up the editorship as I have been doing it for
6 years and I am concerned that the Journal will not progress with the same
person staying for too long.” This was echoed by, “I have an open-ended
appointment. However, I believe in helping other careers. It is important to
let others get this experience so they are more likely to get awards, promo-
tions, and recognition. So, max 4 years is all I will do.”

What next?

The editors were asked about their anticipated career move next. The most
opted for option was, “Continuing my academic career without editorship”
(24, 45 percent). Nevertheless, 12 suggested that “I do not see myself ending
this editorship before I retire,” and further 6 planned or expected to run
another editorship. Six plan to move to managerial-academic career, and the
rest (8) had other plans (e.g., to pursue different, more applied roles). These
findings, in line with other inputs from this group of scholars, manifest
their professional integrity and willingness not to exploit the power
bestowed on them by the academic community. 

Implications for authors

We are all in the same boat. Editors are scholars just like authors. While
being editors for their journal, they are also authors trying to publish else-
where, and they certainly go through the hassles and hurdles of being
rejected, and ultimately have their work published before becoming editors –
thus they sympathize with authors more than one might believe. Overall,
we share the same purpose – to promote academic knowledge for the wider
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scholarly community, or sometimes for the smaller niche community. They
are on your side, but have strong obligations to the general academe.
Moreover, they want your submission, and aim to improve it if possible, so
eventually they will publish high-quality papers. Work with them, not
against them.
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The Motivating Potential of an Associate
Editor’s Role
Carol T. Kulik

I served as associate editor for the Journal of Management (JOM) from 2002–05.
This role was the single best service responsibility I have had during my
academic career. I enjoyed it more, and found it more fulfilling, than any
leadership role I held in any professional association or any committee I served
on at any academic institution. In fact, I’ll share a deep, dark secret: I
enjoyed my editorial work so much that I regularly moved it to the top of
my to-do list – ahead of other responsibilities (including, sometimes, my
own research agenda) that might have had more direct instrumental bene-
fit to my career. I don’t mean to sugarcoat the experience. It was a lot of
work on a relentless schedule, and there were times when I felt a bit like a
hamster on one of those exercise wheels, struggling to keep the flow of man-
uscripts moving forward at a steady pace. But on the whole, I loved it. I relished
it. I thrived in it. My personal experience indicates that the role of associate
editor can be a good, positive, and developmental one – but I suspect that
it’s not for everyone. In this chapter, I analyze my experience as an associ-
ate editor, and I offer some diagnostic tips to the academic considering an
associate editorship.

The motivating potential of the associate editor role

In reflecting on the quality of the associate editor role, I turned to a tried-
and-true framework: Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) Job Characteristics
Theory (JCT). The theory’s basic premise is both straightforward and
intuitive. A job that has high levels of five key job characteristics (Task
Significance, Task Identity, Skill Variety, Autonomy, and Feedback) has a
high “Motivating Potential Score” (MPS). High MPS jobs create a self-sustaining
motivational cycle in which a jobholder is continually rewarded for
performing well on a challenging job. High MPS jobs usually (but not
always!) result in positive outcomes for both the jobholder and the larger
organization. All five of JCT’s characteristics were maximized in my role as
associate editor, making it a very high MPS job indeed.



The role had high Task Significance, Task Identity, and Skill Variety–
contributing to my Experienced Meaningfulness. I knew that my work had an
impact on other people’s lives (Task Significance), because publishing an
article in JOM would affect an author’s career – maybe only in an incremental
way as one more publication on the author’s vita, but possibly more signifi-
cantly, in making the difference in a close tenure case. I personally shep-
herded a manuscript from its initial submission to its final decision, and
through all the review rounds in between (Task Identity). And no two sub-
mitted manuscripts had more than a passing resemblance to one another.
Every manuscript exposed me to different areas of the management field,
used different methodological techniques and strategies, and challenged me
to bring a variety of skills to help the manuscript to develop (Skill Variety).

The role had huge amounts of Autonomy – contributing to my Experienced
Responsibility. The only constraints I faced were acting consistently within
JOM policy and procedures. But the specific steps I took in responding to
each submission were at my full discretion. And at the end of the day, it was
my decision, and my decision alone, whether to “green light” a submission
to the next stage.

And finally, the role had built-in Feedback channels – giving me direct
knowledge of results. One feedback channel came from the iterative review
process associated with manuscripts that cleared the initial hurdle. Another
feedback channel came from observing my convergence (and sometimes,
learning from my divergence) with the reviewer panel. And a third feedback
channel came directly from the authors themselves.

But what are the outcomes?

Hackman and Oldham (1980) emphasize the “intrinsic” outcomes (e.g.,
high jobholder satisfaction and motivation) that result from working on a
well-designed job – not the “extrinsic” ones. A person performing a high
MPS job wants to do the job right – even if doing the job poorly might mean
completing more products in the same period of time and earning more pay.
That’s one of the hallmarks of a high MPS job, that a person reaps psycho-
logical benefits from the work.

A person considering an associate editor position might anticipate career
benefits that result from being associated with a journal’s editorial team,
particularly a journal with a positive reputation. But I am hard-pressed to
identify any specific instrumental outcomes that resulted directly from my
affiliation with JOM. I can’t name any jobs I was offered because of the
editorship; I am unaware of any pay raises I received due to the editorship.
Consistent with the predictions of JCT, when I reflect on my experience as
an associate editor at JOM, it’s the psychological rewards that are most
salient. I can vividly recall some emotion-laden events without having to jog
my memory by looking through the electronic files: The times I had a “Eureka!”
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moment that helped an author solve a sticky methodological problem and
satisfy a reviewer’s concerns. The time a rejected author wrote the JOM
reviewers and me a grateful thank you note for our developmental feedback.
The times JOM reviewers celebrated the dramatic improvement delivered by
a second-round submission. The times we shepherded “diamonds in the
rough” through the review process. The first time one of “my” authors’
papers appeared in hard copy print. Each event provided exactly the kind of
positive emotional “oomph” that reminded me why I signed on for the job
in the first place.

While I cannot identify direct instrumental benefits resulting from my
JOM experience, I am distinctly aware that there have been some indirect
career benefits. As a result of my editorial experience, I have a broader appre-
ciation of the field than I have had since my graduate school prelim exams.
That’s because I was exposed to areas (social network theory and stakeholder
theory spring to mind) outside my immediate expertise. My methodological
toolkit is more fully stocked. That’s because I had to get up to speed quickly
on the rules-of-thumb for data collection strategies and statistical techniques
(cluster analysis and hierarchical linear modeling among them) I wasn’t
using in my own research. Now that I’ve made the investment to learn
about those techniques, I can see their applicability to my own research
agenda. I am a better writer. That’s because I had to explicitly learn the
grammar rules that lay beneath my gut instinct that written material didn’t
“sound right” in order to justify the changes to authors. Knowing the rules,
I can now apply them to my own writing without having to think consciously
about them. And I am definitely a better supervisor to my students. My
editorial experience taught me that it’s not enough to show someone the
“right” way to present an idea. I had to be able to explain why I was
recommending an alternative to the author’s personal preference, and as
I developed that explanation, I usually discovered a way that was even
“better” than my first-considered alternative.

So, in combination, my editorial experiences should make me a better
researcher, a better scholar, a better academic. And I believe that they have.
But here’s the diagnostic opportunity for the academic contemplating a stint
as an associate editor: How well do you cope with delayed gratification?
During the three years (or a little more) that you serve as associate editor,
your own research agenda will inevitably slow. It’s almost impossible to
devote yourself to developing other people’s research in the editorial process
and simultaneously keep your own research program going full steam. I am
very aware that during my three-year term at JOM, my publication record
owes a lot to my co-authors who took the lead on ongoing projects and
maintained our momentum on them. 

Therefore, before accepting the responsibility of an associate editor posi-
tion, it’s worth doing an assessment of your research portfolio and consid-
ering whether your projects can be sustained during the editorial term. Can
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you afford to make other people’s research a higher priority than your own
for a few years, knowing that the experience will ultimately enrich your
research program? And do you want to make other people’s research a per-
sonal priority? Career models (e.g., Super, 1957; Super, Savickas & Super,
1996) describe a classic “turning point” in many people’s careers, when they
transition from a “me-centered” orientation (with a focus on personal devel-
opment) to an outward-focused orientation (with an emphasis on develop-
ing others). Are you at that turning point? I was exactly at that point when
the JOM opportunity came up. I was being very productive in my research
career, but I worried that I might be becoming “stale.” JOM was an opportu-
nity to step back, take a broad view, and re-energize.

MPS enhancers or constraints

Hackman and Oldham (1980) caution that lurking between the five job
characteristics and positive jobholder outcomes are a variety of individual
and contextual factors that can either enhance the motivating potential of
a well-designed job or turn that same job into a frustrating experience. High
MPS jobs have high motivating potential – but there’s no guarantee that
every person will experience positive outcomes in every context. Looking
back, I can see that in my case, individual and contextual factors converged
into a favorable situation for a fledgling associate editor. And these factors
can be used as diagnostics that I urge anyone considering an associate editor
position to reflect upon before accepting the job.

What is your skill set?

Inevitably, associate editors are asked to manage manuscripts outside of their
particular area of expertise. That’s particularly true at journals like JOM, who
claim the entire broad domain of “management” and receive manuscripts
across the micro-macro continuum. A researcher with narrow interests and
limited research experience could easily feel over-stretched in the associate
editor role. Broad research interests and experience with a variety of research
methods are big plusses. However, associate editors don’t need to be top-shelf
experts in every area as long as the journal maintains a high-quality roster of
reviewers who embody that expertise. What’s most important, I believe, is a
skill for seeing the “big picture” potential of a manuscript. A reviewer with
experience in social identity theory will identify the flaws in the theoretical
logic of a submission. A reviewer with experience in survey data collection
will point out the potential biases resulting from the survey administration.
A reviewer with experience in structural equation modeling will pick up the
data analysis problems. The challenge for the associate editor is putting these
puzzle pieces together to see if a manuscript with that particular configuration
of theoretical flaws, methodological biases, and analytical problems nonethe-
less has the potential to make a contribution to the field. 
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Before accepting an associate editor role, I encourage you to think back on
other opportunities you had to integrate feedback from multiple sources. For
example, when you chair dissertation committees, are you able to integrate
committee members’ feedback to give the student a clear and unified sense
of direction? How about when you look at reviews of your own research?
Can you take three reviews written in different styles and emphasizing
different issues, and identify the top three or four issues (across reviewers)
that need to be addressed in the revision? These situations draw on the same
integration skills that you’ll need as an associate editor – better to know
whether that skill is sufficiently developed before you jump into the deep
end of the pool.

What is your confidence level?

At some journals, editors are not very proactive. They might simply pass the
reviews forward to the author and leave it to the author to decide on the
best way to tackle the revision. But at JOM, we had a conscious policy to
make a “go/no go” decision after the first revision, so we didn’t have time
for much trial-and-error. The first revision had to be the author’s absolute
best shot at a publishable product. JOM’s policy meshed well with my
personal philosophy about effective editing: I strongly believe that effective
editors are directive. That doesn’t mean that editors should be autocratic
dictators or place “one best way” demands on authors. But I see an effective
editor as one who helps the author to work through the accumulating (and
sometimes conflicting) reviewer advice. That requires providing the author
a road map – identifying which issues are most important, and suggesting
which avenues have the highest probability of success. 

I couldn’t have done that early in my career. Confidence comes with expe-
rience. By the time I stepped into the associate editor role, I had accumu-
lated experience as an author and as a reviewer. I knew that there was no
“one best way” but I also knew that some ways were better than others, and
I had confidence in my ability to identify the better ones. Associate editors
have to stick their necks out – to point the author in a particular direction,
and then hope for the best. So here’s another opportunity for self-assessment:
Do you have a healthy amount of confidence in your ability to sort the
wheat from the chaff? Are you willing to disagree with your reviewers if you
see a solution that they didn’t? Are you ready to go with a minority viewpoint
if you disagree with the majority stand?

Who are you working with?

Journals, I’ve learned, vary tremendously in their organizational structure. At
some journals, each associate editor handles his or her own administration –
assigning reviewers, chasing down late reviews, distributing reviewer feed-
back. That wasn’t the case at JOM. The central JOM office maintained
reviewer files, sent out reminders, and generally managed all the paperwork.
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This freed the associate editors to concentrate on the really satisfying part of
the job – reading and reviewing the submissions. As a result, even during a
stretch with a particularly heavy workload, I could look back on my JOM
time and count a very large percentage as quality work and not admin-
istrivia. Before you commit to an associate editor role, find out as much as
you can about the journal’s overall organization and structure. You might
find that the high-MPS job I described in opening this chapter has a hefty
low-MPS administrative component. If the administrative part of the job
takes up a considerable amount of time, it might begin to overshadow the
more satisfying parts of the job. And talk with the senior editor about his
or her editing philosophy and make sure that you have a shared view of the
role, especially of the amount of autonomy you will have in the decision-
making.

What else are you doing?

My opportunity to join the JOM editorial team came just as I was moving to a
new job and a new country. My plate was very full for several years, but in fact
the JOM opportunity blended well with my other academic responsibilities.
My new academic job had a lighter teaching load than my previous one – which
meant that I had a looser schedule within which to fit the editorial responsi-
bilities. And I found that JOM enabled me to meet some of the expectations
associated with my academic job. In my academic job, I was encouraged to
mentor junior colleagues and involve them in professional activities. Several of
my junior colleagues served as ad hoc reviewers for JOM, and a couple of them
even “graduated” to the editorial board. Before accepting an associate editor
role, look around at your other responsibilities and ask yourself whether your
journal experiences will complement, enhance, or interfere with them.

Do you have a mission?

Personally, I’ve always had two axes to grind about the management field:
First, I believe that we do not make sufficient use of experimental research
designs in management. We have begun to emphasize field contexts and
survey methodologies to the point that we are losing experimental rigor
and the ability to draw causal inferences (see Scandura & Williams, 2000
for an analysis reaching a similar conclusion). Second, as a US-trained but
Australia-based management researcher, I worry about the barriers faced by
international researchers that limit their access to US journals as forums
for their research. In my role as associate editor at JOM, I was able to supple-
ment my editorial responsibilities with an additional educational focus. As
an associate editor, I was regularly invited to participate in publishing
workshops or editorial panels where I could educate authors about ways to
frame and position their research to increase the possibility of publication.
And during the review process, I could sometimes educate reviewers about
artificial barriers that might disadvantage experimental or international
researchers. 
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And then an interesting thing happened. Somewhere down the line, 
I shifted my concept of the “editor” job to a concept that was more of an
“editor-and-educator” job – not just for experimental research or research by
international authors, but for all manuscripts and all authors. Thinking of
myself as an “editor-and-educator” helped me to bring a longer-term per-
spective to the job. Rejecting manuscripts isn’t fun, and an associate editor
at a high-quality journal rejects a lot of manuscripts. Inevitably, an associate
editor has a bad stretch and has to write a series of rejection letters one after
another – and that’s downright depressing. Thinking about the “educator”
component of my role helped me to appreciate the benefits that accrue from
a high-quality rejection and motivated me to invest energy in papers that
were clearly not publishable now (but might be publishable down the track).
I might need to reject this particular manuscript, but ideally the experience
of going through the JOM review process would help that author to clear the
hurdle at another good journal. Journals regularly generate statistics about
percentages of manuscripts accepted or manuscript turnaround time.
Focusing exclusively on those objective indicators can sometimes obscure
the real value of the work editors do. 

Do you have a personal mission that can sustain you during a “down”
period when you reject manuscript after manuscript, always with an eye
toward meeting deadlines? Can that mission keep the associate editor role
“fresh” for you, without turning it into a manuscript-processing assembly line?

Dead end or springboard role?

I think my own answer to this question is clear. My experience as an associ-
ate editor was an enriching one, one that I would have hated to miss. But
the associate editor role is by no means a clear path to tangible career suc-
cess. It’s best to think of it as an opportunity to have an immediate positive
impact on a small set of individuals – and a non-duplicable opportunity to
have a long-term positive impact on your own research agenda. The empha-
sis in the previous sentence on “long-term” is deliberate – while an associ-
ate editor will experience immediate psychic rewards, the real career benefits
are subtle and may not be visible until after the associate editor term is com-
plete. There’s nothing wrong with making the “selfish” choice to advance
your own research agenda and turning down an associate editor opportu-
nity. In fact, that’s certainly the right choice early in a research career. But at
the right time and place, the associate editor role can be a mechanism for
pushing your career motivation to a new level. 
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23
How Editors are Selected
Wayne F. Cascio

Selection of a new editor for a journal is (or at least it should be) a significant
undertaking in time and effort, for it will have long-lasting effects. Editors are
gatekeepers of knowledge. As such they affect the development of a field, as
reflected in the articles their journals publish, and they also affect the devel-
opment of individual professional careers. The tone of the letters the editor
writes to authors may instill feelings of hope, anger, self-confidence, despair,
or a variety of other reactions. In all cases, the editor is the face that represents
the journal to the outside world. Hence, the decision to select a new editor
should not be taken lightly.

This chapter is not an exhaustive review of editor-selection processes
across the full range of journals in the broad field of management and other
social sciences. Rather, its focus is considerably narrower, for it describes the
process used by the Academy of Management (AOM) to select editors for its
four journals. By way of introduction, therefore, it is important to provide
some background information about the AOM.

The AOM is one of the largest associations of (predominately) business
school professors in the world. As of 2007, it includes more than 10,500
members from the United States, and almost 6000 members from 79 coun-
tries outside the United States (aomonline.org, 2007). The Academy is com-
mitted to what might be called its knowledge-centric publications mission
(Journals Committee, 2004). That is, it seeks to contribute to the theoretical
development of management knowledge, to the empirical testing of that
knowledge, and to the use of that knowledge in both educational and orga-
nizational settings. The Academy’s four journals are the forums through
which these contributions take place.

Each of the Academy’s four journals emphasizes a different scholarly
aspect of its mission. The Academy of Management Review (AMR) provides a
forum to explicate theoretical insights and developments. Articles published
in the Academy of Management Journal (AMJ) examine theory-based knowl-
edge empirically. The Academy of Management Learning and Education (AMLE)
provides a forum to examine learning processes and management education.



Articles published in the Academy of Management Perspectives (AMP, formerly
the Academy of Management Executive) use research-based knowledge to
inform and improve management practice. 

The AOM is widely recognized for the quality of research published in its
journals. Serving the scholarly needs and interests of its membership as well
as those of scholars in related disciplines is an important outcome of the
Academy’s efforts. As the Journals Committee of the Academy’s Board of
Governors (2004) noted:

In addition to the stature of the research published in its journals, the
Academy is known for its high-quality review processes. In general, our
journals are known for providing authors with timely, thorough, and
constructive reviews. This type of feedback is possible because of the col-
lective efforts of the journals’ editors, associate editors, and editorial
review board members. The nature of the feedback our journals provide
and the processes used to generate the feedback appear to combine to
form a “source of competitive advantage.” In this context, it perhaps can
be argued that when considering a set of high-quality journals as possi-
ble outlets for their work, scholars/authors will select the journal known
to offer thorough, constructive, and timely feedback, assuming equiva-
lency across other dimensions (e.g., journal prestige).

(p. 1)

This information is extremely important to the editor-selection process,
because it provides clues about standards of performance, along with a pro-
file of the types of personal characteristics and the types of support that new
editors of the Academy’s journals must have. During my three years as a
member of the AOM’s Board of Governors (2003–06), I was privileged to be
involved, either as a member or as Chair of the Board’s Journals Committee,
in the selection of all four new editors of the Academy’s journals. The infor-
mation that follows is drawn largely from the March, 2005 article that I
wrote in the Newsletter of the Academy of Management, in which I provided a
broad overview of the process and its outcome in the interests of providing
as much transparency as possible to the membership (Cascio, 2005).

The Journals Committee of the Academy’s Board of Governors is a sub-
committee of the Board. It comprises four members of the Board, one of
whom serves as Chair, along with the four current editors of the Academy’s
journals (AMR, AMJ, AMP, and AMLE).

The search process begins with an effort to provide widespread notifica-
tion to the members of the AOM of an upcoming editor vacancy in one of
its journals, in order to solicit interest from as many individuals as possible.
To do that the Academy uses multiple channels to advertise the upcoming
vacancy. Specifically, the process begins at the annual conference of the AOM
one year in advance of the vacancy, when the Academy solicits candidates
for the editorial position through announcements included in the package
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of materials that each individual receives when he or she attends the con-
ference. The availability of the editor’s position, together with requests for
nominations (including self-nominations), are also posted on the Academy’s
website for all members to see. This is very important, since not all members
are able to attend the annual conference, particularly international mem-
bers, yet it is important that they have the same opportunity to apply for
vacant editor positions as do those members who do attend the annual
conference. Other channels, as described below, also reflect this objective.

Printed announcements appear in each of the four Academy journals in
the issues published immediately after the annual conference, as well as on
each journal’s respective website. A full-time AOM staff member works
closely with the Chair of the Journals Committee to ensure that each of
these steps is followed each time an editorial vacancy arises.

These methods appear to be quite effective, in that highly qualified indi-
viduals either are nominated by others or self-nominate as candidates for
these editorial positions. The Academy is quite fortunate to have a large num-
ber of talented scholars willing to serve as an editor for one of its journals.
Potential candidates are asked to contact the Chair of the Journals Committee
if they have specific questions about the position. Many avail themselves of
that opportunity, and that is one channel through which candidates can
receive a realistic preview of the editor’s job. Candidates can also contact for-
mer editors or associate editors on their own for such a realistic preview. There
is a genuine effort to shield the current editor from these types of calls, so as
not to distract him or her from editorial duties. Of course that is not possible
in every case, but for the most part the current editor tends to incur only
peripheral involvement at this stage of the selection process.

In terms of the editor’s job at one of the Academy’s journals, the appoint-
ment is for a three-year period, with a six-month transition period from the
current editor. The Academy provides funds for secretarial support, supplies,
limited travel (through a discretionary fund disbursed as an annual check
that is deposited in the editor’s name in an account held at the host uni-
versity), and some administrative work. It does not provide funds to pay for
release time for the editor, office space, or benefits for part-time employees
(although it would if it were a requirement of a school’s compensation and
benefits package). The editor’s host institution is expected to provide release
time for editorial duties (usually one-half release time), computers, office
space, and access to fax, copy machines, and Internet service.

In terms of the volume of manuscripts (new submissions) to be expected,
AMJ receives more than 700 per year, AMR roughly 600, and AMP and AMLE
more than 100 per year, on average. Discretionary funds to the editors reflect
these divergent workloads. Editors are all volunteers, as are associate editors
and editorial board members. As such, the Academy strives to provide as
much support to them as possible, for example, by authorizing additional
associate editors to cope with increasing numbers of submissions, or by pur-
chasing editing software (e.g., Scholar One) that makes the submission and
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management of manuscripts a completely electronic process (for more infor-
mation on this topic, see Chapter 10 by Martin Kilduff).

It is important to ensure that candidates for editorial positions receive as
realistic a preview of the job as possible, because at least some individuals
are motivated to apply because of the “glamour” and visibility of the posi-
tion, without a clear understanding of its time-consuming (some editors
would say all-consuming) demands. For example, if an editor takes a one-
week vacation (and stays away from the Internet), or if he or she is ill and
cannot get to manuscripts as they arrive, then a backlog develops, and is
there to greet the editor when he or she can get to them. That is a realistic
feature of the job and candidates need to be aware of that constraint.

In terms of the actual application process, each candidate is asked to
submit various items to the Journals Committee. Included among these
items is a statement of her/his vision for the journal, a letter from his/her
dean indicating that the host institution will provide resources to support
the candidate’s editorial service, and a recent copy of her/his curriculum
vitae (CV). Outside letters of recommendation may also be submitted on a
candidate’s behalf. Failure to include these items is grounds for exclusion
from consideration by the committee.

The Chair of the Journals Committee, working closely with a designated
staff member from the Academy’s headquarters office, tracks the submission
of each candidate’s materials, assembles them into a binder, and distributes
the combined set of information to the other committee members for their
review. 

In a face-to-face meeting, the committee carefully considers each of the
items submitted by each candidate. Several criteria, including the following
ones, guide, but do not singly determine, the committee’s deliberations and
selection:

(1) as required by policy, a candidate must be a member of the Academy of
Management;

(2) the breadth and depth of the candidate’s vision statement for the journal; 
(3) the nature of recommendation letters that were submitted to the com-

mittee;
(4) sufficient, clear, and written support from the candidate’s dean; and 
(5) an appreciation for the range of the research areas in which the journal

publishes articles.

Each of these criteria is important. Lack of Academy membership is a dis-
qualification factor, while the breadth and depth of the candidate’s vision
statement for the journal often reflect his or her familiarity with it, either as
a reviewer or as a contributor. The task of the committee is to retain the basic
mission of each journal, while remaining open to new directions or initia-
tives. The persuasiveness of the candidate’s statement carries considerable
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weight in the overall selection process, and there is often spirited discussion
of the practicality and merits of each candidate’s vision statement.

Sufficient, clear, and written support from the candidate’s dean is another
potential qualification factor. Some deans are positively enthusiastic about
providing generous support in order to house one of the Academy’s journals
at his or her university. Others are more guarded in their statements.
Reticence and vague generalities on the part of a dean do not help a candi-
date, and they can actually detract from the overall appeal of a candidate to
the committee.

CVs as well as outside letters of recommendation are extremely helpful to
the committee in assessing the extent to which candidates have an appreci-
ation for the range of the research areas in which the journal publishes arti-
cles. For example, if the journal’s orientation is more “macro,” yet a
candidate’s research focuses almost exclusively on “micro” issues in organi-
zations, that fact signals a poor match between the focus of the journal and
the candidate’s interests. If a journal publishes articles whose focus is on the
development of theory, yet almost all of a candidate’s work is empirical in
nature (or vice versa), again this is a sign of a poor match. Finally, if a jour-
nal publishes research conducted both at the macro and micro levels, such
as AMJ, it takes a truly broad breadth of scholarly interests and publications
by an individual in order to appreciate the full range of the research areas
in which the journal publishes articles. In all cases, a candidate’s CV and
external letters can help the committee to understand more fully his or her
qualifications to serve as editor.

At the meeting in which a final choice is made, all of the current editors
join with the members of the Journals Committee in thorough, candid,
in-depth discussions about the candidates. The Committee proceeds in a sys-
tematic manner, using flip charts to display a matrix that depicts each can-
didate’s standing on each criterion. Through its discussions, the Committee
arrives at a consensus rating for each candidate on each criterion. Candidates
with the lowest ratings are eliminated first, and then additional deliberations
on the remaining candidates ensue. When discussion is finished, and the
members of the Journals Committee are ready to vote, the current editor
whose replacement is under discussion is asked to leave the room. To avoid
potential conflicts of interest or undue influence, the current editor is not
present when the final vote is taken to choose his or her successor.

Once the vote is taken, the candidate receiving the highest number of
votes is selected. The Chair then calls that candidate to inform him or her
of the selection, and to verify that he or she indeed is willing and able to
assume the position of incoming editor.

The committee then recommends to the full Board of Governors one
candidate as incoming editor of the journal in question. The Board discusses
the choice and the process used to arrive at the choice, and votes to accept
or not to accept the committee’s recommendation. In almost all cases, the
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recommendation of the Journals Committee is accepted by the full Board of
Governors.

I make no claim that this process of editor selection is universal in the
field of management and other social sciences. Rather, it represents the evo-
lution of what successive Journals Committees of the AOM have regarded as
good professional practice. Surely it can be improved further, and now that
the process is transparent, there is every reason to expect that it will be.

Implications for authors

One purpose of this chapter is to help authors understand that the editor-
selection process is thorough, detailed, and exhaustive from several per-
spectives. It is important for prospective authors to realize that editors are
selected in a very professional and objective manner. At the same time, not
all authors will be pleased with the final selections, and there are sometimes
legitimate differences of opinion, even among selection-committee mem-
bers, about the merits of particular candidates. 

Authors should know, however, that the individuals selected, to the great-
est extent possible, do their very best to remain impartial and objective
throughout the process of manuscript reviews, and to provide feedback to
authors that is constructive in tone. Ethically, editors are expected to recuse
themselves from reviewing manuscripts where they might have, or even be
perceived as having, a conflict of interest. This could occur, for example, if
the editor was an author, or a co-author, of a manuscript submitted to his or
her journal. If such a manuscript is published eventually, the editor typically
includes a footnote that explains the process by which the manuscript was
reviewed and accepted for publication.

In other cases, authors may feel that they did not receive a fair review, or
that other information, material to the accept-or-reject decision, was not
considered. Unless the decision is outright rejection, editors generally ask
authors to respond point-by-point to the issues raised in reviews. That is the
opportunity for authors to make the editor aware of new information, logi-
cal predictions or arguments based on theory, or perhaps the use of biased
language, in a review. Even in the case of outright rejection, editors of
Academy journals try to write letters to the authors that are constructive in
tone and that might help them craft better manuscripts in the future. It is
true that editors are gatekeepers of knowledge, but there is at least the
opportunity for authors to pry those gates open a bit in order to receive fair,
balanced treatment in the review process. 

Authors should understand that editors are incredibly dedicated to the
journals they represent, and that each issue that is published becomes a his-
torical record that reflects directly on the judgment and competence of the
editor and his or her editorial team. It is the task of the selection committee
to assess each candidate’s breadth of expertise in the relevant domain, his or
her openness to new ideas, willingness to be constructive and objective in
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the manuscript-review process, and commitment to the demands of the
editor’s job. Authors can be confident that the persons they deal with
throughout the review process reflect these characteristics.

Implications for prospective editors

After reading material in this chapter, prospective editors might well be ask-
ing themselves what they can do to prepare well for the selection process.
What kinds of knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs)
should they try to acquire in preparation for competing for the position of
editor with other well-qualified individuals? What evidence should they
marshal in support of these KSAOs? Are there any specific experiences and
personal characteristics considered to be “deal breakers” by the selection
committee? Is the selection process relative (i.e., candidates competing
against each other in any given year and the best one wins), are there
absolute standards, or both? What type of support (specifically) should be
sought from one’s dean? 

These are all reasonable questions, and in this final section I will try to
provide brief answers to each of them. The first, and in my opinion most
important, piece of advice is to follow your passion. Focus on research and
writing that is important to you. Worry less about positioning yourself
strategically to be able to qualify for an editor’s job. If you are interested in
someday being considered, however, do volunteer to serve as an ad hoc
reviewer for several journals. Work hard to provide constructive, thorough,
and timely reviews. Current editors notice that, and they are always on the
lookout for prospective editorial board members whose reviews reflect those
characteristics. Take the opportunity to serve on several editorial boards, and
to work with a variety of editors and associate editors. In your efforts to
please editors and authors through the quality of your reviews, however, do
not be afraid to tell an editor that a manuscript is not within your domain
of expertise. Be honest about your intellectual strengths and weaknesses, as
well as your personal proclivities (e.g., to procrastinate or to not allow things
to pile up on your desk). Ask yourself if you have the deep commitment, the
drive, and the intellectual fortitude to assume the job of editor. Above all, be
realistic about the demands of an editor’s job. Talk with current or past edi-
tors about the workloads and time commitments required to do the job
effectively. If, after weighing all of this evidence carefully, you still want to
pursue the job of editor, then by all means make yourself available as a
candidate in the selection process.

From the perspective of a selection committee, there are certain “deal
breakers” that committees generally adhere to. Aside from possible associa-
tion membership requirements (e.g., AOM or American Psychological
Association), a key consideration is domain expertise, as reflected in pub-
lished articles, monographs, and books. A second is personal experience
with a candidate. Selection committees are extremely reluctant to select an
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individual as editor whom nobody knows, except through his or her pub-
lished work. As should be clear by now, after domain expertise, personal
characteristics are critically important considerations. Play an active role in
your professional association, network extensively, and allow others to
develop first-hand knowledge of you as a person.

Assuming that the candidate pool includes individuals who meet basic
qualifications, as described above, selection is relative. In cases where no
candidate is acceptable to the committee, a rare occurrence in my experi-
ence, the current editor might be asked to stay on for an additional period
of time until a suitable replacement can be found. Alternatively, if an editor
becomes ill, dies, or quits, typically an associate editor will assume the edi-
tor’s duties for the remainder of his or her term, and then a new selection
process takes place. 

Finally, it is important to recognize that one’s dean plays a very important
role in the editor-selection process. The letter that the dean writes in support
of a candidate will be read very carefully by members of the committee.
Otherwise deserving candidates may be excluded if the Committee perceives
that a dean is willing to provide only lukewarm support. As a candidate, it
is important that you identify for the dean the types of support that you
need. I described those kinds of support earlier (e.g., release time, office and
secretarial support). It also is important for the dean to state unequivocally
that he or she sincerely wants to house the journal at his or her school, and
that he or she is willing to provide resources to make that happen. In short,
a strong letter from your dean can add considerable “heft” to your candi-
dacy for an editorship.

The editor-selection process is neither unknowable nor inscrutable. As an
author, you can rest assured that individuals selected as editors have been
vetted with the utmost care and thoroughness. As a prospective candidate
for an editor’s position, you can take steps now to develop a portfolio of
important KSAOs that will make you an attractive candidate when the time
comes to compete. 
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What Authors Need to Know to
Navigate the Review Process
Successfully: Understanding and
Managing the Editor’s Dilemma
Dov Eden

Who am I to be writing this?

After 30 years of experience publishing articles in scientific journals and
service on editorial boards of leading journals, I accepted appointment to
a three-year term as associate editor of Academy of Management Journal
(AMJ ). Because of the trailing pipeline, the job actually extended beyond
four years, during which I served as action-editor on over 300 submitted
manuscripts, over 60 of which went through revision. As I became
immersed in the role, I was surprised myself at some basic things I had not
known about the refereeing process despite having published dozens of
articles. This essay is intended to help young colleagues learn these things
earlier than I did. I’m assuming the reader has read some of the basic books
(e.g., Huff, 1999) and edited volumes (e.g., Cummings & Frost, 1995;
Baruch, Sullivan, & Schepmyer, 2006) regarding the publication process,
and especially specific chapters focused on the relationship between editor
and author from both points of view (e.g., Daft, 1985; Zahra & Neubaum,
2006). Indeed, the availability of so much useful material gives me the feel-
ing of, “Here we go again, one more time: How does one navigate the
review process successfully?”

Reviewers advise, but editors decide

Quite often it may seem as though the editor decides to accept a manuscript
once authors answer the reviewers’ concerns. However, this is not always the
case. A surprisingly large proportion of authors do not realize that reviewers
make recommendations to the editor but they make no decisions. It is the



editor that makes the decisions. Often the editor’s decision is informed by
the reviews, but editors are not always swayed by the reviews. Though infre-
quent, there are instances in which an editor may decide contrary to the
unanimous recommendation of the reviewers. This can happen in both
directions: the editor may think that the reviewers were overly harsh or
missed or undervalued some important contribution in the submission, or
that they were remiss and failed to detect major shortcomings that disqualify
the manuscript for publication. What this means for authors is that the name
of the game is not “Satisfy the reviewers”; rather, it is “Convince the editor.”

While we were serving together as AMJ associate editors, my colleague
Marshall Schminke (2004) wrote an editorial in which he divulged what
he called the editors’ “secret” to potential authors at AMJ. The secret is,
“We want to publish your study.” This implies that it is your job to provide
what it takes to fulfill that desire. I know that what Marshall wrote is true
of AMJ editors. I believe generalization to most editors at most journals is
warranted because all editors want to publish high-quality research in
their journals. Nevertheless, the author’s imperative is the same: you must
persuade the editor, who wants to publish the best research in the field,
that the right decision is to accept your submission. This essay is based on
the assumption that the better you understand the editor’s dilemma, the
better you can navigate the rocky road to publication.

In this essay, I’m assuming that the editor takes his or her role seriously as
one who makes the accept/reject decision. Some editors may seem to give all
the weight to the reviewers, taking the role of “vote” counters. Authors
understandably feel unfairly treated when an editor seems to lay responsi-
bility for the decision onto the reviewers. Were that the editor’s job, a com-
petent secretary could tally the reviewers’ votes and inform the author of the
decision. As an author, I expect the editor to express his or her responsibil-
ity for the rejection decision in the letter and to detail the justification for
the decision using such terms as, “I have decided …” and “My decision is …”
Making such decisions is the crux of the job, and I’m assuming that we are
discussing the role of an adjudicating editor, not a vote counter. Of course,
being the former is what makes the job so difficult.

There is an inherent contradiction in the dual nature of the editor’s
decision-making. Similar to managers using a performance appraisal system,
the editor must be simultaneously judgmental and developmental. This
means I must tell you what I do and do not like about your research and sug-
gest (instruct?) how to improve it. To the extent that authors do not like
being judged (who does?), judgment must be rendered in a way that is nei-
ther denigrating, condescending, nor paternalistic, but is constructive,
supportive, and acceptable to the author. In this sense, the editor’s relation-
ship to the author shares a challenge with managers, officers, teachers, and
parents vis-à-vis their subordinates, soldiers, pupils, and children: the task
of giving authentic feedback that produces growth. We should be good at
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this: many of us have been trained in psychology and we are presumably
experts in giving and receiving feedback. The well-known guidelines for giv-
ing effective feedback are highly appropriate to the editor’s role, and the
well-known guidelines for receiving effective feedback are highly appropri-
ate to the author’s role. However, we do not always practice what we preach,
producing role dilemmas: how should I react as an editor when the author
is not accepting feedback appropriately, and how should I react as an author
when the editor is not giving feedback appropriately? Each will profit by
understanding the other’s difficulty and by responding rationally to the
other even when the other’s reaction seems inappropriate.

Editors as decision makers

The core of the editor’s role is decision making. Some of these decisions are
easy, others are hard, and still others are like passing the proverbial camel
through the eye of a needle. The easiest are the so-called “desk rejections.”
These are submissions that are obviously outside the journal’s purview and
do not get reviewed. In most cases, these are simply not in the journal’s con-
tent areas or are inappropriate for its publication policy. AMJ gets submis-
sions with no empirical research and AMR gets submissions reporting
empirical research. Similarly, a human resources management journal may
get a submission dealing more with economics or marketing. These manu-
scripts are simply returned to authors with a short letter informing them of
the lack of fit and suggesting where they might submit their manuscript.
Some submissions are on target regarding content but too far out of line
with the journal’s guidelines for authors. This can include exceeding the
journal’s length limitation, ignoring format instructions regarding how to
list references or font size, and the like. 

Such inappropriate submissions can be prevented by simply reading the
journal’s web site before you submit. This is simple and time-saving. It is
astonishing how many authors submit manuscripts that do not conform to
the journal’s mission, style, or technical specifications. This is unwise. It
wastes everybody’s time. It makes a negative impression on the editor.
Meeting any journal’s format and style requirements involves mere clerical
tasks. Not doing it can be interpreted as slovenly work, disrespect for the
journal, or even a lackadaisical attitude. It’s like showing up in class or at a
meeting unprepared, not having done your homework. Given all the things
going against you in a top journal, don’t give reviewers and editors another
reason to develop a negative attitude toward your work, especially one that’s
so easy to avoid. 

Some desk rejections result from the editor’s on-the-spot decision that the
submission does not meet the journal’s quality standards. Again, by not
sending it out for review the editor is husbanding scarce reviewing resources
judiciously. If the editor knows without review what his or her decision will
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be, desk rejection is the most efficient action. Editors differ in where the
threshold for desk rejection is. Some editors will send a submission out for
review despite knowing it has meager chances. They may do this because
they think the author can learn a lot from the reviews. 

A desk rejection means that the editor sees little chance that the revision
process will eventuate in a publishable manuscript. For authors, the lesson
in receiving desk rejections is that you have that much more to improve to
get your work up to the journal’s minimal standards, or you must seek jour-
nals that publish research at the quality level at which you are working.

Easy decisions

Of the submissions sent out for review, two types make the editor’s decision
easy. These are the ones that obviously fall short of the journal’s standards
and cannot be accepted and those that are obviously excellent and appear
likely to be acceptable after revision. Unfortunately, the former far outnum-
ber the latter, but both kinds are easy decisions. Journals dedicated to pro-
viding mentoring service to the research community to help develop
excellent scholarship provide even authors of obviously substandard work
with copious constructive feedback from reviewers and the action editor.
This is a “free” service to those authors. At AMJ such service is touted as a
mission eagerly taken on under the name of “developmental reviewing.”
It is a give-away form of tutoring, mentoring, advising, and counseling to
developing scholars seeking to increase their research prowess. To my
knowledge and direct, personal experience, AMJ is exceptionally generous
with its reviewer resources in providing rich, developmental feedback as a
service to the academic community. Countless young (and not so young)
scholars have benefited from this service over the years.

The submissions that are obviously worthy of publication are put through
the reviewing process in the attempt to make them better still. Often review-
ers raise points that lead to improvements in revision even of work that was
already excellent when first submitted. Managing this process involves work
for the editor, but not agonizing decision-making.

Hard decisions

It is the bulk of submissions that are not obviously outstanding or substan-
dard that confront the editor with a succession of dichotomous decisions.
First, after the first round of reviews he or she must decide whether the man-
uscript warrants a revise-and-resubmit (R&R) decision or whether it should
be rejected. This decision is inherently difficult because it is always a judg-
ment call whether a submission has the potential to be improved suffi-
ciently to meet the journal’s standards. This decision is harder still when the
editor sees potential but also harbors doubt. It can be exasperated by mixed
reviews or by reviews expressing the same ambivalence as the editor is
experiencing about the manuscript. When doubt overshadows hope, the
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decision must be rejection; when hope outweighs doubt, the decision is to
invite a revision. The AMJ editorial culture values seeking the “diamond in
the rough” (see Chapter 12 in this volume by Donald Bergh, my colleague
on that AMJ editorial team). It is the editor’s responsibility to seek and discern
these obscure gems and not to rush to reject a potential contribution.
Different editors will have different preferences for Type I and Type II errors.
Some will be reluctant to “waste” reviewer resources – and his or her own
very scarce resource, time – on a revision that has little likelihood of passing
muster, whereas others will “invest” those scarce resources in the attempt
to salvage even a very dubious manuscript that has some nonzero chance of
making it. This decision is never easy. Socialization into AMJ’s developmental
culture made me far more wary of rejecting a potential gem than concern
over consuming reviewer resources. 

Sometimes a decision to accept a submission has been made and the
editor issues the R&R invitation simply seeking one more effort to improve
an already strong, publishable manuscript. In other instances, the editor is
highly doubtful but gives the author an opportunity to revise and resubmit
believing chances of success are slim and signaling this to the author by
dubbing it a “high-risk” revision. The distinction between the two is often
encoded in the editor’s written statement regarding how risky the revision
may be. In either case, it is necessary to invest maximal effort in the revision.

Sometimes top scholars submit manuscripts that fall short of the journal’s
standards. This is also something that makes editors very uneasy. When the
author, or one of them, has a great reputation and you recognize that he or
she has a finer record than you yourself have, it is with great trepidation
that you write that rejection letter. I did this several times, expecting the
sky to come crashing down on me; it didn’t.

Agonizing decisions

Almost the hardest decision is rejecting a revision. It’s worse if it’s a second
revision. I’ve been on the receiving end of this enough times to know this
one is especially painful for authors. Having been on the other end makes
the editor empathize with the author’s sense of loss, letdown, frustration,
unfairness, and often sheer rage. Beyond that, for the editor it is disap-
pointing because hopes of salvaging a publishable manuscript have not
panned out. By this time, much effort has been invested on the part of all
concerned – the author, the reviewers, and the editor – and the only payoff
will be to the authors who got abundant constructive feedback but are
probably so vexed – or enraged – at this point that they are unlikely to
appreciate that. Often when this happens the dilemma is so acute that the
accept/reject decision gets deferred as the editor decides to give the author
one more chance to bring it up to expectations. This may involve still
another round of reviews, or the editor may make the decision at the next
stage without seeking additional input from the reviewers. Sometimes I would
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mull over such decisions for several days, unable to choose because both
options were unsavory. Onerous is too mild an adjective to express the feeling.

Worse than agonizing

Sometimes you know the author is untenured and your decision may be crucial.
In such cases, your decision may mean the difference between promotion or
separation, tenure or protracted limbo, employment or an embarrassing job
search, moving a family, and all that it can mean. Awareness of these stakes
makes the emotional burden heavier and harder to bear. Only mildly less bur-
densome is the thought that a tenured author’s promotion will be delayed.

Untenured authors might wonder whether they should inform the editor
of their status and of the potential cost to them of a rejection. My advice is
to refrain from this. It is superfluous. You can assume that the editor knows
what the potential costs to you are because they are always in the back of
his or her mind. If this particular editor is one that does not care about such
concerns, your raising it won’t help. Worse, it may backfire, especially if the
editor interprets this as an attempt to influence his or her decision in an
unethical way. Your best course of action is to do your best work prior to
submission and let the editorial review process play out with no further
attempt to influence it after submission. Your time for action is before sub-
mission and after getting an R&R; between those two events, work on your
next submission. If after getting an acceptance you need an earlier publica-
tion date (though you shouldn’t – an acceptance letter from an editor
should be sufficient for the article to “count” toward tenure or promotion),
I think that request could be made without penalty of any kind, though the
editor might be unable or unwilling to accommodate your request.

Finally, it gets worse still when an editor must reject a manuscript submit-
ted by a friend. Yes, we are all professionals and we exert objective judgment,
but we also have colleagues who are friends. When for some reason you can-
not recuse yourself from being action-editor on a friend’s submission, and
the submission does not warrant acceptance, the dilemma may not be so
severe. But writing that rejection letter is torture. You know you are doing the
right thing, but you have a bad feeling, bordering on betrayal. Could you or
should you have done more to help your friend? Conversely, were you overly
strict to avoid any suspicion of leniency on behalf of your friend?

Editors hate having to make and notify about these decisions. This is what
the editor is going through while you are waiting on pins and needles to
hear his or her decision.

Put yourself in the reviewers’ and editor’s shoes

One savvy National Football League (NFL) player wanted to understand
better how the referees judged things. He did something few players have
ever done: he enrolled in the official NFL referee course. Now, that is one
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smart football player. Knowing how the referee was trained, he knows what
the referee will be looking for and how he will be making his penalty deci-
sions. This knowledge helps this player to choose the right moves and avoid
the wrong ones on the playing field. The parallel is that one way to get
closer to understanding editors’ and reviewers’ thinking is to review for the
journals to which you intend to submit your manuscripts. You can learn a
lot from how editors weave your comments and the other reviewers’ com-
ments into their decision letters. To do this, you need not wait to be invited
to be a reviewer. Many journals accept volunteers. For most journals, all you
have to do is to inform the editor of your interest in reviewing. If you prove
to be a good reviewer, you will be asked to review more. If you do a poor job
of it, you will not be asked to review again. Some journals rate the quality
of each review and maintain a data set that is used as a basis for judging how
good a reviewer you are.

Whether or not you actually do review, a proxy, albeit an anemic one, for
attaining some understanding of what reviewers look for would be to read
the journals’ instructions to reviewers. These are commonly accessible to the
public on journal web sites. Reading these instructions will inform you what
the editor expects to get from the reviewers and this makes pretty clear what
the reviewers will be looking for in your manuscripts. Obviously, this will
also give you further insight into what the editor will be looking for when
he or she reads your manuscript and the reviews.

How to revise

The first thing to realize is that an invitation to revise and resubmit means
that the editor liked your submission, wants to accept it, and thinks it can
be successfully revised. A common mistake is to think the editor expects you
to meet the deadline set in the R&R letter. This is usually not the case. The
editor wants to be able to decide to publish your revision and will be will-
ing to wait for it much longer. A simple email promptly accepting the R&R
challenge and asking for more time will usually get you the time you need.

Another common mistake is to think the editor expects you to accept and
act on all the reviewers’ comments. This simply is not true. Naturally, the
editor wants to see a substantially improved revision that is responsive to
reviewer feedback and that makes a meaningful contribution. Some authors
are overwhelmed by the sheer volume of feedback and daunted by the
sometimes contradictory suggestions made by different reviewers. This
should be viewed as an opportunity, not a disaster. The editor, normally, will
be aware of the contradictions and may suggest how to deal with them. If 
the editor makes no such suggestions, he or she is leaving it to you to decide
how to handle them. In such cases, make your choices and explain them in
your cover letter. If your explanations are reasonable, they will be accepted
as such even though you were more responsive to one reviewer’s suggestion
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than to another’s. This is the basic definition of conflict: the more you
respond to one demand the less the likelihood that you will be able to
respond to another demand. The editor understands this and wants you to
make a convincing choice. We all know you can’t work miracles.

In his or her decision letter, the editor will repeat, mention, point out, or
expand certain points in the reviews. Other points will not be mentioned.
Those that go unmentioned are not the major issues that the editor thinks
need revision. Describing in your cover letter what changes you have made
based on such points or explaining why you have preferred not to revise
according to such points will usually be acceptable to the editor. 

Editors and reviewers speak of “responsiveness” to the feedback in the
reviews. This means weighing them and either adopting them or explaining
why you did not; it does not mean subjugating your own best judgment to
someone else’s and slavishly accommodating any and every suggestion
made to you (see also Bedeian, this volume). Two bases for judging your
responsiveness are your letter accompanying the revision and, of course, the
revision itself. Successful writing of that letter may entail some measure of
impression management. Be responsive and make yourself “sound” respon-
sive. But do not be obsequious. No one respects that. It is poor impression
management.

When the editor disagrees with a certain point in a review, he or she
makes no mention of it. Except in the most extraordinary circumstances,
editors do not edit reviews; what the reviewers said is what you get.
Furthermore, editors do not give reviewers feedback on their reviews. When
they disagree with a point in a review, they most often ignore it. Sometimes,
to relieve the author of uncertainty an editor may say something like, “With
regard to Reviewer C’s Point 7, you might handle this by …” or, “it may be
less of a problem once you take Reviewer A’s advice in his or her Point 3 into
account” or, “If you emphasize in the Method and Discussion sections that
your experimental design justifies causal conclusions, it should answer
Reviewer C’s Point 7 adequately.” These are all ways of signaling to you that
the editor does not agree with the reviewer on this point without stating it
bluntly and putting the reviewer on the spot. Just take the hint and do as
the editor suggests.

Having said that, two things are worth keeping in mind. First, you should
detail in your accompanying letter what changes you have made, what you
have left unchanged despite the advice of the reviewers and editor, and
explain why. Second, whatever you may have concluded from reading Art
Bedeian’s chapter on “Balancing Authorial Voice and Editorial Omniscience”
in this volume, my advice is: don’t fight back. It consumes enormous energy
and it arouses reviewer animosity. Furthermore, it makes you look argu-
mentative and, worse in the minds of reviewers and editors, unresponsive.
Unless the issue is of prime importance and it would be intellectually dis-
honest to go along with the reviewers’ suggestions, make those revisions
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and get your work published. Accepting or rejecting advice from editors and
reviewers should not be viewed as a matter of saving face or of that
omnipresent obsession of ours, academic freedom. If by compromising on
little things you can get your main message out to your colleagues in the
academic community, my advice is to compromise. Not to do so due to your
stubbornness in relation to minor, inconsequential things would be need-
lessly shooting yourself in the foot. 

In any case, don’t play sophomoric games. If the editor invited a revision
limited to a certain number of pages, don’t reduce margins, font size, or font
style to get more text into less space. It will almost always be detected, in
particular in the computer age when the ‘word-count’ function and a font-
size check will easily expose such monkey business (we have all been there
and we know all the tricks) and you might pay a very dear price for appear-
ing to be dishonest. The best way to play this game is to play by the rules.

So what?

Editors of leading journals are looking for major contributions that will
advance the field, especially theoretical contributions (Bergh, 2003). They
want your submission to tell something important, significant, meaningful,
insightful, innovative, or pioneering; something that colleagues will make
note of and tell their friends about. Too often the work submitted is very well
done, with the data competently collected and analyzed, and the manuscript
well written, but with no real contribution. Nothing new. No new concepts.
No fresh take on an existing stream of research. No new ground has been
broken. In discussing this “So what?” problem, Sara Rynes (2002), my former
editorial teammate and subsequent editor of AMJ, detailed the most common
deficiencies that lead to contrary reviews and rejection decisions as too little
incremental contribution or too narrow a contribution, a trivial contribution
that would surprise no one, and a contribution that was simply not made
clear. It is not enough to be competent and to get the stats right. For a top
journal, you must generate something that sparks the reader’s imagination.
Although it need not be totally new, you must be creative. It can be an inter-
esting extension of a construct that’s already out there, or a constructive
replication of previous research. It might be a neat addition to your own or
someone else’s existing oeuvre. But it must make an added-value contribu-
tion that will make readers sense that your article was worth reading. If it
lacks that special zing, the editor will think, “so what?” and will expect read-
ers to think the same. That is not the kind of article that top journals want
to publish. The cliché, “If it’s not worth doing, it’s not worth doing well”
applies here. Excellent method is wasted on trivial ideas, and it will impress
only the undeveloped mind of someone with a methods fetish.

The practical imperative may go beyond what this chapter is supposed to
deal with. My advice is to do less but better. Put quality before quantity.
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Good ideas don’t come to most of us easily or frequently, and they take time
to germinate. When they do come, they may be harder and take longer to
bring to fruition, both theoretically and empirically, than just doing an
unimaginative study in existing molds. To increase your chances of
publishing in top journals, be choosey. Don’t let yourself get sucked into
doing an uninspiring and unimaginative study just because the opportunity
to do some research has arisen, even if you have received a complimentary
invitation from a colleague or client to do so. Wait for opportunity to do
something really worthwhile.

Better yet, be proactive in seeking out or creating opportunities for inno-
vative research. One such gold mine is, of course, graduate students.
Another is executive education. Successful teaching in executive courses
sometimes ignites the imagination of participants with clout in their organ-
izations and they invite you to “come and do something in their company.”
Another opportunity is what you may encounter while consulting. If you
can’t turn your teaching and consulting into opportunities to do innovative
research, you may be in the wrong profession.

Once you have your research or theory in hand and are ready to write for
publication, the single most important thing you can do is to read and con-
stantly refer to the APA Publication Manual even if you are not submitting to
an APA journal. It is the standard to which your writing is expected to con-
form. Some degree of compulsivity in adhering to it is the single best thing
you can do to succeed at impression management, and it can significantly
improve your chances of getting your work accepted. Concentrate on the
nontechnical sections of the Manual, which put forth a philosophy of sci-
entific writing. The adaptation to non-APA journals is a minor clerical task.

To conclude, I repeat the basics for emphasis. Study and apply the APA
Publication Manual. Read the instructions to authors and the instructions to
reviewers of any journal before you write for it. Be responsive to feedback
and make yourself “look” responsive. Be sincere and you will look sincere.
Be honest and you will look honest. Above all, make it easier for the editor
to accept your submission by doing imaginative research that will displace
“So what?” with “Wow!” 

Summary of implications for authors:

• Be choosey about what kind of research you invest your time and effort
in; try to “wow” them.

• Read some basic writings about the publication process. Make sure to
include the APA Publication Manual.

• Volunteer to review for the journals to which you intend to submit.
• Read the instructions for authors on the journal’s web site before submitting

to a journal.
• Read also the journal’s instructions for reviewers on its website.
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• Ask the editor for more time if it is needed to revise the article.
• Be maximally responsive to reviewers’ and the editor’s comments and

suggestions.
• Read the editor’s letter carefully for cues revealing what’s really important.
• Answer every point raised in the reviews and explain your decisions in

your accompanying letter, but don’t exaggerate the length of this letter.
• Don’t waste time and effort trying to persuade the reviewers; try to con-

vince the editor.
• Regard the reviewers as advisors and the editor as a mentor giving devel-

opmental feedback, even if they do not execute these roles with finesse. 
• Resist the tendency to reject the reviewers’ comments, even if they are

not stated constructively. Treat them as valuable feedback and make the
best of it.

• Don’t fight with the reviewers and don’t play infantile games.

Summary of implications for prospective editors:

• Read this chapter again before you decide to accept the job!
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Trade-offs among editorial goals in complex 
publishing environments

The extrinsic rewards from editorial work can be erratic and disappointing.
Even those who edit highly prestigious journals may find it difficult to
persuade their deans to allocate resources to this activity, and their deans or
department heads may advise them to publish more articles themselves
instead of publishing articles by other authors. Those who receive payments
from commercial publishers are likely to find that these payments translate
into ludicrously low hourly wages. Those who edit journals published by
their universities may hear their colleagues asking why resources are going
to that specific field or topic rather than to other topics or fields.

Editors may also find it difficult to assess the impacts they are having at
the time they are having them. Most editors receive respect and deference,
and these rewards are likely to decline when they leave their editorial jobs.
Editors, who spend many hours trying to help authors express their ideas,
may hear later that some authors greatly appreciated their suggestions
whereas others saw the editors’ efforts as intrusive. Editors have opportu-
nities to influence the development of knowledge and agendas for teaching
and research. However, they may see these effects wane when their successors
pursue different agendas and adopt different policies. Any effort to exert
influence or to exercise judgment has the potential to upset someone, so all
editors make some authors angry or upset and some editors discover that
their editorial activities won them enemies.

Thus, editors need to think about their intrinsic rewards, and hence about
their motives and goals. Why do you want to serve as an editor? What
satisfactions do you hope to receive from the experience? Recognition?
Visibility? Methodological change? Establishment of a nascent research
domain? Incremental improvement in an established domain? Promote the
development of a subdiscipline? This chapter offers an explicit analysis of
some central choices that editors can make about their roles. Reflecting on



these choices can help editors to use their time and efforts more effectively
and to see the advantages and disadvantages of their activities. This chapter
also has implications for authors: by understanding the choices that specific
editors make in their roles, authors can gain a better understanding of what
to expect from the review process.

This book presents very diverse viewpoints that collectively show that
there are many ways for an editor to achieve success ... and just as many
ways for an editor to perform poorly. Because every editor has limited time,
a limited supply of manuscripts, and personal strengths and weaknesses, no
editor can attain excellence on every dimension of performance. An editor
has to choose some foci. However, there is also no need for an editor to
attain excellence on every possible dimension of performance. Journals have
different reputations, occupy different market positions, possess different
opportunities, espouse different missions, and need different developmental
impulses. Thus, editors have latitude to adapt their talents and experience
to the needs and opportunities of the journals they are editing.

At the same time, it is apparent that some editors achieve greater success
than do others. Circulations, subscription revenues, downloads, and citations
offer quantitative evidence. The historical statistics include instances in
which citations to a specific journal have risen dramatically, or plummeted,
during one editor’s term and then stabilized when that editor left the job.
Figure 25.1 illustrates some of the possibilities by graphing real data regard-
ing the impact factors during the terms of four successive editors of a
management journal. The dashed horizontal lines show the averages during
the editors’ terms, and the axes are unlabeled to mask the identities of the
editors. Although documentation about reputations is nonexistent, every
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academic author has participated in conversations about the apparent
editorial policies of various journals. Some journals, it is said, are open to new
ideas; others, it is said, will consider only X or Y. Yet another indicator of edi-
torial success may be the votes cast in the elections of professional societies.
Because people vote for names they recognize and editorships create visibil-
ity, those who have recently been editors tend to attract votes. However,
there are instances in which candidates who recently left editorships have
attracted either remarkably many votes or shockingly few of them.

Journal editors face too many strategic and tactical options to enumerate
here. However, four pairs of options receive frequent mention throughout
this book. To make the pros and cons very clear, we present these options as
sharply distinct alternatives. However, most editors mix these options in
practice. Instead of consistently choosing option A in preference to not-A,
editors choose A for some manuscripts and not-A for others. For example,
an editor may have much more confidence in some reviewers than in
other reviewers, or an editor may believe that she has much more expertise
about some topics than about other topics.

Because many contingencies affect editorial actions and their conse-
quences, and because some editors deviate from generalizations that
describe many editors, all of the arguments to follow have exceptions and
their validity depends upon the specifics of individual situations. For exam-
ple, some journals try to select editors through systematic processes. They
identify reviewers who offer especially useful and constructive advice, and
invite these people to become associate editors. Then, they select editors
from among the associate editors (Cascio, 2008, this volume). Although
such processes tend to select editors who do not perform poorly, the selected
editors do not all perform equally well, and different editors emphasize
different aspects of their roles. The processes that winnow candidates
may take account of issues such as areas of specialization or geographic
location that do not correlate with editorial performance. Furthermore,
careful selection is not the only way to find exceptional editors. The editors
who have performed exceptionally well include people who became editors
because they proposed the creation of new journals or because they worked
in specific departments at specific universities.

Option 1A: An editor should personally make evaluations of manuscripts
and these evaluations should dominate those of other reviewers.

versus

Option 1B: An editor should not evaluate manuscripts but instead 
should manage the reviewing process to implement the evaluations 
and suggestions of reviewers.

In Chapter 13, “The Case for an Activist Editorial Model,” Jacobs (2008, this
volume) argues that the decision following a first review should be a
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crucial one. He advises editors to read carefully every manuscript and the
reviewers’ comments about them, and also to make sure that the reviews
are “informative” and that they discuss all of the important issues. Editors’
central goal, he says, should be to avoid encouraging revisions to manu-
scripts that have little chance of acceptance because authors find rejections
more “painful” after they have made revisions. Jacobs also argues that early
rejections save reviewers’ time and authors may be able to publish their
work sooner by resubmitting to an alternative journal.

Such an activist approach assumes that a specific editor has better judg-
ment than do the reviewers of a specific manuscript. It assumes that the
editor can and will make better decisions or more definitive decisions than
the reviewers do concerning the issues that most need attention and the
likelihood that a manuscript will eventually warrant publication. Such
assumptions may not be valid when applied to many manuscripts on
diverse topics, but they may be reasonable assumptions where an editor has
especially relevant expertise or experience, or where reviewers lack relevant
expertise or experience. Ironically, whereas the editor of a highly specialized
journal might have relevant expertise more frequently, reviewers for a highly
specialized journal might also have relevant expertise more frequently.
Certainly, editors have stronger motivation than reviewers do to invest time
and effort in making correct judgments. Anonymous reviewers do not have
to take personal responsibility for the quality of published articles and
reviewers may see the reading and evaluation of manuscripts as intrusions
into their busy lives. Editors have their names publicly associated with the
published products and they are performing editorial work because they feel
personally committed to the specific journal.

Because journals, editors, reviewers, authors, and manuscripts are diverse,
many contingencies affect the usefulness of an activist approach. One
important contingency is a specific editor’s ability to enlist appropriate and
effective reviewers for a specific manuscript. An editor who has difficulty
finding appropriate and effective reviewers must try to compensate by doing
more reviewing personally. In the contemporary academic environment
where professors around the world are experiencing pressure to publish in
academic journals, the numbers of manuscripts to review are increasing
substantially. As a result, editors must recruit more reviewers, and often
must rely on the judgments of people they do not know personally. Indeed,
in recognition of the growing diversity of authors and research topics,
many editors feel a responsibility to draw upon reviewers from around the
world. Thus, editors sometimes find themselves calling upon reviewers
about whom they know little, with one possible result being reviews of
poor quality. In fact, some editors even recruit editorial board members
with less than stellar research records, which may suggest that these
reviewers may not have the qualifications and experience needed to evalu-
ate research produced by others (Bedeian, Van Fleet, & Hyman, 2007).
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As well, reviewers sometimes do not complete their work promptly so
that an editor may decide that further delay would be unreasonable, and
one possible response is a review by the editor personally.

Another contingency is the size of the audience to which editors and
authors seek to communicate. Some journals have identities that attract
manuscripts on narrow ranges of topics, which implies that editors, review-
ers, and authors come from specialized subpopulations. Editors in such
situations can enlist reviewers from these subpopulations. However, much
research indicates that people have different perceptions and different
propensities for activism in familiar domains than in unfamiliar domains,
and a few studies suggest that some editors treat manuscripts in their own
specialties differently from other manuscripts (Ellison, 2002; Martinko,
Campbell & Douglas, 2000; Miller & Perrucci, 2001). Such biases likely occur
in reviewers’ treatment of manuscripts in their own specialties. In addition,
a study by Mahoney (1977, 1979) suggests that reviewers are more likely to
approve of manuscripts that support the reviewers’ own published studies
and that they are more likely to disapprove of manuscripts that contradict
the reviewers’ own published studies. Thus, editors of specialized journals
confront frequent challenges to their objectivity and fairness that arise from
the homogeneity and small sizes of their audiences. The editors of general
journals face inverse challenges that arise from the diversity and breadth of
their audiences. When these editors find themselves looking at reviews by
unknown people concerning manuscripts on unfamiliar topics, they have
to regard submitted reviews as providing evidence about reviewers and
manuscripts simultaneously (Konrad, 2008, this volume). This shifts the
evaluation toward indirect evidence about the reviewers’ evaluations: Does
a reviewer appear to have read the manuscript carefully? Does a reviewer
seem to have familiarity with relevant literature? As well, the communica-
tive properties of manuscripts have more importance: Is the manuscript
understandable by a diverse audience? Is the manuscript’s topic of wide-
spread interest? Overall, editors of general journals participate in editorial
processes somewhat differently than do editors of specialized journals.
Editors’ willingness to ask questions about manuscripts outside their own
specialties can help authors to communicate the value of their contribution
to a wider audience. Indeed, forcing authors to explain the value of their
research clearly to nonspecialists greatly improves the quality of writing
and clarifies manuscripts’ contribution even to specialist readers.

Strong editorial interventions are two-edged swords that can produce
either better outcomes or worse ones. This attendant uncertainty arises
from the many ways to perceive a manuscript and the many criteria that
readers can apply to a manuscript. For example, Starbuck (2006a) reported
how abnormal editorial actions affected several of his most-cited articles.
Indeed, his most cited article received “rejects” by both of two reviewers
but that journal published the article because the editor accepted it against
the reviewers’ advice. In another instance, an editor did not even consult

254 Epilogue



reviewers before accepting an article that later drew many citations. Of
course, such interventions may work to an author’s disadvantage as well.
Starbuck has had a manuscript rejected by an editor despite receiving two
“accepts” and a “revise” from three reviewers. Konrad (2008, this volume)
points out that editors may offer recourse to authors when reviewers have
missed a point, made incorrect assumptions, or held authors to excessive
standards of excellence.

There are also various reasons why an editor might have a policy of
abstaining from direct involvement in the evaluation of manuscripts. One
of these reasons is to increase the involvement and commitment of mem-
bers of editorial boards. For instance, when Starbuck became the editor of
Administrative Science Quarterly (ASQ) in 1967, there was no field called
“organization theory,” and scholars regarded that journal as a representative
of Cornell University’s School of Business and Public Administration.
Indeed, James D. Thompson and Edward Litchfield had created ASQ to pro-
mote the school’s central theme that successful administration in business
requires the same abilities as successful administration in public agencies or
hospitals or military organizations. Although ASQ had published several
articles by well-known authors, it had a diffuse identity that resulted from
its efforts to encompass a wide range of administrative activities and
settings. Starbuck saw ASQ as an opportunity to pursue a different agenda –
the crystallization of organization theory. Although Simon had spoken
of organization theory since the 1950s, March and Simon had published
the book titled Organizations, and March had edited the Handbook of
Organizations, in the mid-1960s, this potential field lacked a focal point. As
Simon and March had visualized it, organization theory should draw
participants and topics from all of the social sciences, but this hetero-
geneity meant that relevant research appeared in many specialized journals.
Starbuck sought to give ASQ an identity as the focal journal for organiza-
tional research by anthropologists, economists, management theorists,
political scientists, psychologists, and sociologists. He recruited a large
editorial board of very well known researchers, who were almost the only
people who reviewed manuscripts, and he made every effort to convince
them that they had responsibility for the editorial decisions and recom-
mendations to authors. His goal was to persuade the members of editorial
board to identify with ASQ , expecting that this identification would induce
them to submit their own manuscripts to the journal and to recommend
the journal to their colleagues and students. Keeping himself in the back-
ground and demonstrating respect for the reviewers’ opinions were impor-
tant aspects of this persuasion process. Of course, this policy also meant that
the journal sometimes published articles that Starbuck himself would not
have chosen and it sometimes rejected manuscripts in which he saw prom-
ise. At the same time, members of the editorial board devoted many, many
hours to reviewing and they often had insights and made discoveries that
surprised Starbuck.
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Other editors may defer to reviewers because the editors perceive them-
selves as having abnormal values or unusual biases that would make their
own evaluations unrepresentative of their journals’ audiences. For example,
when authors asked one editor to intercede in the review process, this
editor systematically replied by saying that he would render a judgment if
the authors insisted but he nearly always wanted to reject manuscripts. Few
editors have time to read carefully and comment on many manuscripts,
which implies that the editors of journals that publish many articles need to
restrict their personal involvements to tiny fractions of the manuscripts.

Like directors of research laboratories who do not conduct research them-
selves and instead rely on the expertise of the research scientists, editors who
refrain from making evaluations have to focus on process management. Are
manuscripts being reviewed promptly and generally fairly? Are the comments
to authors polite and constructive? However, process management works bet-
ter if the editor concentrates on preventing problems rather than on correcting
problems. Probably the most important management activity is deciding who
should be on the editorial board and which people should review each manu-
script (cf. Bedeian, Van Fleet, & Hyman, 2007). By prescreening reviewers to
identify people who show good judgment and write helpful reviews, editors
can avoid situations in which authors feel they are receiving unjust treatment.
Highly regarded journals are not only publishers of frequently cited research.
They gain their strong reputations in part because they provide post-doctoral
education in research methods and research presentation, and the members of
their editorial boards and ad hoc reviewers function as faculty for this education
process. Thus, selecting board members and reviewers deserves cautious care.

Laband (1990) studied referees’ comments and authors’ reactions to these
comments on 89 papers that appeared in top journals over five years. His
statistical analyses led him to infer that editors’ comments had had no
discernible influence on later citations of the published papers but that
reviewers’ comments had significantly increased citations. Thus, he con-
cluded that editors add value to manuscripts mainly by choosing reviewers
well. Of course, just as some reviewers make more useful comments than
others do, some individual editors doubtless make useful comments.
Nevertheless, Laband’s study says that editors add very little on average.

Option 2A: An editor’s primary goal should be to help authors express their
ideas and findings as effectively as possible.

versus

Option 2B: An editor should not attempt to advise authors about presentation
style, but instead should allow authors to exercise their own judgment.

Konrad (2008, this volume) argues that authors greatly appreciate guidance
from editors, who will have responsibility for making the final publication
decisions on their manuscripts. Knowledge development entails difficulties,
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especially ones arising from abstract and complex ideas. Editors can help
authors by adjudicating the reviews, helping authors to sort out reviewers’
demands that contradict one another, shedding light on a line of action
that might address a particular reviewer’s concerns, and sharing their own
thoughts. Providing that sort of guidance, she says, gives authors better
chances of focusing their efforts on areas likely to result in acceptance.

Just as editors have opinions about the research that manuscripts describe,
they also have opinions about the ways in which authors describe their
research and opinions about the advice offered by reviewers regarding
presentation. Most of the contingencies that make it more or less reasonable
for an editor to intervene between authors and reviewers apply to presen-
tation style as well to research substance and methodology. Does the jour-
nal target a specialized audience or a general one, and hence, does the
presentation speak better to a specialist audience or a general audience?
Does the author have much experience and many publications, or is the
author inexperienced and possibly looking for guidance? Are some of the
comments of reviewers unclear or misguided?

The pros and cons of such editorial activities are visible in the story of an
editor who made strong efforts to assist authors. A few years ago, an editor of
a very prominent journal gained a reputation for very detailed commentary.
This editor had once worked as a journalist and he expressed himself very
well. He also sought to behave in a nurturing way. Thus, the editor routinely
sent very long commentaries to authors; every author received at least two
single-spaced pages and many received four or five pages. These commen-
taries restated the comments of the reviewers, emphasizing some of their
points more than others, and they gave rather detailed suggestions about
how to revise manuscripts. He even wrote long commentaries that were
filled with suggestions for revision when he rejected manuscripts, and he
phrased his comments so tactfully that some authors of rejected manu-
scripts thought he was asking them to revise-and-resubmit. Authors reacted
variously but predictably to this behavior. For one thing, authors interpreted
the editor’s comments as contracts: they expected that if they did as the
editor proposed, the editor would accept their manuscripts for publication.
As a result, authors were shocked when they resubmitted manuscripts that
they believed fulfilled the editor’s requirements and then they subse-
quently received yet another revise-and-resubmit that was accompanied by
another long, detailed commentary by the editor. For another thing, most
authors objected to a few of the editor’s suggestions, so they viewed these as
unreasonable demands with which they had to comply if they wanted to
publish in that journal. Authors who were very eager to achieve a publica-
tion in a very prestigious journal found themselves deeply conflicted: Their
goal appeared to be within reach but to reach that goal, they would have
to say things they did not believe or do things that made no sense to
them. Some authors felt that this editor was demanding co-authorship of
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their work, anonymously of course, but enforced by the implicit threat to
reject noncompliance (Bedeian, 1996). 

That editor could have caused less anger had he handled his relation-
ships with authors in a more forthright way. However, his example high-
lights the incompatibility among four editorial roles: resource allocators,
evaluators, mediators, and coaches. Editors ultimately have to allocate
space in their journals. Which of the available manuscripts is going to
occupy that space? With typical editorial practices and allowing for
multiple revisions, the reviewers make definitive decisions concerning
55–65 percent of the manuscripts. Therefore, editors make the final deci-
sions concerning 35–45 percent of the manuscripts (Starbuck, 2005).
Editors must evaluate manuscripts carefully enough to choose among the
candidates that reviewers leave unclear, and most editors prefer to involve
themselves much earlier in the review process. Editors must also mediate
between authors and reviewers. Authors may believe that they must do
everything that every reviewer says in order to receive an acceptance, and
they may find it difficult to distinguish between an inflexible demand
and a casual suggestion. Authors want a court of appeal when they believe
that reviewers are making incorrect or unreasonable demands, and they
would like to think that editors provide fair mediation. Finally, editors
have opportunities to act as coaches. Some authors genuinely want
advice, and even those who do not want it may find it useful if phrased
appropriately. When should authors be strongly encouraged to undertake
revisions? Which of the various suggestions by reviewers are likely to
prove most useful? Editors often fail to make clear which of these roles
they are performing. Aguinis (2007) has pointed out that similar chal-
lenges and issues occur with other supervisory roles.

Editors sometimes forget that authors regard editors and reviewers with
fear. Bedeian (2003) surveyed authors who had published in two highly
regarded journals. One-third said that they had made revisions that
expressed an editor’s or reviewer’s personal preferences, and one-fourth said
that they had had to make statements that they believed to be incorrect.
These findings show the importance of flexibility in editorial processes.
A reviewer or an editor may believe that a particular change would substan-
tially improve a manuscript. However, the author should have latitude to
argue an alternative view, and the reviewer or editor should be open to
changing their judgments. Indeed, such debates can strengthen the manu-
script if authors include their arguments in the manuscript. If a reviewer
or editor has questioned a particular conceptual or methodological point,
other readers are likely to have the same question, and persuading those
readers should be one of the author’s goals (Starbuck, 2003). Bedeian (2004)
has argued that the issue is less one of flexibility than of equality between
authors, editors, and reviewers. Giving authors more equal standing, he
argued, would enhance knowledge development.
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Option 3A: An editor should seek to publish manuscripts that are
consistent with values and paradigms that currently dominate the thinking
of readers of the editor’s journal. That is, the editor should promote
evolutionary change rather than revolutionary.

versus

Option 3B: An editor should seek to publish manuscripts that challenge the
values and paradigms that currently dominate the thinking of readers of
the editor’s journal. That is, the editor should promote revolutionary
change rather than evolutionary.

Option 3A’s focus on evolutionary development may require adamant and
persistent demands. Almost all of the editors who have attempted revolu-
tionary change have had small impacts that might better be described as
incremental evolution, and the changes produced by one editor have often
been undone by the succeeding editor. To effect revolutionary changes,
editors need help from textbooks, professional societies, and many other
editors.

Consider the consequences of efforts to eliminate null hypothesis signifi-
cance tests (Starbuck, 2006b). These tests are supposed to assess the ade-
quacy of sample sizes, but researchers who are willing to continue gathering
data until their samples are large enough can eventually show that any
“finding” is statistically significant. Indeed, published correlations indicate
that researchers do gather more data when their studies are yielding effects
that do not reach conventional levels of statistical significance, and the
average correlations computed from small samples are much larger than
the average correlations computed from large samples (Webster & Starbuck,
1988). Some argue that because statistical significance is very easy to
achieve, journals often publish statistically significant findings that have
little or no substantive meaning. Another problem is that the public, jour-
nalists, MBA graduates, and researchers misunderstand the actual meaning
of the tests, and so misinterpretations of test results are very prevalent.
People often discuss statistical significance as if it indicates substantive
importance. Other prevalent misinterpretations are that rejection of a null
hypothesis indicates support for the alternative hypothesis that inspired
data gathering, or that failure to reject a null hypothesis indicates that a
variable has no effect. As well, people sometimes speak as if the 0.05 proba-
bility tail is the probability that a null hypothesis is true, whereas most null
hypotheses could not be true on logical grounds, no matter what data
research produces (Armstrong, 2007; Cascio & Aguinis, 2005).

The elimination of statistical significance tests from social-science articles
has to be regarded as a revolutionary proposal because such tests are deeply
imbedded in social-science traditions and many social scientists do not
understand why these tests might be detrimental. The liabilities of signifi-
cance tests have roused criticism since they were first proposed, but their
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critics have found it very difficult to persuade social scientists to use other
ways of assessing their research (Falk & Greenbaum, 1995). For example, in
the mid-1990s, several respected psychometricians urged the American
Psychological Association (APA) to ban significance tests from its journals
(Starbuck, 2006b, p. 137). Subsequently, leading psychologists participated
in symposia at the annual meetings of both APA and the Association for
Psychological Science (then called American Psychological Society), and
APA appointed a task force to assess the pros and cons of banning such
tests. However, the APA task force met briefly and then announced that it
“does not support any action that could be interpreted as banning the use
of null hypothesis significance testing or p values.” The task force did rec-
ommend that researchers should augment significance tests by also report-
ing confidence intervals for effect sizes.

Partly because of the APA task force, two dozen journals in psychology
and education are now asking authors to estimate effect sizes (Thompson,
2007). Other journals ask authors to estimate confidence intervals rather
than or in addition to point estimates. However, the evidence so far has
been that merely asking authors to do this is insufficient to produce much
compliance (Cumming et al., 2007). Authors have conformed symbolically,
but not substantively. For example, authors may state effect sizes in tables
but ignore effect sizes when they discuss their findings, or they may state
confidence intervals in tables but say nothing about these in their discus-
sions. For example, in 1996, 36 percent of the articles published in the
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology ( JCCP) discussed the clinical sig-
nificance of their findings (Fidler et al., 2005). That year, the APA task force
made its recommendations, both American psychological societies held
symposia on statistical evidence during their annual meetings, and American
Psychologist published a debate about significance tests. In 1997, an editorial
in JCCP asked authors to report effect sizes and indicators of clinical signif-
icance. In 1999, JCCP sought to promote the use of indicators of clinical
significance by publishing a special forum about such indicators. Yet in
2001, 40 percent of the articles in JCCP discussed clinical significance, just 
4 percent more than in 1996. Also in 2001, only 17 percent of the articles
reported confidence intervals, and only 11 percent of the articles mentioned
the confidence intervals in their discussions of results. As well, Leahey
(2005) inferred that authors – especially, well-known researchers from pres-
tigious departments – have had more influence than journal editors on the
ways sociologists use significance tests.

Editors have rarely refused to publish manuscripts that did not conform
to specific guidelines. However, such strong editorial interventions appear to
have stimulated major changes in statistical reporting in medical journals.
One extreme example occurred when Ken Rothman became an editor of the
American Journal of Public Health. His revise-and-resubmit letters told
authors: “All references to statistical hypothesis testing and statistical
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significance should be removed from the papers. I ask that you delete p
values as well as comments about statistical significance. If you do not agree
with my standards (concerning the inappropriateness of significance tests)
you should feel free to argue the point, or simply ignore what you may con-
sider to be my misguided view, by publishing elsewhere.” Later, Rothman
became the editor of another journal, where he announced: “When writing
for Epidemiology, you can enhance your prospects if you omit tests of statis-
tical significance ... In Epidemiology, we do not publish them at all. Not only
do we eschew publishing claims of the presence or absence of statistical sig-
nificance, we discourage the use of this type of thinking in the data analysis,
such as in the use of stepwise regression.” Not surprisingly, these policies
altered the frequencies of significance tests in these two journals dramatically.
Somewhat surprisingly, Rothman’s policies set behavioral patterns that per-
sisted after he left those journals.

However, Rothman did not produce a revolution in medical reporting all
by himself. Various medical researchers, journals, and societies had been
campaigning against significance tests for many years. Although Rothman’s
actions drew attention and they influenced many people, a unity of efforts
by many people appears to have been what brought about widespread and
persistent change in medical research. After studying efforts to change
statistical practices in ecology, medicine, and psychology, Fidler et al. (2004:
615) concluded: “The nature of the editorial policies and the degree of
collaboration amongst editors are important factors in explaining the
varying levels of reforms in these disciplines. But without efforts to also 
re-write textbooks, improve software and research understanding of alter-
native methods, it seems unlikely that editorial initiatives will achieve
substantial statistical reform.”

There are much larger fluctuations in the impact factors of small-
circulation journals that change editors than in the impact factors of large-
circulation journals that change editors. Presumably, these fluctuations
reflect the stronger effects of editorial policies in small-circulation journals.
Journals with small circulations also have greater incentive to develop
policies that give them distinctive identities. However, there is a risk that
idiosyncratic policies and values may alienate some potential authors and
readers. On the other hand, the editors of journals with large circulations
are very likely to feel that they have a responsibility to uphold norms that
have wide acceptance, and those who choose editors for such journals are
very likely to choose editors who subscribe to widely accepted norms. As
well, large-circulation journals draw reviewers from diverse populations so
these reviewers are unlikely to endorse manuscripts that espouse revolu-
tionary ideas. Thus, the editors who have the greatest opportunities to
attempt revolutionary change are ones who have limited influence on
researchers in general, whereas those who have the greatest opportunities
to exert influence face stronger moral and practical constraints.
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It is possible that editors’ abilities to bring about change fluctuate over
time. Tushman and Romanelli (1994) observed that the strategic develop-
ment of business firms shifts between brief periods of dramatic change and
long periods of incremental convergence. Similarly, Kuhn (1970) argued
that scientific knowledge fluctuates between brief periods of revolutionary
change and long periods of widespread agreement and incremental devel-
opment. Revolutions become increasingly likely as more and more people
become dissatisfied with the shared beliefs that pervade incremental devel-
opment. Widespread consensus might mean either that the current values
and paradigms are well founded or that the field has grown stale and com-
placent. Thus, an editor who attempts revolutionary change may be a lone
dissident who attracts few supporters or one of a rather large group of dissi-
dents who support the change.

Option 4A: An editor should focus on publishing outstanding articles.

versus

Option 4B: An editor should focus on not publishing bad articles.

The pros and cons of these options have been evolving as the publishing
industry has experienced dramatic changes over the last three decades.
Publishing companies have merged and consolidated their operations.
Printing technology has revolutionized, making it possible to publish books
in small quantities. The journal-publishing segment has become much
more commercial, focused on profit making. Many journals are now being
delivered via the Internet, and journals on paper may soon become rare.

During the 1980s and 1990s, publishers introduced many, many new
journals (Starbuck, 2005). Although each of these new journals gained a
small market segment, collectively they took a significant share from the
established journals. Because academic libraries had to acknowledge these
new entrants, they shifted funds from books to journals. To make these
shifts on defensible grounds, librarians focused on journals’ impact factors.
In reaction, journal publishers also began to pay much more attention to
impact factors, which not only indicate salability to libraries but also the
potential value of future reprints. The Institute for Scientific Information
(ISI) stopped trying to compile citations in books and limited citation
counts to citations in journals, which made the citation data more reliable
but also increased the influence of journals over books. Thus, the success of
journals and their editors has become a matter of citation counts. Articles
that receive many citations encourage librarians to subscribe to journals and
publishers to continue publishing them; articles that draw no citations
may enhance their authors’ résumés but they do not improve journals’
visibility or economic viability.

The strongest correlate of journals’ impact factors is their circulations.
The larger the number of people who receive journals, the larger the number
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of people who cite articles in those journals. However, journals published by
professional associations have lower impact factors than their circulations
would otherwise imply, presumably because some of their subscribers do
not read them. Editors can use at least two tactics to increase the circulations
of their journals: They can try to publish articles that attract a more diverse
readership, and they can publish special issues that attract readers who are
interested in specific topics. Other factors that correlate positively with
impact factors are journals’ reputations for high quality, the average lengths
of articles, the prevalence of frequently cited authors, and emphasis on
theoretical-review articles versus empirical articles (Laband & Piette, 1994;
Medoff, 2003). Figure 25.2 presents the 2004 impact factors for 508 journals
that business journals cited frequently during 2001 and 2002. These are all
of the journals that received at least 12 citations over two years by the 150
journals that the ISI classified as business, business finance, industrial rela-
tions, or management. The distribution has a long tail to the right, and the
impact factor for the most cited journal is over 34 times the average impact
factor, which is only 0.85. That is, an average article in an average journal
receives less than one citation during the first two years after its publication.
A lack of submitted manuscripts may influence the editorial processes at
little-cited journals.

The average impact factors that publishers and journals advertise and
librarians study can be misleading. Impact factors give a misleading impres-
sion of the total citations to articles in that they focus on just the first two
years following publication and they assume that some notes or letters
might receive citations. Most published articles receive very few citations,
and small fractions of the published articles attract most of the citations.
Figure 25.3 shows total citations to full-fledged articles over many years –
based on 1,000 articles published during the last eight months of the year
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2,000 and having the words “compensation,” “management,” or “strategy”
in their titles. Because these data encompass many journals that have
diverse circulations and reputations, the articles published in any single
journal would not have so much diversity. According to these data, an
average article in an average journal received 7.3 citations during the first
17 years after its publication. However, 71 percent of the articles had below-
average numbers of citations and 20 percent of the articles received no
citations at all. The 29 percent of the articles that received more than seven
citations accounted for 78 percent of all citations. Furthermore, the data in
Figure 25.3 understate the effects of the most highly cited articles because
this specific sample includes no articles that received more than 118 cita-
tions, whereas there do exist rare articles that draw hundreds and thousands
of citations.

Readers seem to have very poor abilities to judge the impacts of below-
median articles, but better abilities to judge the impacts of above-median
articles. Gottfredson (1978) related citations to evaluations made by knowl-
edgeable readers. The logarithms of citations correlated 0.21 with readers’
judgments of articles’ quality and 0.27 with readers’ judgments of articles’
impact on their fields. Because readers made their judgments retrospectively,
both correlations might overstate reviewers’ abilities to make predictive
judgments. As well, the practical correlation is nil for many articles. When
Gottfredson separated the more-cited and less-cited articles, he found that
reviewers’ judgments of impact correlated 0.03 with citations for articles
that had fewer citations than the median, and correlated 0.36 with citations
for articles that had more citations than the median. These differences
suggest that readers may be better able to judge and to agree with each other
about the small fraction of manuscripts that attract unusually many citations.
If so, an implication would be that journals’ visibility and economic
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viability depend strongly on the very few manuscripts that receive “accept”
ratings from all reviewers. However, reviewers’ evaluations have low relia-
bility (Starbuck, 2005), and journals have rejected some articles that later
proved to be very influential because some of the most cited articles have
confounded reviewers and editors by deviating from widely accepted norms
about methodology or presentation style (Gans & Shepherd, 1994). Such
events are consistent with the evidence that people tend to be better able to
identify conventional excellence than innovative excellence, and they are
better able to appreciate findings that support prevalent beliefs than find-
ings that contradict prevalent beliefs.

Two studies suggest that editors’ most important contributions to their
journals come from interpersonal networking. A survey by Sherrell, Hair,
and Griffin (1989) found that professors considered the two least ethical
editorial practices to be (1) favoritism toward friends and colleagues and
(2) biasing reviews toward acceptance or rejection by selecting reviewers
with strong biases about a manuscript’s content or methodology. Laband &
Piette (1994) investigated the effects of favoritism. They found that articles
by authors who had personal connections with editors were more likely to
be lead articles and these articles received significantly more citations after
publication. Therefore, Laband and Piette (1994) inferred that “although
journal editors occasionally publish subpar papers authored by colleagues
and former graduate students, on balance their use of professional connec-
tions enables them to identify and ‘capture’ high-impact papers for publica-
tion” (p. 194). Medoff (2003) also studied the effects of favoritism and drew
a similar conclusion. Medoff concluded “that articles authored by those
with editorial connections, particularly serving on the publishing journal’s
editorial board, are both statistically and numerically of higher quality. ...
The empirical results support the proposition that journal editors, in order
to reduce the search costs involved in identifying high-quality manuscripts,
use personal ties and institutional connections to persuade high-quality
authors to submit their papers to them. Journal editors/coeditors attract these
submissions by inducing high-quality authors to serve on their editorial
boards as well as by offering constructive comments and suggestions on a
high-quality author’s paper, reducing the author’s transaction cost of
publishing” (p. 434).

Yet, editors and reviewers devote nearly all of their attention to trying to
improve normal manuscripts. A focus on identifying defects and suggesting
corrections means that reviewers and editors spend their time on the
manuscripts that have many defects and need many corrections. Although
improving a not-quite-good-enough manuscript until it is publishable may
contribute to the general development of academic research, but it does
not raise a journal’s standing to a significant degree. Editors also devote
time to rejecting some manuscripts without sending them to reviewers –
manuscripts that aim at another audience, that focus on topics outside the
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journal’s range, or that seem to be of low quality. Unfortunately, empirical
studies say that readers’ judgments (including the judgments of editors and
reviewers) about manuscripts’ quality have very low correlations with
citations to published articles, and these unreliable judgments mean that
journals likely reject about half of the best manuscripts that they receive
(Gottfredson, 1978; Starbuck, 2005). Of course, this unreliability also means
that about half of the best articles appear in second-tier or third-tier journals.

The foregoing studies imply that in an era of “impact factor” dominance,
editors’ most significant contributions may be to use interpersonal net-
working to search for and to attract unusually high-quality manuscripts or
manuscripts that promise to create breakthroughs. Both strategies entail
risk. The former strategy violates cherished professional ethics. The latter
strategy relies on editors’ having better judgment and better insight than
most people.

Striking realistic balances

This chapter has critically reviewed four dimensions on which editors can
make strategic choices. Although the alternatives are phrased as polar oppo-
sites, it is very unlikely that any editor would choose one of these extremes.
More likely, an editor would blend the alternative strategies even within the
handling of one specific manuscript.

For example, Options 1a versus 1b contrast a strategy in which an editor
participates in evaluation so dominantly that reviewers have little say, with
a strategy in which an editor merely manages the reviewing process and
defers completely to reviewers on substantive issues. These two strategies
might be policies that an editor applies consistently to every manuscript.
However, an editor might use one extreme policy for some manuscripts
and the other extreme policy for others, and might deal with most manu-
scripts by asserting the editor’s own opinions on some points while yielding
to reviewers on other points. An appropriate mixture of strategies depends
upon the editor’s abilities and goals, the editor’s confidence in each reviewer,
each reviewer’s expertise, the topic and methodology of the manuscript, the
author’s reputation and expertise, and properties of the journal such as its
age, circulation, or ownership.

Likewise, an editor might perceive that one manuscript could become
much more informative and persuasive if the author would change some
presentational elements, but that another manuscript is already exceedingly
well written. Or, one editor might perceive that conditions are right to
attempt a revolutionary change – support from like-minded editors and text-
book writers, possibly an influential professional society that is advocating
change – whereas another editor might believe that no matter how desirable
a change might be, the timing is not right or support is lacking. Or, even an
editor who devotes much time to soliciting manuscripts likely also devotes
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some time to weeding out unsolicited manuscripts that deviate from that
journal’s topics.

Because editors have so many ways to use their time and effort, it is hard
for them to behave poorly, but it is also hard for them to behave optimally.
Optimization requires awareness of the many strategic options and the
contingencies that make strategies more or less effective. Because each
manuscript entails somewhat different contingencies, an editor that seeks to
optimize both macroscopically and microscopically would need to reassess
endlessly. Shades of Herbert Simon! This changing complexity raises the
issue of what heuristics editors adopt and what biases editors exhibit.

Editors need to beware of the so-called “fundamental attribution bias,” a
propensity for people to overestimate their own influence on events and to
underestimate external or situational influences. For instance, Meindl and
Ehrlich (1987) and Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985) argued that both
researchers and the general populace attribute too much control and influ-
ence to leaders; they inferred that these attributions become more frequent
after successful performances. A related and prevalent phenomenon is the
“self-serving bias,” a propensity for people to overestimate their own influ-
ence on successes and to overestimate external or situational influences
on failures (Heider, 1958). People also tend to exhibit the opposite biases
when interpreting other people’s successes and failures. For instance,
Wagner and Gooding (1997) found that managers who face equivocal
information about their own businesses tend to attribute positive outcomes
to strengths in their own organizations, while they blame negative outcomes
on environmental circumstances. However, when managers are asked to
interpret information about businesses managed by others, they attribute
positive outcomes to opportunities in the environment and negative out-
comes to organizational weakness.

Biases in reviewing processes also confront editors with challenging ethical
and political issues. Prominent among these is the treatment of authors’
social statuses. Some of the studies mentioned above imply that editors can
increase their journals’ visibility and influence by making special efforts to
attract manuscripts by prestigious authors. One of the most cited journals,
the Journal of Economic Literature, has an acceptance rate close to 100 percent
because nearly all of its articles are invited ones written by very well-known
authors. Similarly, the Annual Review of Psychology, which includes invited
articles only, has the second highest impact factor (i.e., 11.71) among 99
journals included in the “psychology-multidisciplinary” category (ISI rank-
ings, 2007). However, some professional norms assert that all manuscripts
should receive evaluations that are independent of their authorship. Thus,
Peters and Ceci (1982) roused strong responses when they resubmitted
12 articles to the journals that had published them just 18 to 32 months
earlier. All 12 of these journals were prestigious ones, and the articles had
originally been authored by researchers from highly rated psychology
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departments. However, Peters and Ceci gave the resubmissions fictitious
authors and return addresses at obscure institutions. The submissions went
to 38 editors and reviewers. Three editors and reviewers detected that the
manuscripts had already appeared in print, which reduced the study to
nine manuscripts that had 18 reviewers. Sixteen reviewers recommended
rejection, and editors rejected eight manuscripts, leaving only one accept-
ance. Of course, the original editorial processes may have erred by accepting
undeserving manuscripts that had been written in prestigious departments,
or the experimental editorial processes may have erred by rejecting deserv-
ing manuscripts that had been written in obscure departments, or the
quality of manuscripts may be so ambiguous that reviewers and editors
eagerly grasp for external evidence to guide them such as the imputed
reputations of authors. During Peters and Ceci’s experiment, the most preva-
lent reasons for rejection were “serious methodological flaws,” including
inappropriate statistical analyses and faulty study design. As Mahoney
(1977) found, methodology seems to serve as an all-purpose façade for other
considerations.

Thus, editors’ most valuable assets may be awareness of their own limita-
tions and the limitations of their coeditors and reviewers. Editing is above
all an imperfect activity that incorporates human weaknesses and errors and
has no optimal solutions. However, editors can do more and feel better
about their effects if they make realistic assessments of their personal capa-
bilities and situations.
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