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(Kugler)

2) Executive Director’s Report
(Volgy)

3) President Elect’s Nominations
(Thompson)

4) Book awards (Thompson)

5) Treasurer’s Report
(Gerner/Volgy)
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(Rasler)

9) Upcoming Conferences
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13)  Encyclopedia Project (tentative) (Volgy)

14)  Workshop Grants Committee Report 
(Schrodt)

15)  Long Range Planning Committee Report
(Tamen)

16)  Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee Report (Werner)  (part of this item is discussed in executive session)

17)  Professional Development Committee Report 
(Lamborn)

18)  Diversity Committee Report

19)  Region and Section Business

a) Rechartering of Sections

b) Other Business
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President’s Report

Executive Director’s Report

Voting and Elections:

I’m pleased to report that we have met the new constitutional requirements once more on leadership elections. The outcome of the voting is noted below and we met the threshold of at least 20% of members voting.

ISA 2004 Officers
President

                      Vice-Presidents                                           Treasurer

Ann Tickner                           Olav Knudsen       James Mittleman        Frank Zagare
  Deborah Gerner
Yes
639
93.01%

605
       88.06
%
    582     
84.72
%
544  
79.18
%
631  
91.85
%
No:
37
5.39%
            26
          3.78
%
     32
       4.66
%
           41
      5.97
%
9
    1.31
%
No vote:
11
1.60%
            56
          8.15
%
      73
    10.63
%
          102
   14.85
%
47
    6.84
%
We held as well our annual elections for Non-North American Representatives to the Governing Council. The outcome of these elections is as follows:

ISA 2006-07 Non North American Governing Council Election

*Sabine
  *Walter 
 Terrell
  Roberto
     Håvard
   Otmar
Gunhild
       Edward
  *Gillian
   Qingmin
Carey
   Carlsnae
s  Carver
   Espindola  
Hegre
Höll
     Hoogensen  
Nasho
   Youngs
   Zhang

35.44%
55.70%
27.85%
11.39%
    20.89%
   25.32%
18.99%
    1.90%
     31.01%
    21.52%

*  =   Elected

Membership Information:


I am pleased to report that this year’s preliminary figures on membership indicate that we are at an all-time high (see Figure 1). Total numbers are at slightly over 3,500 members, surpassing our previous high of 3419 in 1997. Our non-North American membership is also at an all-time high of 1050.  Student membership, at 777, has increased by 18% from the previous year, although remains some 200 below the highest level previously achieved. 


Not co-incidentally, for this year’s convention registration, we developed new software that rejects registration for the annual convention at membership rates when the individual’s ISA membership has expired (in past years we used an honors system). We believe that part of the increase in membership is due to this change in our procedures.


[image: image1.wmf]Figure 1. ISA Membership Statistics, 1994-2005.
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Conventions:


The trend for our annual conventions continued through this year. Hawaii solicited a record number of proposals, threatening to swamp the program chair and the section chairs as well. While funding problems, especially for our non-North American colleagues, may ultimately reduce the number of participants and panels this year, the total volume of applications and the resulting work should lead us to reassess our present practices on a number of dimensions.


First, we need to increase the subvention to the program chair’s office. We did so informally this year, but we need to alter formally the amount of resources we provide for this effort. While the home institutions have been very supportive, both this year and previously, we need to insure that future program chairs are sufficiently equipped financially to carry the very high workload now required of them. We’ve tried to address this issue in this year’s budget.


Second, the volume of applications threatens potentially the quality of the conference. Most applications for panels and papers are of quality. Nevertheless, the volume is so high that making judgments about quality is becoming more and more problematic. We need to address this issue systematically if we are going to have confidence in the future regarding the quality of presentations at the annual conference. We’ve scheduled this item separately for further discussion and action later today. 


Income from our annual conventions remains robust (see Figure 2), and in turn, we have been increasing our travel grant support both for poorer scholars coming from overseas and for graduate students. Nevertheless, requests for such support continue to outstrip our grants budget. This year, we received roughly $400,000 worth of requests for a budget of $90,000. We did dispense, however, travel grants to roughly 250 individuals, nearly nine percent of those likely to attend the conference.



[image: image2.wmf]Figure 2. Revenues, Expenditures, and Net Revenues for ISA Annual Conventions, 

1996-2004.
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One area where income will no longer continue to rise in the immediate future is with respect to exhibitions. Annual statistics indicate that exhibitors, perhaps in response to the nature of the American economy, have been cutting back on exhibitions and associations across all sectors have seen their incomes substantially reduced from this source of revenue. We are not likely to be isolated from this trend, and our early estimate of exhibitor income for Hawaii indicates a slight downward trend, as it did in Montreal. We will continue to monitor this situation for San Diego, and are working to increase the diversity of our exhibitions for future conferences.

Publications:


Starting this year, ISA’s stable of publications will increase once more. Foreign Policy Analysis will be joining International Studies Quarterly, International Studies Review, and International Studies Perspectives. In addition, there has been another proposal submitted for a fifth journal, focusing on international political sociology. This proposal is addressed below by the publications committee and is a decision item for the Governing Council.


The state of our publications remains healthy and vigorous. Our new editors at ISQ report very high levels of quality submissions to the journal, and are asking for an increase in the volume of pages, a very healthy sign. Equally healthy is the institutional commitment to our journals. We estimate that approximately over two thirds of the population of institutional subscribers world wide actually subscribe to our package of journals. In turn, our partnership with Blackwell has yielded us a substantial revenue stream, as is noted in Figure 3, below.


[image: image3.wmf]Figure 3. ISA Royalty Income, by Fiscal Years, 1995-2005 (the 2004-05 figure represents 

the minimum guaranteed income for the fiscal year).
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 Finances:

As we noted last year, ISA’s financial picture remains very healthy (see Figure 4). Although we have absorbed substantial staffing expenditures—as a result of growth in the association; professionalization of the staff (from dependency on student staff); and implementation of ISA’s policy of moving toward fiscal independence from host institutions—revenues have continued to increase sufficiently to allow for increases in a variety of member services while allowing us at the same time to maintain a healthy endowment (in excess of $800,000). 


[image: image4.wmf]Figure 4. ISA Total Annual Income, By Fiscal Year, 1994-2004.
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Overall, in the 2003-04 fiscal year, our revenues exceeded projected revenues by approximately $300,000, due to a combination of stronger than expected revenues from the annual convention, and an increase in royalties from Blackwell (negotiated as a result of our new journal). Expenses exceeded projected expenses by approximately $15,000. The 2004-05 budget is presently on line with projections, although we expect revenues to exceed again our predictions in light of increased revenues from additional memberships. 


The 2005-06 budget recommendations from HQ are presented below, under the treasurer’s report. We are projecting revenues to increase roughly $130,000 over the present fiscal year’s budget, and we are requesting expenditures $100,000 higher than the present fiscal year’s budget, leaving an anticipated surplus of approximately $120,000 (It is our practice in preparing the budget to factor in a surplus ranging from 5 to 10 percent. This is done to allow for emergencies and to provide flexibility to the Governing Council should it wish to add to membership services). The increase in expenditures includes additional costs incurred for personnel benefits, travel grants, workshop grants, program chair support, and journal editorial support.

Support:


Finally, I want to thank all of you who have given so much of your time and energies to make the association a success. Irrespective of the work at HQ, the association ultimately succeeds through the enormous amount of time, energy, interest, and commitment shown by all of you who volunteer to do the vast amount of work involved with all aspects of the association. From the president and officers through the program chairs, editorial teams, the committees, along with the sections and regions of the association, we have literally hundreds of people who offer so much of their lives to make ISA what it is. It is truly a humbling experience knowing that so many of you have come forward to help. Thank you!



However, I cannot close without thanking my staff at headquarters. ISA asked us to address the issue first of professionalizing the staff, and then trying to retain our full time personnel. We’ve accomplished both of these tasks, and we now have a group of people who are true professionals: they are knowledgeable, work hard, exercise initiative, carry a greater workload than ever before and often still manage to retain their sense of humor, and are proud of the work they do. I am proud and fortunate to be working with them.

President Elect’s Nominations:

Executive Committee (4) (one year term)


Mathias Albert

Ido Oren   

Geeta Choudhury   

Claire Cutler    

Diversity (2)
(three year terms)

Leeds, Brett Ashley (chair)  replacing Susan Sample

Bahramzadeh, Mohammed

Finance (1)  (two year term)

Mansfield, Edward   replacing Robert Kudrle

Long Range Planning (5) (two year terms)

Finnemore, Martha   

Gleditsch, Nils Petter  

Lamy, Steven 

Powers, Kathy 

Enloe, Cynthia 


Replacing: True, Morrow, Pasha, D’Amico, and Murphy

Nominating (3) (three year terms) 

Morgan, T. Clifton – convenor  

Henehan, Marie   

Walter, Barbara  


Replacing: Hagan, Sterling-Folker, and Stern

Professional Development   (new, structural change recommended)

Lamborn, Alan (chair, 1 year)    

Lili Cole

Stephan Roussel

John Tuman

A. Cooper Drury

Ido Oren

Patrick Thaddeus

Professional Rights and Responsibilities  (2)  (two year terms)

Sylvester, Christine

Bercovitch, Jacob


Replacing: David Campbell and one open seat

Publications  (three year terms)

Pollins, Brian  [Ohio State]

Huth, Paul    

Barbieri, Katherine  


Replacing Maoz, Senese, Mitchell

Workshop Grants (three year term)

Denemark, Robert (chair)  


Replacing: Schrodt

Carl Beck Award  (two year term)

Pickering, Jeffrey  


Replacing: Downs

Karl Deutsch Award  (two year terms)

Cioffi-Revilla, Claudio (chair) 

Reiter, Dan    

Goldstein, Joshua  


Replacing:  Diehl, Fearon

Book Awards

Proposal for 2005 ISA Consideration

One of the liabilities of interdisciplinary analysis is competition with better established disciplinary organizations and reward structures.  Whereas our professional interests are often marginal from the disciplinary perspective, ISA offers a central forum for  our interests in various dimensions of international studies.  Yet collectively we seem reluctant to celebrate our accomplishments and recognize outstanding work.  Somewhat by default, this function is often left to the disciplinary organizations.

To help remedy this problem, the proposal is that ISA establish two book awards – one for the best book published in the preceding year and a second one for the best book published over the preceding decade.  Each award would involve the submission of nominations to a three person committee, appointed by the incoming ISA president and subject to Governing Council approval, who would deliberate and determine the winner for any given period.  The committees could also decide against declaring any winner in the year of their deliberations.  Nominations would be open between March 15 and October 15 of each year, with awards to be announced at the following year’s ISA conference.  This process should commence in 2005, assuming Governing Council approval.

The primary significance of the awards is the acclaim associated with a professional organization’s recognition.  However, it is also proposed that a nominal award of $500 accompany each book award and a plaque commemorating the award.  Any coauthors would receive their own plaque but would be required to share the monetary prize.  At some later point, the organization may want to consider enhancing the size of the award.

Book awards often have a name attached to them.  The two oldest names associated with international relations/studies analysis are Thucydides and Kautilya.  It is proposed that the annual book award be called the Thucydides Award for the best book published in International Studies in the preceding year.  The second book award would be called the Kautilya Award for the best book published in International Studies in the preceding decade.

Treasurer’s Report


Apart from the treasurer’s report, this section includes the budget proposed by ISQ Headquarters, and the second attachment contains the latest data on the status of our endowment.

To:  ISA Executive Committee, ISA Governing Council

From:  Deborah J. Gerner, Treasurer

Re:  ISA Financial Report, 2005 Annual Meeting, Honolulu

Date:  January 2005

Acknowledgements:  The members of the finance committee make the treasurer’s job significantly easier.  For the past year, these individuals included Robert Kudrle, Mary K Meyer, and Michael Ward, as well as ex-officio members Jacek Kugler, Steve Smith, William Thompson (present, past and elected ISA presidents), and ex-officio members from ISA HQ Dana Larsen and Thomas Volgy.  Many thanks for their wise insights and assistance.

Action items: There are two items that require action by the Governing Council.  They are found on pages 2 and 4:

• Approval of the FY 2005-06 budget

• Approval of a modification in the mandate for how endowment funds are handled

Report on Fiscal Year 2003-2004
Following standard practice, a professional auditor reviewed the ISA’s financial records at the end of the fiscal year, 30 June 2004.

The original budget for FY 2003-4 and the actual final audited figures are included in attachment 1 to this report.

The ISA finished FY 2003-04 in a strong position with a net surplus of 300,358.46.  As discussed below, roughly half of that surplus was used for member enhancements, while the other half was placed in the endowment account.  In anticipation of higher operating expenses for FY 2004-2005, we carried forward $150,000 to provide operating funds for the current fiscal year.

Income. On the income side of the equation, the ISA generated a net of $1,038,085.80 during fiscal 2003-04, including the surplus carry forward from the previous year.  This was significantly higher than the budgeted income (including carry-forward) of $725,000. 

There were several sources of surplus income. In particular, our royalties from Blackwell were significantly higher than anticipated and we had nearly $7,000 in non-budgeted income from Jstorr royalties. With the continual drop in bank interest payments, that figure was slightly lower than we originally expected.

Expenses.  In most instances, our expenses during FY 2003-2004 were in line with what we budgeted.  There were a variety of modifications in how personnel funds were spent (consistent with previous Governing Council decisions) as individuals left, jobs were redefined, and retirement benefits increased, leading to higher personnel costs than anticipated.  Overall, our expenses were about $15,000 greater than we budgeted; however, this was more than compensated for by the dramatic increase in income.

Endowment.  As of December, 2004, our three socially responsible mutual funds (Solomon Smith Barney Social Awareness Fund, Pax World Fund, Domini Social Equity fund) and our money market accounts had a total value of roughly $820,000.   

FY 2004-2005
This is our current budget — the first column in the attached budget sheets for FY 2004-5 and FY 2005-6 — as approved last year by the ISA Executive Committee and the Governing Council. 

This budget projected a total income of $951,500 (including the $150,000 carry forward for operating expenses from the previous year), from ISA membership, ISA Sales, Blackwell royalties and subvention funds, bank interest, and Honolulu convention income.  Total expenses are budgeted at $859,800 (including funds allocated to the planning of joint international conferences).  Expenses include costs associated with our publications, personnel wages and benefits, general office operations and equipment, occasional expenses for ISA committees, travel for ISA staff and Presidents (past, present, and elect), legal services and audit fees, various small awards, funds to partially offset the cost of child care, ISA workshop grants, and expenses associated with the annual convention such as travel grants and subsidies to the conference organizers to cover expenses not absorbed by their home institutions.  These income and expense estimates would give us a surplus of $91,7000 for FY 2004-2005 year.  At this point, expenses appear to be within the budget; income also appears to be consistent with our estimates.  Consistent with mandate from the Governing council, any actual surplus will be added to our endowment and/or used for membership enhancements in subsequent years.

___________________________________________________________

ACTION ITEM FOR GOVERNING COUNCIL:

APPROVAL OF FY 2005-06 BUDGET

FY 2005-2006
The ISA headquarters and Treasurer propose the attached budget for 2005-2006.  At a time when numerous public institutions are slashing budgets, we are extremely fortunate to have continuing strong financial support from our host institution, which is reflected in the proposed budget.  We anticipate income (including a carry-forward of $175,000 for current operating expenses) or $1,036,500 for the fiscal year.  Sources of income and expenses are detailed in the budget. Income sources remain similar to previous years: convention registrations, exhibitor fees, membership dues, support from Blackwell for publications, etc.  Expenses include publications, personnel costs, office operations, travel expenses for ISA officers, legal expenses, awards, conference expenses, and travel grants.  One major cost increase is in the area of taxes and benefits for ISA personnel.  We anticipate other sources of income to compensate for this, however. Overall, we anticipate total expenses to be $859,000, leaving us a surplus of $92,500 for FY 2005-06.  This reflects the ISA’s general commitment to conservative planning to allow for unexpected contingencies.  

___________________________________________________________

Report on September meeting of the Finance Committee

A subgroup of the ISA finance committee (Deborah Gerner, Jacek Kugler, Dana Larsen, Steve Smith, and Tom Volgy) met during the APSA conference in September 2004.  We made a number of decisions and bring to the governing council one action item.  These items were also discussed via email by those unable to attend the meeting: Robert Kudrle, Mary Meyer, Bill Thompson, and Michael Ward.

In addition, this section reports several decisions made by the ISA Executive Committee that have implications for the work of the finance committee.
1.  On the issue of what committee should be responsible for making decisions about if and how to spend any surplus income in a given year, the Executive Committee decided that it would make recommendations at the mid-year APSA meeting that would then be ratified by the Governing Council at the following ISA meeting.  The rationale was that the Finance Committee is supposed to be concerned with (1) keeping us honest, solvent and within budget and (2) building the endowment, not with spending “extra” money.  The Long-Range Planning Committee needs to focus on the big picture for the future of the organization, rather than making yearly decisions on more or less ad hoc basis about enhancements (although its recommendations certainly could have long-term implications for what those enhancements might include).  In contrast, the ExCom has a certain continuity through the past-president, president,  president-elect, and treasurer, as well as broad representation of the membership through the vice presidents and the appointed members.  The Finance Committee concurred with this decision which resolves a long-standing problem of role conflict.

2.  This year roughly half of our surplus will be placed in the endowment account with the other half going to increasing the funds available for travel grants, including for non-US based conferences, for workshops, and for the work of the program chair.  These are all items that both the ExCom and the Finance Committee view as part of the “core” mission of the Association.

3.  We agreed to continue moving endowment funds from the money market account into the three mutual funds at the same rate as we have followed since the last ISA meeting:  $10,00 a month, with Smith Barney and Domini each receiving $3,000 and $4,000 going into Pax World Fund.  We will reassess this strategy again at our next meeting in Honolulu in 2005.

4.  We agreed that we should maintain a minimum annual $150,000 carry-forward as well as $180,000-$200,000 in “emergency funds” in the money market account to assure we have sufficient liquid resources.  Beyond this, we should continue to move toward being fully invested in socially responsible non-cash investments.

___________________________________________________________

There are three issues discussed at the September ExCom meeting that have financial implications but about which the Finance Committee did not need to make any decisions.  

1. First, we briefly discussed the financial implications of becoming more selective in the papers accepted for presentation at the Annual Meeting. There are a variety of other aspects to this question that the Long-Range Planning Committee is examining (e.g., Is a bigger conference always better?  Can we become the type of conference that people attend even if they are not on the program? How do we maintain and increase diversity of intellectual topics addressed if we don’t grow?)  It is worth noting that HQ’s estimate is that each person who might attend an annual conference but does not “costs” the ISA a net of about $100.  

2.  The second topic was the possibility of new journals under the ISA umbrella, in addition to the four we now have.  Again, there are a variety of issues involved in this.  On the financial end, however, the ExCom made clear that a necessary but not sufficient condition for any new ISA-sponsored journal is that it not cost the membership any additional money.  In other words, while at some point we may need to raise dues (the last time we did so was four years ago for everyone except students; student rates have remained constant for 12 years), we won’t do so this year and we will not do so at all for the purpose of funding additional journals.  Any new journals must at minimum be a break-even proposition.

3.  Third, we discussed international conferences (e.g., through WISC) of which the ISA is a part but does not take the dominant role.  The key point here is that international conferences of this type are to be revenue neutral with respect to the ISA.  We should not lose or make money on these conferences.  This is not a new policy but one that was reiterated at the ExCom meeting.

___________________________________________________________

ACTION ITEM FOR GOVERNING COUNCIL:

MODIFICATION IN DIRECTIVE FOR INVESTMENT OF ENDOWMENT FUNDS

A number of years ago the ISA Governing Council instructed the Executive Director and the Treasurer to move the majority of our endowment funds into a maximum of three socially responsible mutual funds, while maintaining sufficient cash in a money market fund to cover ISA expenses for at least a year. These funds, while among the “best’ in the business,” have not produced significant income for the Association in recent years.  We have followed this directive, with the exception of a brief period when the stock market was falling precipitously and the executive director felt it was fiscally irresponsible to put our endowment at risk by adding additional money to our mutual funds (no money was removed from the funds, however).  In order to provide additional flexibility, the finance committee wishes to make the following recommendation to the Governing Council:  

The Finance Committee’s mandate for investing the endowment funds of the International Studies Association be broadened to include investigating other socially-responsible ways of investing these funds. We would continue our primary commitment of protecting our endowment funds while looking for opportunities increase the endowment at low risk.

This proposed modification in our instructions from the Governing Council was motivated by ISA Executive Director Tom Volgy’s interest in investigating the possibility of purchasing a building that could serve as ISA headquarters for the remainder of Volgy’s term as executive director and could then either be sold or maintained by the Association as a revenue source.  Tom is convinced that we would not lose money on this type of venture and could end up doing much better than we have in the stock market.  At present, our mandate from the Governing Council does not permit this or other forms of non-cash investment other than in socially-responsible mutual funds.  While no one at the September ExCom or finance committee meeting was prepared to immediately endorse this specific idea, we all agreed that it would be useful to present the Governing Council with a proposed restatement of our investment strategy that would allow for a variety of investment possibilities.  Meanwhile, ISA HQ are investigating (1) the potential real estate market, (2) the costs involved in purchasing and owning a building (rather than using University of Arizona space, which is becoming very tight but is cost-free with respect to maintenance, heating and cooling); and (3) the tax implications of this possibility.
PROPOSED RECOMMENDED BUDGET FROM ISA HQ

	GENERAL OPERATING ACCOUNT
	Budget
	Actual
	
	Budget

	
	FY
	FY
	
	FY

	ITEM NAME
	2004-05
	2004-05
	
	2005-06

	INCOME
	
	
	
	

	Carry Forward (Surplus / Endowment Transfer)
	
	
	
	

	Carry Forward (Surplus / members service)
	$150,000.00 
	
	
	175,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Membership
	
	
	
	

	Net Membership (without Region or Section dues)
	$150,000.00 
	
	
	165,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Sales
	$15,000.00 
	
	
	20,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Blackwell
	
	
	
	

	Blackwell Royalties
	$280,000.00 
	
	
	300,000.00

	ISA Journals:Staff  Subvention (from Blackwell)
	$95,000.00 
	
	
	95,000.00

	One-Time Start Up Subvention
	
	
	
	

	Jstorr Royalties
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Interest on Bank Accounts
	$1,500.00 
	
	
	1,500.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Convention Income (Honolulu)
	$250,000.00 
	
	
	

	Convention Income (San Diego)
	
	
	
	280,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	INCOME SUBTOTAL
	$791,500.00 
	
	
	861,500.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Budapest Carry Forward: Future Internatl Planning
	$10,000.00 
	
	
	

	WISC Conference Income
	2,000.00
	
	
	10,000.00

	Past University of Arizona support **
	
	
	
	25,000.00

	Salary support OIP ***
	
	
	
	13,600.00

	INCOME TOTAL (inc Carry Forward)
	$951,500.00 
	
	
	1,085,100.00

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	EXPENSES
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Publications
	
	
	
	

	ISQ - North Texas Support
	$21,000.00 
	
	
	30,000.00

	extra pages
	
	
	
	4,000.00

	International Studies Review - Syracuse
	$21,000.00 
	
	
	30,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	IS Perspectives- support
	$21,000.00 
	
	
	30,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	FPA Journal- support
	20,000.00
	
	
	25,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Editorial Summit
	
	
	
	8,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Publication Grants
	$25,000.00 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Personnel
	
	
	
	

	Wages/Salary
	
	
	
	

	Executive Director (Salary Supplement)
	$39,500.00 
	
	
	41,000.00

	Reseach Budget (2003-04 Budget)
	$5,000.00 
	
	
	5,000.00

	Director of Administration (Dana Larsen)
	$79,500.00 
	
	
	82,500.00

	Payroll Taxes 
	$8,500.00 
	
	
	9,000.00

	Retirement Benefits
	$24,000.00 
	
	
	26,500.00

	Health Insurance 
	$7,500.00 
	
	
	12,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Computer Technology Specialist 
	$50,000.00 
	
	
	52,000.00

	Benefits & Taxes for Computer Tech Spec.
	$12,500.00 
	
	
	17,160.00

	Administrative Associate (full salary) *
	$42,500.00 
	
	
	42,500.00

	
	
	
	
	13,608.00

	Convention Coordinator (wages)
	$45,000.00 
	
	
	38,500.00

	
	
	
	
	12,540.00

	* Web Page Coordinator  (Joel) (wages)
	$35,000.00 
	
	
	31,000.00

	
	
	
	
	10,230.00

	Convention Assistant (Jen) (wages)
	$32,000.00 
	
	
	28,000.00

	
	
	
	
	9,240.00

	Work Study Services
	$3,000.00 
	
	
	5,000.00

	Summer Student Services (2006)
	$7,500.00 
	
	
	

	Summer Student Services (2006)
	
	
	
	8,500.00

	Staff Development/Training
	$1,500.00 
	
	
	2,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Office Operations
	
	
	
	

	Repairs
	$1,000.00 
	
	
	1,000.00

	Printing
	$4,000.00 
	
	
	4,000.00

	Photocopying
	$1,500.00 
	
	
	1,500.00

	Mailing Expenses
	$6,000.00 
	
	
	4,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Telephones
	$5,000.00 
	
	
	5,000.00

	Telephone Equipment
	
	
	
	

	Telephone Lines
	
	
	
	

	Long Distance
	
	
	
	

	Permits & Fees
	$1,500.00 
	
	
	500.00

	Web Server Fees 
	$600.00 
	
	
	600.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Office Supplies
	$3,500.00 
	
	
	3,500.00

	Food & Entertainment
	$250.00 
	
	
	250.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Insurance (Office Insurance)
	$600.00 
	
	
	750.00

	Liability (Director & Officers)
	$1,700.00 
	
	
	2,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Bank Fees  
	$12,500.00 
	
	
	12,500.00

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Office Equipment
	$7,500.00 
	
	
	7,500.00

	Computers
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Committees
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Travel
	
	
	
	

	ISA Exec. Director 
	$9,000.00 
	
	
	10,000.00

	Staff
	$3,500.00 
	
	
	3,500.00

	ISA President:  Jacek Kugler
	$8,250.00 
	
	
	

	President-Elect:  William Thompson
	
	
	
	8,250.00

	Past-President:  Steve Smith
	
	
	
	

	Treasurer (Deborah Gerner)
	$1,500.00 
	
	
	1,500.00

	Financial Advisor (Steve Przlewocki)
	$1,000.00 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Taxes (IRS 990 &991 Taxes)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Professional Services
	
	
	
	

	Legal Consulting
	$500.00 
	
	
	500.00

	Tax Preparation & Consulting
	$500.00 
	
	
	500.00

	Audit Fees
	$7,500.00 
	
	
	7,500.00

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Workshop Grants
	$35,000.00 
	
	
	50,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Meetings (APSA Executive Committee)
	$3,500.00 
	
	
	4,000.00

	Dues Memberships (UN/NGO)
	$300.00 
	
	
	300.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Awards
	
	
	
	

	Sprout Award
	
	
	
	

	Carl Beck Award
	$300.00 
	
	
	300.00

	Quincy Wright Award
	
	
	
	

	Karl Deutch Award
	$500.00 
	
	
	500.00

	Alexander George Award
	$500.00 
	
	
	500.00

	Cox Award
	
	
	
	200.00

	
	
	
	
	

	ISA Annual Convention
	
	
	
	

	Program Chairs - Honolulu
	$12,000.00 
	17,000.00
	
	

	Program Chair -San Diego
	
	
	
	20,000.00

	Convention Expense
	$90,000.00 
	
	
	80,000.00

	Travel Grants
	$90,000.00 
	
	
	100,000.00

	ISA Convention Staff Support
	$18,000.00 
	
	
	12,000.00

	Child Care
	$10,000.00 
	
	
	10,000.00

	Program Chair Awards
	$2,000.00 
	
	
	2,000.00

	Merit Pay Pool (direct bonuses)
	$8,000.00 
	
	
	8,000.00

	Temp Service Data entry
	
	
	
	2,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Subscriptions
	
	
	
	

	Miscellaneous
	$1,000.00 
	
	
	1,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Expense Sub-Total
	$849,800.00 
	
	
	939,228.00

	
	
	
	
	

	WISC Conference Planning
	5,000.00
	
	
	5,000.00

	WISC Conference Operations
	
	
	
	5,000.00

	WISC Conference Travel Grants
	
	
	
	10,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil Planning Expenses
	5,000.00
	
	
	5,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Expense Total (inc. International)
	$859,800.00 
	
	
	964,228.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Net Transfer to Endowment
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DEFICIT/SURPLUS
	$91,700.00 
	
	
	120,872.00

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS FORWARD
	
	
	
	


ISA Endowment Funds:


The chart below represents all of ISA’s endowment, including both investments and cash. The increase in 2004 includes $150,000 in cash deposits into the endowment account. The actual amount of funds generated through investments in 2005 equaled approximately 3%.
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Executive Committee Recommendations on Budget Enhancements 

Over the last five years, it has been the Finance Committee, along with ISA HQ, that has been tasked with making recommendations on budget enhancements for the annual budget. This has proven to be a difficult task for this committee since its primary responsibility is not to increase spending but to oversee the management of our finances and previous spending decisions. Therefore, it has been recommended that we change our procedures to have the Executive Committee make recommendations on budget enhancements to the tentative budget recommended out of ISA HQ. The Executive Committee is well suited to this task, since its membership includes the Treasurer/chair of the Finance Committee, the President along with the past President and the President elect, the executive director, and representatives of the Governing Council (and through them the regions and sections).

Assuming that the Governing Council agrees to this change in our process, the Executive Committee will make a set of recommendations on budget enhancements this year, and will present the recommendations (orally) to the Governing Council at the annual meeting.

Hawaii Program Chair’s Report 

TO:       ISA Governing Council

FROM:  Tom Volgy

RE: 
 Annual Report and recommendations from Program Chair

DATE:  February 8, 2005

Introduction

We owe a debt of gratitude to Yi Feng, not only for undertaking the role of program chair for the largest conference we’ve ever had, but as well for the series of excellent suggestions contained in the attached annual program chair’s report. I’ve broken out the suggestion below, indicating what appear to be recommendations for future program chairs, what we’ve already implemented, and what appear to be decisions for the Governing Council (changes to existing policies). In the latter category, we may want to discuss these matters together with the item on the agenda for program revisions. In addition, the Committee on Rights and Responsibilities also has recommendations on one aspect (related to our present panel quotas).

Recommendations and HQ’s Responses to Suggestions:

1. The size of the budget for the Program Office should be a function of the estimated size of participation, based on location. 

RESPONSE:  This is virtually impossible to predict in advance. We have underestimated and significantly overestimated in the past. All we can tell is maximum capacity for panels, not about numbers of applicants. However, the budget HQ is recommending this year includes a sizeable increase in the subvention for the program chair. However, it is always assumed that the Program Chair’s budget is substantially subvented as well by her/his home institution.

2. ISA should consider internalizing the Program Assistant position at least on a part-time basis.  Consistency and institutional memory would increase efficiency.

RESPONSE: This suggestion would require hiring a person by HQ, but a person who would move yearly from one program chair’s institution to next program chair’s institution. I doubt I could find such a person. Alternatively, the person would be housed permanently at HQ, but that would minimize tremendously the working relationship between the program chair and the program assistant, who need to work very closely and respond very quickly to pending issues.  I’m willing to hire a person to fill this position, but I’m not sure this solution fits the problem.

3. ISA Executive Board should agree on an enforcement policy of penalizing participants who withdraw late.   A new field has been added so that after next year’s submission deadline, ISA HQ can match submitted names for 2006 with the late withdrawals from 2005 to recover individuals, and then the report can include the field where the explanation for late withdrawal is given.  If the Program Chair feels that the reason was not sufficient to warrant an exception to the late withdrawal policy, these individuals can then be informed that their submission is not being accepted because of their conduct in the previous year.

RESPONSE:   The Governing Council has such a policy and it is being enforced. The problem appears to be that the overwhelming percentage of people who withdraw are not ISA members, and don’t appear to be past violators of our rules. We can test this matter more adequately next year since we are adding an additional field to the data base and guarantee that no one has slipped in who was a past violator. On the last point, the GC decided that it was up to either the departing President or the Executive Director to decide whether or not excuses given were sufficient to avoid enforcement of the rule.

4. Affiliate/cooperating organizations should be required to abide by the same deadline as all regular submissions.  They should all be entered using the online entry form so that they are submitted to the proper sections.

RESPONSE: Excellent suggestion However, in the past, we have given cooperating organizations considerable discretion here, assuming that as cooperating organizations, we were dealing within a diplomatic/political context that needed some flexibility. Still, this is very much up to the program chair.

5. As soon as cooperating organizations (or affiliated ISA committees) request a reserved spot for their panel(s), program office should create a “placeholder panel” and immediately accept it.  The program office can request details later.  

RESPONSE:  Excellent suggestion. We encourage future program chairs to proceed in this manner.

6. The ISA Professional Development Committee should be on the menu for the sections, or at least the cooperating organizations, and they should be asked to submit online like everyone else.  This way their reserved slots, titles, and schedule preferences will be coded into the database from the beginning.

RESPONSE: Again, this is an excellent suggestion. Unfortunately, the Professional Development Committee is neither a section nor a cooperating organization, and therefore by our rules is not entitled to such privileges, unless the Governing Council so designates.

7. In addition to the PDF files, section chairs should receive an Excel spreadsheet with the information on their submissions imported from the database.  The spreadsheet should include the Comment field, and should also include an extra column for panel/paper Rank.  At the 2004 APSA meeting in Chicago, section chairs expressed that this Excel file became their major tool; this should become standardized every year.

RESPONSE:
Very good idea; at the request of the program chair, ISA HQ provided this methodology at the APSA meeting of section chairs, and will routinize it from now on.

8. Inform section chairs that they are only receiving submissions for their own section (some chairs this year thought that they were singled out and not sent a master file, which had been sent out in the past.)

RESPONSE:  This issue is very much up to the individual program chair. Some have wanted to share the entire program with each of the section chairs, others have not wanted to share the entire program. Perhaps we ought to leave this decision up to each new, incoming program chair.

9. Section chairs should be given a mail merge template to create “panel template” forms out of the excel spreadsheet, or they should be given very clear instructions about how to do this themselves.  

RESPONSE:  Excellent idea; HQ is prepared to do so for next year, at the discretion of the program chair.

10. Send out a sample version of the template form and summary info form, showing chairs what we mean by ranking.  A good system is to rank them cumulatively, i.e. if first choice panel is cosponsored, rank it 0.5; if next is a solo-sponsored panel, it would be ranked 1.5; if next is cosponsored, it gets a 2.0, and so on, up to the total quota for that section and a couple beyond.

RESPONSE:  Evidently, each program chair has used the ranking system somewhat differently. This is likely up to the new program chair, but HQ is ready to assist.

11. Put summary information form into Excel format to make it easier to rank panels and match them with cosponsored rankings.

RESPONSE: Will do if needed; we can prepare quite easily a separate document to do this.

12. Add a column on the summary info form for the CO-SPONSORING SECTION’S RANK of cosponsored panels so that an average can be calculated to determine if the panel falls outside of EITHER SECTION’S quota. 

RESPONSE:  We have already implemented this for next year, adding a column to the summary info form for the co-sponsoring section’s rank.

13. Make sure that panel organizer guidelines on website specify that extra audio-visual equipment, such as power point hookups or film projectors, are NOT paid for by ISA.

RESPONSE:  Every person receiving notification of acceptance is warned that the only audio-visual equipment being provided by ISA is an overhead projector and that all other audio visual equipment would have to be rented by the individual. It is also reinforced further in later e-mails. However, we will also post it on the web guidelines.

14. Some system/form should be developed so that cosponsoring sections are forced to agree with each other before submitting cosponsored panels to the Program Chair.  There should be a form for each pair of cosponsors that forces both of them to sign off on a) which panels to include as cosponsors, b) order of cosponsoring sections, c) rank of each cosponsoring section to make sure that both are within quotas and there are no disagreements.   

RESPONSE: We don’t believe this is a “form” problem, nor one likely to be resolved through the application process.

15. An additional distinction “coauthor not presenting” checkbox should appear in the online entry form.  (Or the checkbox could identify the “presenting coauthor” instead of the non-presenting coauthors.)  This will enable ISA to better enforce the “no more than two appearances and one paper presentation” rule.  Right now there is no way to distinguish a presenter from a non-presenting coauthor, so it’s impossible to search for authors violating this guideline.

RESPONSE: Excellent suggestion and we’ve already implemented it for next year.

16. When people enter their individual contact info there should be a field for whether they are a graduate student or not, and whether they have a PhD.  This is important information for section and program chairs to find panel chairs and discussants.  

RESPONSE:  This would be in violation of ISA GC policy and we can’t do it unless ISA wishes to reconsider. In the past, the GC explicitly prohibited this approach for fear of discriminating against graduate students, and also for fear of discouraging graduate students from applying to the program.

17. Also, it should be made clear in the online entry instructions that titles should not be included in the first/last name field.

RESPONSE:  The form has already been altered accordingly. Some will continue to note their titles anyway.

18. Instructions should also tell people that in the affiliation field, they should list the UNIVERSITY (or organization) only, NOT the department, or any extra information.

RESPONSE:  We have already altered the application process for next year to remind people to use only university of organizational affiliation, and only their primary one.

19. Section chairs requested that the database be made available to them for viewing only, at key points in the submission process, so that they can check participations for certain panels, etc.  The database could be put online in a private, password-protected website to view only.

RESPONSE:  We will do so. We will create an FTP site for this purpose, and allow each section to download the program as it evolves. In essence, this is what we did in Budapest and it seems to have assisted those collaborating on the program.

20. The program withdrawal deadline and the conference registration deadline should be well in advance of the final program deadline.  The program office realistically needs at least a week to salvage panels on the verge of collapse due to very last minute withdrawals.  Chairs and additional paper “bump-ups” from posters should be added to these panels with enough time to get confirmations.

RESPONSE:  We would love to do so. However, this should be considered as part of a comprehensive look at what other changes we wish to make to enhance the quality of the annual program. The idea of moving the withdrawal deadline back to November 1st, is an excellent idea, but there were two reasons for the initial decision to have it December 1st. While it required much scrambling by the program chair, previous work indicated that the November 1st deadline was too early, and would likely to create its own issues (analogous to having a speed limit of 25 miles per hour on a major road where everyone is driving safely at 45), including having an even earlier deadline for travel grant acceptances, which are conditioned on people finding other sources of funding, etc., etc., etc.

Full Text of Program Chair’s Report

A Report to the Governing Council, International Studies Association

On

The Program organization of the ISA Annual Convention, Honolulu, Hawaii, 

March 1-5, 2005*
by 

Yi Feng

Program Chair

February 5, 2005

The forty-sixth International Studies Association (ISA) Annual Convention in Honolulu, Hawaii, March 1-5 is the ISA’s largest convention in participant numbers to date; consequently the large number of proposals submitted presented a challenge to the program preparations. Throughout the process, the Claremont Program Office has been working closely with the ISA Headquarters and the ISA Section Chairs to ensure the integration of information and decisions. The Claremont Team currently consists of Yi Feng (Program Chair), Karen May (Assistant Program Chair), Sandra Seymour (General Manager), Carol Fabrizio (Consultant), Moana Vercoe (Assistant), and Kristin Johnson (Assistant). 

Vital Statistics 

The Program Office received 3,408 paper proposals, of which 2,345 papers were accepted; in addition, 190 posters were accepted. Altogether, 717 panel proposals were submitted, of which 630 were accepted. The panels came from 23 ISA Sections. 15 international cooperative organizations were involved and organized their own panels.  The challenge of the large number of proposals was exacerbated by the large number of withdrawals, as predicted by the ISA Headquarters. Close to 800 proposals have been withdrawn after acceptances. 

Table 1 and Table 2 show the papers and panels accepted by sections. For the number of papers and panels proposed by sections, please see the attachments. For the quotas allowed each section, please see the next section of this report.  
Table 1 Paper Acceptances by Section 

	
	Sponsored
	Co-Sponsored
	Totals

	ALIAS
	47
	7
	54

	CISS
	70
	40
	110

	DPLST
	19
	0
	19

	EDUC
	29
	6
	35

	ENGLISH
	23
	0
	23

	ENMISA
	141
	35
	176

	ENVIRO
	141
	5
	146

	ETHICS
	83
	11
	94

	FPA
	193
	72
	265

	FTGS
	86
	14
	100

	GLOBAL
	114
	64
	178

	ICOMM
	53
	25
	78

	ILAW
	65
	23
	88

	IO
	135
	45
	180

	IPE
	242
	95
	337

	IPS
	89
	54
	143

	ISS
	23
	8
	31

	ISSS
	352
	68
	420

	PEACE
	151
	59
	210

	POSTCOM
	57
	13
	70

	SSIP
	105
	9
	114

	THEME
	105
	58
	163

	WCAUCUS
	11
	5
	16

	Totals:
	2334
	716
	3050 


Table 2 Panel acceptances by section

	
	Sponsored
	Co-Sponsored
	Totals

	ALIAS
	11
	3
	14

	CISS
	18
	9
	27

	DPLST
	6
	0
	6

	EDUC
	10
	1
	11

	ENGLISH
	5
	0
	5

	ENMISA
	38
	9
	47

	ENVIRO
	38
	1
	39

	ETHICS
	24
	4
	28

	FPA
	48
	18
	66

	FTGS
	25
	3
	28

	GLOBAL
	30
	16
	46

	ICOMM
	13
	6
	19

	ILAW
	18
	5
	23

	IO
	36
	12
	48

	IPE
	62
	24
	86

	IPS
	21
	14
	35

	ISS
	5
	2
	7

	ISSS
	90
	17
	107

	PEACE
	36
	14
	50

	POSTCOM
	17
	3
	20

	SSIP
	27
	3
	30

	THEME
	30
	17
	47

	WCAUCUS
	3
	1
	4

	Totals:
	611
	182
	      793


Quotas

The Program Office found that quotas allotted to sections are a contentious issue, particularly when the venue space is limited and the number of proposals is large. This year, we radically changed the procedure for quota setting to reach a solution which we believe is fair. In the past, the section quota was based on the data of the previous years. The sections that had a large number of participations in the preceding years would get a higher quota and vice versa.

We believe that such an operating procedure was inefficient and misrepresents the current information. It remains possible that the section demonstrating a large presence in the preceding years may not maintain the same level of proposals for the current year and a section that had low participation in previous years may see a relative or absolute increase in their proposals. This year, the section quota is based on two elements: the total space, i.e., the total number of the panel slots available and the number of panel proposals out of each section.  Assuming that each panel contained four papers, then the total of the panel proposals outnumbered the total of panel slots available by 28.9 percent. The following formula then was developed and applied for all sections large or small. (1) The total papers proposed to the section as the first choice were divided by four, and then were multiplied by 28.9%. This number was the attrition panel number. (2) The attrition panel number was then subtracted from the total number of papers in the section divided by four. This number is the quota for the number of panels for each section. 

Table 3 presents information under such a formula for the quota for all sections.

Table 3 Section Quotas for the 2005 ISA Convention 

	Acronym
	SUBMITTED PAPERS 
	HYPOTHETICAL PANELS
	QUOTA

	
	(first choice)
	(papers / 4)
	(panels – 28.9% panels)

	ALIAS
	55
	13.75
	10

	CISS
	89
	22.25
	16

	DPLST
	27
	6.75
	5

	ENGLISH
	24
	6
	4

	ENVIRO
	160
	40
	28

	ENMISA
	180
	45
	32

	FTGS
	99
	24.75
	18

	FPA
	239
	59.75
	42

	GLOBAL**
	138
	34.5
	25

	ISS
	33
	8.25
	6

	ICOMM
	71
	17.75
	13

	EDUC
	33
	8.25
	6

	ETHICS
	114
	28.5
	20

	ILAW
	99
	24.75
	18

	IO
	185
	46.25
	33

	IPE
	363
	90.75
	65

	IPS
	111
	27.75
	20

	ISSS
	557
	139.25
	99

	PEACE
	191
	47.75
	34

	POSTCOM
	71
	17.75
	13

	SSIP
	139
	34.75
	25

	WCAUCUS
	10
	2.5
	2


When the quotas were given to the section chairs, the Program Office instructed them to organize, wherever possible, five-paper panels, rather than four-paper panels. There were three purposes for this instruction. First, we would like to encourage broad participation; second, anticipating that some panels might eventually face the risk of self-elimination due to withdrawals, we believed that a five-paper panel stood a much better chance of surviving withdrawals than a four-paper panel. Third, we certainly wanted to encourage panels to broaden interactions by bringing in “outsiders.” Later, there were complaints that the integrity of the originally proposed panels was compromised by the inclusion of one additional paper. “Cherry picking” was the phrase used. Section chairs did their best to allow for broad participation by adding papers to form five-paper panels. 

Suggestions 

The Program Office largely learned the job by doing it. In addition to the development of the quota system, we have garnered many other experiences that we believe are useful for the ISA Headquarters and Program Offices in the future. These experiences were summarized as follows.   

21. The size of the budget for the Program Office should be a function of the estimated size of participation, based on location. 

22. ISA should consider internalizing the Program Assistant position at least on a part-time basis.  Consistency and institutional memory would increase efficiency.

23. ISA Executive Board should agree on an enforcement policy of penalizing participants who withdraw late.   A new field has been added so that after next year’s submission deadline, ISA HQ can match submitted names for 2006 with the late withdrawals from 2005 to recover individuals, and then the report can include the field where the explanation for late withdrawal is given.  If the Program Chair feels that the reason was not sufficient to warrant an exception to the late withdrawal policy, these individuals can then be informed that their submission is not being accepted because of their conduct in the previous year.

24. Affiliate/cooperating organizations should be required to abide by the same deadline as all regular submissions.  They should all be entered using the online entry form so that they are submitted to the proper sections.

25. As soon as cooperating organizations (or affiliated ISA committees) request a reserved spot for their panel(s), program office should create a “placeholder panel” and immediately accept it.  The program office can request details later.  

26. The ISA Professional Development Committee should be on the menu for the sections, or at least the cooperating organizations, and they should be asked to submit online like everyone else.  This way their reserved slots, titles, and schedule preferences will be coded into the database from the beginning.

27. In addition to the PDF files, section chairs should receive an Excel spreadsheet with the information on their submissions imported from the database.  The spreadsheet should include the Comment field, and should also include an extra column for panel/paper Rank.  At the 2004 APSA meeting in Chicago, section chairs expressed that this Excel file became their major tool; this should become standardized every year.

28. Inform section chairs that they are only receiving submissions for their own section (some chairs this year thought that they were singled out and not sent a master file, which had been sent out in the past.)

29. Section chairs should be given a mail merge template to create “panel template” forms out of the excel spreadsheet, or they should be given very clear instructions about how to do this themselves.  

30. Send out a sample version of the template form and summary info form, showing chairs what we mean by ranking.  A good system is to rank them cumulatively, i.e. if first choice panel is cosponsored, rank it 0.5; if next is a solo-sponsored panel, it would be ranked 1.5; if next is cosponsored, it gets a 2.0, and so on, up to the total quota for that section and a couple beyond.

31. Put summary information form into Excel format to make it easier to rank panels and match them with cosponsored rankings.

32. Add a column on the summary info form for the CO-SPONSORING SECTION’S RANK of cosponsored panels so that an average can be calculated to determine if the panel falls outside of EITHER SECTION’S quota. 

33. Make sure that panel organizer guidelines on website specify that extra audio-visual equipment, such as power point hookups or film projectors, are NOT paid for by ISA.

34. Some system/form should be developed so that cosponsoring sections are forced to agree with each other before submitting cosponsored panels to the Program Chair.  There should be a form for each pair of cosponsors that forces both of them to sign off on a) which panels to include as cosponsors, b) order of cosponsoring sections, c) rank of each cosponsoring section to make sure that both are within quotas and there are no disagreements.   

35. An additional distinction “coauthor not presenting” checkbox should appear in the online entry form.  (Or the checkbox could identify the “presenting coauthor” instead of the non-presenting coauthors.)  This will enable ISA to better enforce the “no more than two appearances and one paper presentation” rule.  Right now there is no way to distinguish a presenter from a non-presenting coauthor, so it’s impossible to search for authors violating this guideline.

36. When people enter their individual contact info there should be a field for whether they are a graduate student or not, and whether they have a PhD.  This is important information for section and program chairs to find panel chairs and discussants.  

37. Also, it should be made clear in the online entry instructions that titles should not be included in the first/last name field.

38. Instructions should also tell people that in the affiliation field, they should list the UNIVERSITY (or organization) only, NOT the department, or any extra information.

39. Section chairs requested that the database be made available to them for viewing only, at key points in the submission process, so that they can check participations for certain panels, etc.  The database could be put online in a private, password-protected website to view only.

40. The program withdrawal deadline and the conference registration deadline should be well in advance of the final program deadline.  The program office realistically needs at least a week to salvage panels on the verge of collapse due to very last minute withdrawals.  Chairs and additional paper “bump-ups” from posters should be added to these panels with enough time to get confirmations.

Appendix 1

	Papers Submitted, by section:
	
	

	
	Sponsored
	Co-Sponsored
	Totals

	ALIAS
	55
	28
	83

	CISS
	91
	207
	298

	DPLST
	27
	48
	75

	EDUC
	33
	14
	47

	ENGLISH
	24
	31
	55

	ENMISA
	181
	100
	281

	ENVIRO
	176
	33
	209

	ETHICS
	114
	84
	198

	FPA
	243
	312
	555

	FTGS
	100
	36
	136

	GLOBAL
	143
	221
	364

	ICOMM
	72
	47
	119

	ILAW
	100
	91
	191

	IO
	187
	256
	443

	IPE
	379
	227
	606

	IPS
	119
	201
	320

	ISS
	33
	31
	64

	ISSS
	564
	366
	930

	PEACE
	193
	258
	451

	POSTCOM
	75
	61
	136

	SSIP
	141
	73
	214

	THEME
	313
	195
	508

	WCAUCUS
	12
	14
	26

	Totals:
	3375
	2934
	


Appendix 2

	Panels Submitted, by section:
	
	

	
	Sponsored
	Co-Sponsored
	Totals

	ALIAS
	14
	3
	17

	CISS
	21
	13
	34

	DPLST
	6
	0
	6

	EDUC
	10
	1
	11

	ENGLISH
	5
	0
	5

	ENMISA
	39
	11
	50

	ENVIRO
	45
	1
	46

	ETHICS
	25
	6
	31

	FPA
	52
	25
	77

	FTGS
	27
	3
	30

	GLOBAL
	31
	22
	53

	ICOMM
	16
	7
	23

	ILAW
	19
	5
	24

	IO
	45
	17
	62

	IPE
	68
	29
	97

	IPS
	24
	17
	41

	ISS
	7
	3
	10

	ISSS
	101
	24
	125

	PEACE
	38
	17
	55

	POSTCOM
	17
	4
	21

	SSIP
	29
	3
	32

	THEME
	51
	23
	74

	WCAUCUS
	5
	3
	8

	Totals:
	695
	237
	


Appendix 3 section abbriviations 

	Active Learning in International Affairs
	ALIAS

	Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies 
	CISS

	Diplomatic Studies
	
	
	DPLST

	English School
	
	
	ENGLISH

	Environmental Studies
	
	ENVIRO

	Ethnicity, Nationalism & Migration Studs.
	ENMISA

	Feminist Theory & Gender Studies
	FTGS

	Foreign Policy Analysis
	
	FPA

	Global Development **
	
	GLOBAL**

	Intelligence Studies 
	
	
	ISS

	International Communication
	
	ICOMM

	International Education
	
	EDUC

	International Ethics
	
	
	ETHICS

	International Law
	
	
	ILAW

	International Organization
	
	IO

	International Political Economy
	
	IPE

	International Political Sociology
	
	IPS

	International Security Studies
	
	ISSS

	Peace Studies
	
	
	PEACE

	Post-Communist States in IR 
	
	POSTCOM

	Scientific Study of Int'l Processes
	SSIP

	Women's Causes
	 
	 
	WCAUCUS


Nominating Committee Report

TO:  

ISA Executive Board

FROM:
Karen Rasler, Chair, Nominating Committee

RE:

ISA Nominations for 2006-2007 term

DATE:

July 20, 2004


The ISA Nominations Committee (consisting of Chris Brown, Joe Hagan, Kelly Kadera, Joyce Kaufman, Barbara Koremenos, Stephen Rosow, Jennifer Sterling-Folker, Jean Stern and myself) recommends the following slate of ISA officers for the 2006-2007 term.  Our line-up is based on a careful consideration of three criteria: a) scholarly work, b) past contributions to ISA, and c) diversity in terms of theoretical and methodological perspectives, geographical location, and gender and ethnicity.  We had the privilege of examining eleven nominations for President and nine nominations for Vice-President. Our deliberations consisted of a series of interactive emails over a period of many weeks followed by a conference call at the end. We found every one of the nominees to be outstanding, but the individuals below best meet all of our criteria.  

President:  
    Ann Tickner, University of Southern California

Vice-Presidents:  Olav Knudsen, Swedish Institute of International Affairs



    James Mittleman, American University



    Frank Zagare, State University of New York at Buffalo

Treasurer:
    Deborah Gerner, University of Kansas


Meanwhile, we have contacted these nominees and all have agreed to serve if nominations are endorsed by the ISA membership. On another related matter, the Committee is also nominating Professor Deborah Gerner for re-election as ISA Treasurer.  Professor Gerner’s efforts as ISA Treasurer have been exemplary, and the Committee is grateful that she is willing to stand for re-election once again.  Last but not least, I would like to thank my committee members whose valuable input made this work an enjoyable and rewarding task.  

Upcoming Conferences 

Annual Conferences

Following Hawaii, our annual conferences are presently scheduled as follows:

2006

San Diego

2007

Chicago


2008

Miami

2009

New York

2010

New Orleans

International Conferences

Istanbul, 2005


We are scheduled to have the first WISC conference in Istanbul at the end of August, 2005. No fewer than 20+ organizations are participating in this effort, and Professor Ilter Turan has graciously provided the exceptional facilities at Bilgi University for the conference. The overall coordination for the meetings has been occurring under the direction of Professor John Groom. There are four program chairs, representing Europe, Latin America, Asia, and North America. Professor Robert Kudrle has agreed not only to act as program chair for the ISA segment of the program, but as well to coordinate all the program chairs, and the provide an oversight to the entire conference programming effort. Administrative responsibilities are being shared between Bilgi University, ECPR, and ISA.


We will provide an oral update of the progress made to date.

Rio, 2007?


We have been trying to arrange a joint international conference with our Latin American counterparts, tentatively scheduled for Rio, for 2007. This effort is still in its preliminary stages.


Ladd Hollist Service Award


As you know, Ladd Hollist passed away last year. He played an incredibly important role as the executive director of ISA, bringing us back onto a sound financial and organizational footing. He created as well as sense of volunteerism in the association that resulted in literally hundreds of ISA members giving of their time, energies, and intellect to make the association function.


Several members have come forth and have asked that we find a way of honoring Ladd for his contributions to the association. Therefore, I propose that we create a Ladd Hollist award, given by the association to an outstanding individual who has provided the type of volunteer contribution to the association that has enriched the quality of the organization and acted consistently with the spirit of volunteerism that Ladd sought to create. The award would be given annually, to recognize both the individual and Ladd. The executive director and the president of ISA would mutually agree on an appropriate choice.


I hope the Governing Council accepts the recommendation and we can move forward to make the first award at the San Diego meeting in 2006.

Revisions to Annual Conference 


First, and by way of background, ISA HQ provides below some historical data on the growth of our conferences. Figure 1 represents the numbers of people who show up and register for the annual convention:


[image: image6.wmf]Figure 1. Number of Conference Attendees at the Annual ISA Conference, 1986-2005 

(Hawaii estimated using data from January 2005).
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Figure 2 illustrates the number of panels (excluding posters sessions at the annual conference:


[image: image7.wmf]Figure 2. Number of Panels at ISA Annual Meetings, 1993-2005 (Hawaii estimated 

based on January 2005 data).
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Finally, Figure 3 illustrates the actual number of individuals on the final version of each annual program:


[image: image8.wmf]Figure 3. Number of Individuals Participating at ISA Annual Confrences, 1993-2005 

(Hawaii estimated based on January 2005 data).
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Clearly, the annual program has grown substantially. With such growth have come as well a number of concerns about our ability to be able to influence the overall quality of the program, and especially so if we are under “the gun” of huge numbers of applications each year. Given the nature of these concerns, I felt that we needed to initiate a discussion regarding possible steps we may wish to take to guarantee that the quality of the program does not suffer as we continue to balance large numbers of applications for participation and presentations.


I’m hoping that we will have an appropriate discussion and that the Governing Council will take a set of steps in a direction to insure the quality of the conference. In the interim, and as we progress through this discussion, I would like to forward two suggestions for your analysis and approval.


First, our program chairs and the section program chairs cannot do a decent job assessing quality as long as they are swamped with applications that will ultimately result in nothing productive for the conference. I have taken the liberty of doing an analysis of two groups of applicants. One group I call the “rejectors”; these are people who apply to the conference, but for some reason or another decide not to participate after their application has been accepted. The second group I call the “no shows” these are folks who have agreed to participate, but for one reason or another fail to tell us that they will not be participating after our “drop dead” deadline, and sometimes fail to tell us at all that they are not coming. We have data on both groups from last year’s conference (Montreal) and preliminary data from this year’s.


From these limited numbers, it is clear that the percentage of rejectors is growing, almost doubling from Montreal to Hawaii. It means as well that this year the people formulating the program had to analyze and place 723 applications whose applicants ultimately changed their minds and decided not to come. Note also that they are overwhelmingly non-ISA members (73% of the rejectors in Montreal and 74% in Hawaii). Nor is it the case that these folks had depended on receiving travel support from ISA and then didn’t get an award. The overwhelming percentage never even applied for a travel grant.


In addition, in Montreal we had nearly ten percent no shows: those who were on the annual program but either didn’t bother to let us know that they weren’t coming, or didn’t contact us until substantially after the final deadline for notification expired. We don’t have comparable data for Hawaii, but if we compare to those who still haven’t registered for the conference, that number is approximately 12%, and will likely be the same percentage as in Montreal. Once more, what no shows have in common with rejectors is that they are non-ISA members, didn’t apply for travel support, and (with rare exceptions) typically had lousy reasons for changing their minds (if they notified us at all).


I propose that we cut down on these numbers and by doing so, give the program chairs a better opportunity to look at quality without floundering in quantity of proposals that may never yield fruitful outcomes. Further, the actions of rejectors and no-shows are not “free” to the association. We assume that we lose something in the range of $65 for each case (in either additional cost or lost income), which would equal a loss of about $65,000 in lost conference income in Hawaii. 


Therefore, I recommend that starting next year, if a non-members applies to present a paper or a panel, and it is provisionally accepted, that person (or the members of the panel in case of a panel proposal) will have two weeks after the acceptance of their proposal to register for the conference before final acceptance of their proposal and inclusion of the program. I stress that this would apply only to non-members, and they seem to be approximately three quarters of the problem amongst both rejectors and no-shows.


Administratively, I have the authority to do implement this change; however, in the interest of transparency, and since this action may become controversial, I am asking for Governing Council authorization for this change.

___________________________________________

Data on “Rejectors” and “No Shows” from Montreal and Hawaii

	
	Montreal
	
	Hawaii
	

	

	Number of applicants to Conference:
	3,200
	
	3,700
	

	
	

	Total number of individuals 
	

	     initially accepted to the preliminary program:
	         2770
	(86.5%)
	3,232
	(87.4%)

	

	REJECTORS: Total number of individuals who 
	344
	(12.4%)
	723*
	( 22.4%)

	     decided not to participate prior to Dec. 1 deadline:
	

	

	Of Whom:
	

	     ISA members-Students
	21
	
	48
	*

	     ISA members-non-Students
	73
	
	142
	*

	     Non ISA members
	250
	  73 %
	533
	* 74%

	     Paper presenters
	263
	
	515
	*

	     Poster presenters
	57
	 17%
	126
	* 18%

	     Non-paper presenters (chairs, discussants, etc.)
	24
	
	82
	*

	     North Americans
	197
	
	422
	*

	     Non-North Americans
	147
	 42.7%
	301
	* 42%

	
	

	     Applied for travel grants and
	

	          Were not awarded
	6
	
	1
	*

	          Were awarded
	26
	
	5
	*

	

	NO SHOWS:  Total number of individuals who
	

	     failed to show up and did not meet the 
	

	     December 1 deadline:
	264
	(9.5%)
	480
	*(l3%)

	

	Of Whom:
	

	     ISA members-Students
	10
	
	17
	*

	     ISA members-non-Students
	29
	
	92
	*

	     Non ISA members
	225
	 85%
	371
	* 77%

	     Paper presenters
	232
	
	362
	*

	     Poster presenters
	18
	
	63
	*

	     Non-paper presenters (chairs, discussants, etc.)
	14
	
	55
	*

	     North Americans
	187
	
	327
	*

	     Non-North Americans
	77
	
	153
	*

	
	

	     Applied for travel grants and
	

	          Were not awarded
	26
	
	21
	*

	          Were awarded
	6
	
	28
	*

	

	
	* asterisk indicates as of 01/05/2005


____________________________________________________


Second, I would like to ask that the Governing Council charge the Committee on Professional Rights and Responsibilities with the task of bringing forth additional recommendations to us by the 2006 annual meeting regarding other changes we should make to maintain and increase the quality of the program at the annual conference. Alternatively, we can create a small ad-hoc committee of past program chairs to look at the issue and bring forward a series of proposals to the Governing Council. These alternatives, of course, are not mutually exclusive. The committee option could include working with the ad-hoc committee.


Third, and especially if the Governing Council is willing to entertain the previous proposal, I would recommend the ISA HQ administer a survey to all attendees to the Hawaii conference, within a month after its conclusion, and seek to ascertain the degree of satisfaction with the quality of the program. 

Publications Committee Report and Recommendations on Future Journals


Below, you will see:

1) The report of the publications committee;

2) The annual reports from our journals’ editors;

3) I will present orally the bids from two publishers regarding our new journal (these are proprietary, and we need to address them in executive session);

4) I’m also pleased to report that we have successfully negotiated with Professors Bigo and Walker regarding the issues raised by the publications committee, the Excom, and the publisher regarding their proposal for a new journal. Professor Bigo is available to respond to any issues the Governing Council wishes to discuss with him (since this issue involves “personnel items”, we will need to discuss it in executive session as well).

REPORT OF THE ISA PUBLICATIONS COMMITTEE FOR 2004

Chair, James Lee Ray, Vanderbilt University

Members:  Michael Cox, London School of Economics


      Zeev Maoz, University of California, Davis

                  Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, University of Iowa

                  Paul Senese, University of Buffalo

                  Harvey Starr, University of South Carolina

                  Margaret Hermann, Syracuse University (ex-officio)

                  Mark Boyer, University of Connecticut (ex-officio)

                  David Kinsella, Portland State University (ex-officio)

                  Jacek Kugler, Claremont Graduate School (ex-officio)

                  Steven Poe, University of North Texas (ex-officio)

                  William Thompson, Indiana University (ex-officio)

                   Doug Van Belle, Victoria University (ex-officio)

                   Tom Volgy, University of Arizona (ex-officio) 

Date:  December  23, 2004


This report contains recommendations to the ISA Governing Council  concerning the request from the Editor in Chief of the International Studies Quarterly for an increase in the page budget for that  journal, and a proposal to create a new ISA journal, Challenge: Journal of International Political Sociology.  It will also comment briefly on the current status of Foreign Policy Analysis, International Studies Perspectives, International Studies Quarterly, and the International Studies Review. 

The Page Budget for ISQ

The Committee has carefully considered the formal request from Steve Poe of July 27, 2004 to increase the page budget for ISQ from the current 187 pages an issue, to 250 pages per issue, for a total of 1000 pages per volume, beginning with the 49th volume to be published in 2005.  The committee finds the report well-supported and convincing, and recommends that the request be granted.  

Proposal to Create a New Journal

The Committee has also reviewed thoroughly the proposal from Didier Bigo and R.B.J. Walker to create a new ISA journal with the title of Challenge: Journal of International Political Sociology.  Most members of the Publications Committee see important potential benefits associated with the possible launching of this new publication, but many are also concerned about problems or issues that they would like to see resolved before the ISA makes an official commitment to support this new publication.  Let us focus first on those potentially problematic issues.  


First, the Committee is on record, and we believe that the Association agrees, that ISA should not support the creation of journals that “belong to” in any sense a particular Section of the Association.  The Committee has expressed that opinion clearly in its deliberations over the creation of the journal Foreign Policy Analysis.  (Though this is obviously not the responsibility of those who support the creation of Challenge, the Committee notes with some concern that there are currently some indications of reluctance among its editors to declare clearly the independence of Foreign Policy Analysis from the Foreign Policy Section of ISA.  For example, to this date [December 19, 2004], the webpage for Foreign Policy Analysis at http://fpa.tamu.edu/, which is linked to ISA’s webpage, asserts that “by providing a central, premier outlet for the best of this research, the Foreign Policy Analysis Section of the International Studies Association {emphasis added} hopes to enhance communication of concepts and ideas across theoretical, methodological, and disciplinary boundaries.”)  


The Committee also notes with some concern, then, that the proposal to create Challenge declares in its first sentence that “Challenge will bring to international studies a critical approach rooted in historical and political sociology with the full support of the section International Political Sociology,” and asserts later that “the referees will include members of the IPS section of the ISA first and foremost.” The Committee recommends that a revised proposal devote more attention to establishing a degree of independence between the journal and the International Political Sociology section.  


With ISQ, ISR, and the ISP, the Association sponsored a collection of journals each of which did quite different, distinct things.  With the addition of FPA, the boundaries among the missions of the different journals become more blurred. This development brings with it issues whose importance, and potential for controversy, will be escalated if yet another journal is added whose mission is unclear, or if it overlaps with the mission ISQ, for example.      


With respect to FPA, a question that still has not been answered to the satisfaction of the committee is: What will be the essential differences between articles on foreign policy that might be published in ISQ, and those that will be published instead in FPA?  And if that question has no clear answer, another question quickly comes to mind.  If FPA will be an ISA-sponsored journal preserved for papers on foreign policy, why should any articles at all on foreign policy be published in ISQ?


Analogously, if Challenge will be reserved for articles based on a “critical approach rooted in historical and political sociology,” what does this imply about papers based on this approach that might be submitted to ISQ?  That the editors of ISQ  should inform the authors that such papers should be sent instead to Challenge?  (By now, another crucial issue has become obvious.  By what acronym shall we refer to Challenge?)  


One of the implications of several of these issues is that the proposal to create Challenge would be strengthened if the editorial structure and the mission of the journal are both broadened.  The core editorial team could be more diversified.  One avenue toward this end is highlighted by the proposal’s thoroughly admirable intention to solicit manuscripts in 4 languages in addition to English.  One serious problem created by this admirable intention, however, involves the fact that manuscripts will be translated into English only after the decision to publish has been made.  The editors of the journal will be hard-pressed to adjudicate in an informed manner  any controversies that might arise concerning manuscripts written in a language which neither of them can read.  So, the Committee recommends that  the core editorial team  be structured in such a way that there is at least one editor fluent in each of the languages in which submitted manuscripts will be written.  


The Committee also feels that from a broad perspective, international political sociology includes both rational choice perspectives and a rich body of sociological work that can be applied to international institutions. In addition, viewing the domestic imperatives of foreign policy with sociological lenses, including public opinion research, would fit well into this broader conception of international political sociology.  Therefore, the Committee recommends that the proposal to create Challenge broaden its conception of “international political sociology.”  


Finally, though the Committee understands that this journal will be focused to an important extent on a European clientele, the proposal asserts that, “the editors will encourage contributions from academics throughout the world.”  However, if the list of academics listed in the proposal who have been informally contacted is a trustworthy guide, one might infer that the editorial team for Challenge will not include any academics from Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, or Asia.  In short, the Committee recommends that the proposal suggest more clearly that the editorial committee, as well as the core editorial team, will be more diversified.  


The Committee is pleased that this project, from all indications, is likely to be not only financially viable, but even profitable.  The general aims of serving better the interests of European members of the ISA, and to encourage and support communication among scholars of diverse languages are certainly admirable.  Partly for these reasons, in spite of reservations among some of its members, the Committee is inclined to recommend that the proposal to create Challenge  be accepted by the Association if the proposal is modified along the lines recommended in this report.  

Status of Existing Journals


Relying on brief and/or tentative reports from the editors, the Committee concludes that Foreign Policy Analysis, International Studies Perspectives, International Studies Quarterly, and International Studies Review are all doing well, and that none faces serious or debilitating problems. Foreign Policy Analysis has received a good number of submissions for its first issue.  Issue #1, in spite of some difficulties with software and personnel, will come out on schedule, with 6 peer-reviewed articles, and one commissioned article reviewing Foreign Policy Analysis as a field of study. (David Kinsella, representing International  Studies Perspectives, and Peg Hermann representing International Studies Review, were consulted about the inclusion of this review article that would normally fall under the mandate of ISP and/or ISR.  They both agreed to this proposal.)  International Studies Perspectives began its transition to the Hatfield School of Government at Portland State University in the Fall of 2004.  The first two volumes of Volume 6 have been put together by the editorial team at the University of Connecticut, providing the new editorial team at PSU some time to assemble the first issue that will be its responsibility.  Extensive communication between the current and future editorial teams appears to be facilitating a smooth transition. Having received 149 manuscripts from January 1 to June 30th of this year, the International Studies Quarterly is on a pace that would bring it about 300 submissions for the calendar year of 2004.  ISQ received an average of 176 submissions per year from 1999 to 2002.  In short, submissions to ISQ are running at a rate 69% higher than the average in recent history, and a 51% increase over the calendar year 2003.  These figures, and the quality of the manuscripts being submitted, appear to warrant an increase in the size of the journal, and the conclusion that the organization’s flagship journal is thriving.  Finally, the past year has brought about a dramatic increase in submissions to the International Studies Review.  In addition, specific efforts are being made to widen the scope of the journal beyond material written by North American scholars.  In the coming year, each ISA section will be asked to commission a forum around an ongoing debate within its academic domain;  these forums will be reviewed, and published if the reviewers recommend them.  


One of the priorities in the future for each of these journals should be, in the opinion of the Committee on Publications, a clarification of their respective missions. Ideally, these clarifications, while not eliminating entirely ambiguities and some overlap in these missions, will result in a substantial reduction in those ambiguities and the degree of potential overlap or redundancy among them.  This goal of more specifically defining the roles of ISA’s journals is particularly important in light of the possibility that the number of journals sponsored by the organization in the future may well be increased.   

New Journal Proposal – Revised, February 5, 2005

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Title of the journal: IPS

Main title: To be finalized. [Mobius] [InterConnect] [Society/Societies] [Social/Worlds]

Subtitle: Journal of International Political Sociology 

Note: Surprisingly, the proposed subtitle does not seem to overlap with any other journal title and might be appropriate as the primary title. This is already suggestive of a very large hole in the literature.

Link with ISA: The journal will be supported in the same general manner as existing journals representing the Association. It seeks to respond to substantive interests that do not often find extensive expression in these existing journals but which have considerable and growing transnational and transdisciplinary constituencies.

Aims and Scope: The journal will bring to international studies a critical approach rooted especially in various traditions of historical and political sociology, but embracing related concerns with, for example, economic and legal sociology and socio-political theory. Recognizing that so many of the primary forms of scholarship informing contemporary international studies have built upon Anglo-American traditions of social science in general and the discipline of political science in particular, it especially seeks to address the kind of sociological analysis that has characterized thinking about international studies in so many other parts of the world, not least in Europe. In some senses, sociology offers just as distinctive and diversified traditions as does international political economy, but so far has had much less impact on international studies. The journal will thus seek to create a bridge between political sociologists, international relations specialists and sociopolitical theorists. In the first instance it will especially seek to invigorate ties between European and North American researchers, but there is reason to expect considerable interest from many other parts of the world.

For most North American scholars, the field of international studies is indeed largely an American discipline. With the exception of some developments in the UK, and some specialists in the development of European institutions, Europe hardly seems to participate. This perception is misleading. In Europe, international relations has not developed through an autonomous discipline or even sub-discipline of political science, but through many different channels: historical and political sociology, comparative studies, political anthropology, international law and sociopolitical theory. With the end of bipolarity and the emergence of a “third debate” about epistemology and ontology in international relations theory, as well as with the discussions about different kinds of constructivism, some of the rift between the two sides of the Atlantic has been overcome, but much remains to be done. Many of the primary sources of contemporary theories of international relations are increasingly linked with works originating with French, German and English philosophers, historians and sociologists. Nevertheless mutual ignorance of the contexts from which such ideas have come has sometimes created serious misunderstandings and errors, even where creative. By engaging in a continuous and serious debate between academics on both sides of the Atlantic in political sociology and international relations, the journal aims to clarify and deepen such debate as well as open new routes for empirical research bringing together the very different interdisciplinary cultures that have developed in each setting.

In this respect, the idiosyncratic structure of research at the European level offers important opportunities. The very large multi-institutional and cross-disciplinary Framework research programs of the EC Commission have been funded precisely so as to create broad communities of researchers around common themes. The current Framework 6 program has especially generated a substantial community interested in international relations, bringing together researchers from sociology (especially the sociology of globalisation, sociology of mobilisation and sociology of power), anthropology (especially in relation to European post-colonial studies, comparative studies of civil societies and migration studies), and historical and legal sociology. Such programs offer considerable energy and material on which the journal can draw, especially in its launch phase. As intended, the Framework programs are rapidly transforming the ways in which research is conducted in European settings, and this journal is well placed to build upon the consequent opportunities as well as to shape the future direction of research.

Beyond this, the ISA itself has begun to nurture its own international political sociology section. This has enabled some significant programs and debates concerning the sociology of the state, the relations between internalist and externalist accounts of state action, the relation between liberty and security, practices of sovereign exceptionalism, articulations of the political at the global level, the structuring of social practices “above” and “below” national boundaries, the transnational organization of securitization practices, the possibilities of dissent and resistance globally and locally, and the transformation of liberalism. Again, there is a body of material that is likely to find its way into the pool of submissions over the first few years, as well as a core group of researchers who are keen to facilitate an outlet for such work.

Furthermore, of course, there are already some important established literatures within the specific discipline of sociology that although sometimes known, do not receive anything like the attention they deserve from the international studies community. Possible themes here might include work on global patterns of urbanization, international policing, military sociology, political opinion and communication, the sociology of culture, the sociology of political movements, and the transnational effects of the reshaping of national, cultural and religious identities. 

One of the key difficulties apparent in this globalization of the discipline of international relations, with key thinkers to be found in many different countries around the world, is that of language. If the seminal work of, for example, Ulrich Beck had been translated into English in the 1985 rather than only in the 1995, the discipline would have been greatly enriched. Similarly, the thinking of Castoriadis, Veyne, or Bourdieu entered the English language world very late on account of the delays in translation. While these thinkers have all been recognized as key in the field, their impact on the English language world has been delayed in comparison with their influence in their mother tongue and other languages into which translation took place more quickly. That is why we will open the possibility to submit articles in more than one language.

In many respects, however, the most exciting possibilities opened by this journal might well arise from beyond the usual circuits of European and North American scholarship. All forms of international studies still face many difficulties responding to the concerns arising from so many other parts of the world, and we are under no illusions about the difficulties involved in this respect. We do, however, believe that the broadening of the intellectual agenda signaled by the substantive interests of the journal will have positive effects in overcoming some of the parochialism of the existing literature. The journal will not only provide space for substantive contributions in this respect, but also generate institutional connections through participation on the Editorial Board and even more so through the development of a wide-ranging pool of manuscript reviewers.

In all these contexts, it is also likely that the journal will contribute to and help reshape discussions about method. The literatures embraced under the term international political sociology express diverse methodological orientations, and the journal will explicitly encourage pluralism in this respect. Causal explanation, utilitarian and rational actor analysis, hermeneutic interpretation, historical narrative and various kinds of critical theory can all find their place, but it is also hoped that more sustained engagements with traditions of sociological thinking will open out new horizons in each of these methodological domains. 

The Study of International Political Sociology (IPS):
As the aims of the journal outlined above should suggest, the term international political sociology encompasses a broad field of research. At the simplest level, it can be distinguished simply by its central concern with the concept of society, whereas international relations traditionally rests on claims about the centrality of the state as an expression of politics, and political economy is drawn to something we call economics. These three terms – the political, the economic and the social – are obviously contested and interrelated, but also retain considerable autonomy. They point to distinctive emphases even if not to perfectly discrete forms of life. We are all heir to intellectual traditions that start from these different concepts and remain caught within the myopias built into their starting points. Much of the intellectual ferment we can see in contemporary international studies surely results from the limitations of each of these concepts but each has generated long, sophisticated and still powerful ways of thinking about our subject that are not going to disappear soon. IPS works with the contested concept of society, and, like international relations theory and international political economy, struggles to understand what its central category means not only in relation to an international world but also to even more contested claims about the globe or the world in general. As with IR and IPE, also, IPS encompasses many very different and often antagonistic research traditions, and it is the richness and diversity of these traditions that will give the journal its primary identity. Although it is possible to publish work in IPS in many of the existing journals, the distinctiveness of work in this area is often flattened and one-dimensional.

One of the starting points for this journal, therefore, is the sense that much is to be gained through a broader appreciation of sociological traditions and what they mean not only for an understanding of society but also for concepts of community, power, legitimacy, security, freedom, rationality, identity, law, state, and on on. All these concepts are quite clearly of importance for international studies, but the rich discussions of them by both classical and contemporary sociologists are rarely addressed. In Europe especially, the overlap with anthropological, legal and cultural traditions has worked to generate traditions of thought that offer distinctive accounts of what it means to try to understand international/global relations. 

It is especially worth noting in this context the role this journal might play in overcoming many of the delays in the circulation of ideas that have done so much to distort relations between intellectual communities in Europe and North America over the past generation. For example, the present debate in France about the legacy of Foucault and Bourdieu and their analysis of the state, war and the global needs to be known immediately, not in twenty years time; and it needs to be known with some accuracy not through the sorts of caricatures that have led to so many superficial claims about relativism, postmodernism and so on. Similarly, discussions about networks, complexity and society ought to be enriched by engagements with the legacy of German sociologists. This might in turn help dispel some of the misunderstanding that has so often lead to unproductive construals of “mainstream” and “marginal” research traditions in international studies.

One of the topics that might well nourish the journal, in fact, is an historical sociology of the discipline of IR, especially in order to better understand, for example, its development in some part of the world and not in others, the link between subjective ideas, values, behaviors and objective professional positions within academic institutions as well as the link between academics and political professionals, and why the self-understanding of the discipline seems to be in perpetual debate and crisis. This might help researchers to be more self-conscious of and self-critical about their way of understanding their material.
In whatever way the prevailing sociology of the discipline is to be explained, however, it remains the case that social processes have had only a token presence in much of the international studies literature. It is also the case that social processes are increasingly invoked in explanations of changing forms of international and global order. Many of these processes have a long history of sociological analysis, and are in need of further analysis through a renewal of, and challenges to, established sociological traditions insofar as they now meet the demands of international and global pressures. This journal will provide a key outlet for such a venture in a way that both fills a striking gap in the existing field of journals and complements the journals already supported by the ISA.

Editorial Structure.

The editorial structure of the journal will comply with all the existing rules, regulations and procedures of existing ISA journals. The journal will have clear and transparent procedures which benefit both contributors and the editors. These procedures will ensure the originality of the work published in the journal and thus the journal’s importance as the foremost international publication in the IPS field.

Primary responsiblity for setting up the operating principles and procedures for the journal will rest initially with Didier Bigo (with the institutional support of Sciences-Po in Paris) and R.B.J. Walker (of the University of Victoria in Canada). Bigo will serve as Editor, taking overall responsibility for the coordination of the editorial process in Paris and serving as the central point of contact with both the publisher and the Association. Walker will serve as Deputy Editor, taking a central role in shaping the strategic direction of the journal, publication decisions, and the regional diversification of the journal. Both Bigo and Walker have had considerable experience as editors of significant international relations journals, one in French (Cultures & Conflits), the other in English (Alternatives: Global, Local, Political). They are thus quite familiar with the problems involved in editing academic work to a high standard, and have considerable experience in dealing with cross-cultural and multidisciplinary submissions.

These two editors will be complemented by two or three Associate Editors. In keeping with the policy on language described below, these will be expected to respond especially to work coming from different language communities. One will also take responsibility for a review-essay section.

In addition, there will be an Editorial Board of internationally recognized academics from across the spectrum of disciplines: international relations, sociology, political science, sociopolitical theory, law and anthropology. An important emphasis will be on ensuring that the Editorial Board is comprised of outstanding academics from many different parts of the world. As with the Associate Editors it is premature to identify the specific individuals who might constitute this Board, but their regional and disciplinary diversity is assured.

In order to achieve the objectives of the journal, the Editors will encourage contributions from academics throughout the world. Many academics are able to write in English, though this is a slow and laborious process. Even outstanding thinkers are put off submitting journal articles in a foreign language when this precedes the decision of whether to publish or not. 

In order to get around this problem, the journal proposes an innovative editorial structure: contributors will be permitted to submit their articles in any of four or five languages; the possibilities currently under consideration are English, French, Spanish, Italian or German. The article will be initially reviewed 
in the language in which it is written. Only once a positive decision has been taken to publish
 will the author be requested to translate the article, or to arrange for its translation. 

This is undoubtedly a very ambitious project. For it to work the journal will need to have a very wide and international pool of referees
. Further, there will have to be a very high level of confidence between the referees and the Editors so that problems are not encountered further along the road once a contribution is submitted in English following a favourable review. In order to facilitate this process, the Editors will require from the referee not only a written report but also the possibility of an oral discussion on the content of each article.

Editorial Process
The Editors will invite submissions in accordance with standard procedures for such journals. In addition, the Editors, on the advice of the Editorial Committee, will chose themes for special issues and solicit articles where appropriate. All articles will be refereed using procedures adopted by other ISA journals. A considerable pool of reviewers is already available in the IPS section of the ISA and the EU Framework 6 CHALLENGE program, but it is expected that the journal will eventually be able to draw upon a list of more than 300 referees world wide. A wide referee base is considered to be extremely useful not least because it should have a diffusion effect, both across disciplines and across regions. Academics who participate as referees also become aware of the importance of the journal and its publications and include them in their reading lists and research projects.

Referees will be invited to review submissions. If they accept, a pro-forma style sheet will be sent along with the contribution. Assessment will be requested under the three conventional categories: publish; publish only after substantial revision (revise and re-submit, with varying degrees of subsequent review); do not publish. Referees will be invited to comment in detail on both the quality and significance of the contribution. Where the Editors of the journal are not fluent in the language of the article, referees may be asked to undertake a telephone/email discussion with one of the Editors regarding the contribution. Referees will also be invited to provide a general assessment of the article as well as a specific one. In the general assessment they will be asked to comment on (1) the clarity of style and the relationship of the introduction with the conclusions and the content of the article; (2) whether technical language needs to be explained (3) whether there is a need to add clarification for interdisciplinary or cross-regional audiences.

In terms of the day-to-day practicalities of the journal, Sciences-Po will be its base and provide administrative resources. The viability of the multi-lingual submission process rests on the very high standard of language skills among those who will be working with the journal at Sciences-Po. The Editors will take full responsibility for ensuring timely replies to all correspondence and that the publication timetable is carefully respected. An agreed timetable for responses will be developed between the Editors in consultation with the Editorial Committee. Contributors and other inquirers will be able to access this timetable on-line so that they know, before they send an inquiry what they can expect regarding response times. In the event that it is not possible to respect the timetable, contributors will be notified as soon as possible of the delay and the reason for it. 

Format and Time-Line
The journal will be published quarterly for the ISA and in accordance with its rules. It will be of the same size and format as other ISA journals. Each issue will comprise 6 or 7 articles, each of approximately 8,000-10,000 words in length. It is envisaged that the journal will come out in both electronic and printed formats, presumably with a premium to be paid for hard copies. It is also assumed that it will be bundled as part of full package of ISA journals.

It is also envisaged that many issues will be structured around a common theme to be addressed by three or four articles, linked by an introductory editorial commentary, together with three non-theme articles covering important other topics. 

The journal will also publish regular review essays on important publications in the field, under the guidance of one of the Associate Editors, and also with an eye on materials on common themes published in different languages. 

It should be possible for the first annual archival print to be published in 2007. This assumes that procedures will be refined with both the Association and the publisher over the course of 2005. Thus it should be possible to have a substantive editorial meeting in Istanbul in August 2005 in order to finalize decisions on personnel, Board membership and the like. This would leave 2006 in which to refine administrative, marketing and planning procedures with the publisher and to identify and shape material for the first volume. The first issue would then be launched in the Spring of 2007. The journal will be complemented by separate the ISA IPS Newsletter which will be produced on line. 

The Market
The ISA market is an extremely important one covering over 60 countries and including over 3,000 individuals. The support of the ISA is key to the new venture not least for this reason. However, this journal can also bring to the ISA an important market which it does not already have. As the IPS section is multidisciplinary and has a strong European base already, the journal will have the support not only of international relations specialists but will also reach into other disciplines: sociology, sociopolitical theory, international ethics, law anthropology and so on. Because the content of the journal will speak to academics in these different fields and draw them into a wider interdisciplinary discussion it may be expected that the market for the journal could be larger than the ISA itself. The opportunity to speak across disciplinary divides as well as geographical separations is extremely attractive, particularly at a time when contradictory trends are pulling in so many different directions.
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Introduction

We write this report having just finished our first year as Editors of International Studies Quarterly.  The journal officially moved to the University of North Texas in January of 2004, after having been at Iowa State University in Ames, Iowa, for five years.  On October 1, 2003, we started a three-month transition period in which we began to accept manuscripts, while the Iowa State team continued to process those which had been submitted prior to that date.  All of the manuscripts remaining in their hands were electronically transferred to us in the first week of January.

Our Editorial Team consists of six individuals. Steven C. Poe serves as Editor in Chief, with John A. Booth, Steven Forde, David Mason, James Meernik, and Marianne Stewart serving as Associate Editors.  We are currently assisted by three graduate assistants, each of whom work for twenty hours a week, Chelsea Brown, Nicolas Rost, and Geoff Dancy.   

The year was an eventful one for ISQ.  In January we began processing manuscripts with our new online submission process and data base system, developed by Dean Haddock. Manuscripts may now be submitted and reviews completed at our public website found at www.isq.unt.edu.   The data base into which this system feeds simplifies many of the jobs done by the Editors and their assistants, such as choosing reviewers, sending manuscripts out for review, and reminding referees of due dates for their reviews.  A second important event to us is that we moved to a new suite of editorial offices in August.  This is important to us because it will allow the Editor in Chief and Assistants to be housed in close proximity, thus facilitating communication and, hopefully, gains in efficiency.

Our first and most important goal this year was to streamline ISQ’s handling of manuscripts so that we would be able to provide authors with quicker decisions and feedback, without compromising the quality or rigor of the review process from the perspective of the contributor and our referees.  We aim to maintain an anonymous review process in which every manuscript gets a fair hearing, where authors are offered a reasoned justification of our decisions and useful feedback that will help them to improve their research.  Further, we want reviewers who generously give their time with no expectation of any reward (other than the warm fuzzy feeling one gets from fulfilling professional duties) to gain some new knowledge or skills from their participation in the process, whenever possible.  Therefore, unlike many journals, ISQ is maintaining the past Editors’ policy of sending referees a copy of the decision letter and the reports of other referees.  This not only gives them information about the outcome of the process that they certainly appreciate and arguably deserve as a result of their participation in the process, but it also allows them to learn from their (anonymous) colleagues’ assessments of the same material.

By year’s end we had made significant progress toward the goal of a shorter turnaround, and we believe we have done so without compromising any of these other goals.  Looking back at year’s end, it seems that we have probably climbed the steepest part of the learning curve.  Our editorial processes are running smoothly, and our efforts have resulted in a shorter average turnaround for authors who have submitted their work to ISQ.

Corresponding with these efforts, we have seen a substantial increase in the number of manuscripts submitted to International Studies Quarterly.  This increase means that it will become increasingly difficult to publish even all of the submissions that are of the highest quality. For that reason, we made a proposal in June to increase the number of pages allocated to the journal from 750 to 1,000 pages a year.  Because that argument is made elsewhere, we will not dwell on it here.  We will, however, outline what we have accomplished in the last year, our successes and some failures.  We have accomplished a great deal but still can do much more to improve the visibility and the reputation of the journal.  There is still much work to be done, and we have no plans to put up a “Mission Accomplished!” banner in our editorial offices any time soon.

Completing the Editorial Transition

The transition has, for the most part, been a smooth one.  We are very thankful to the Iowa State Editorial Team, and especially to their Editorial Assistant, Christopher Ball, for their advice and assistance as we took over the journal.  The Iowa State team was kind enough to help us by taking responsibility for the March of 2004 issue that was scheduled to go to press at about the same time that we took the reins of the journal.

Problems that we noted in our report last year were the large backlog of manuscripts that had been accepted and the large number of “revise and resubmit” manuscripts that were being transferred to us.  Those problems were alleviated somewhat by a one-time increase in our page allotment that we negotiated with the help of ISA Executive Director, Tom Volgy, with monetary assistance provided by a $7,000 fund  (on top of the $21,000 subvention) that comes to us for special projects, supplemented by other funds that came from ISA headquarters.

The articles published in the last three issues of Volume 48 were compiled by our team, and have been composed mainly of those left over from the previous editorship.  March 2005 will see publication of the first issue including some manuscripts that were originally submitted to our Editorial Team.  By the middle of next year, we expect that the majority of manuscripts in any given issue will have started the review process under our control, with others being the result of successful revise and resubmit invitations that had been proffered by the Iowa State team. 

Improving Our Editorial Processes

In our application to be Editors and in our last report, we expressed the belief that if we could improve our turnaround time, this would lead to a greater number of submissions and that, if these two positive trends can be juxtaposed with maintaining or increasing the quality of articles appearing in the journal, then the visibility and reputation of ISQ would be improved in the long term.  It is still too early to come to any conclusions as to whether our long-term expectation of heighten reputation will be met, but the available data indicate we have made considerable progress toward our short-term goals, thanks in large part, we think, to our efforts to computerize and streamline the review process.

Web-Based Journal Management

Our computer system was designed by Dean Haddock, who was hired to develop our web-based software from January through July of 2004.  Manuscripts are sent in via our web page, and data on those submissions are recorded in our database.  Most of the functions that we undertake, such as assigning reviewers to manuscripts, reminding reviewers, and compiling referee reports for Editorial decision, are either fully or partially automated through the web page.  The software became operational in January, and it was refined over the course of the next several months.  By the middle of summer, the software was fully operational.  During that same period, we worked to systematize our protocol and our assistants’ efforts to achieve greater efficiency.  

For those interested in the journal’s workings, we will briefly discuss them here.  Manuscripts appear in the database when they are sent in via our web page.  If they are sent in via e-mail, manuscripts are recorded in our database by one of our Editorial Assistants.  Typically, at this point, the Editor in Chief contacts Associate Editors for suggestions regarding potential reviewers.  With their input, he then selects referees.  Prospective referees are sent the manuscript and instructions regarding how to submit their reviews by the web (but they are accepted via e-mail, too, and a few are still tendered in hard copy form via fax or postal mail, if the referee prefers).  A small number of manuscripts are not sent out for review because they are not of very good quality, or more frequently, because they are simply inappropriate for International Studies Quarterly.
     

Each reviewer is asked to reply, either assenting or declining the opportunity to review. By the end of the year, we were following up from 10-12 days after the original review request, tactfully asking the chosen reviewer whether s/he had received the request and whether s/he was willing to review.  (Our guess is that many of our busier reviewers scan the e-mail quickly and do not see that they are being asked for a response.)  Many of these respond positively to our queries, but some still fail to respond. If we do not hear from a reviewer within two weeks of the original request, we choose new reviewers.

During the first several months of 2004, we initially chose three reviewers for each manuscript.  But by the end of the year, we had moved to choosing four for each manuscript at the outset of the process, as we found that in the vast majority of cases at least one and often two or three of our original choices to review would either not respond or decline to review.   By immediately contacting four persons, we are trying to cut the amount of time it takes locate three reviewers who were able and willing to complete a review, thus expediting the review process.

Once reviewers are identified, our Assistants track the manuscripts on the database, sending reminders at predetermined intervals.  On rare occasions, they or one of the editors makes a phone call to late reviewers.  Finally, the assistants alert the Chief Editor when three reviews are in our possession.  At that point, he consults Associate Editors who sometimes provide drafts of letters or language to be included in letters.  But most decision letters are written by the Editor in Chief, and all formal communications during the review process go directly through him.
  Normally decisions are made on the basis of three reviews, but on many occasions we have resorted to deciding after obtaining two if we are having problems with a particular reviewer, and if we believe the reviews that we have in hand provide a sound basis for judgment.

The Results So Far

Response Time

By the end of the year, our operations seem to be working quite smoothly for the most part, and our expectations regarding the effect of decreasing review time seems to be borne out by the data we gathered throughout the year.   In Table 1 we present statistics estimating the response times during the last four years as points of comparison, using data reported by our predecessors in their reports and given to us in e-mails.  Out of a concern for selection effects, to examine turnaround we have chosen the period from October 1, 2003, when we took over, to September 30 of this year rather than the traditional calendar year period.
 You will see that this year’s quicker turnaround continues a downward trend that started under our predecessors as they moved toward an electronic review system in the last years of their term.

During the time period, representing our first twelve months as Editors, the average decision time was 82.51 days or 2.75 months, with a median of 81 days. The number of decisions in this time period was 255.
  The standard deviation for the first full year of our editorship was 39.36 days, as compared with 89.42 days in 2002.  It should be noted that a few manuscripts passed to us by the Iowa State team in January of 2004 that they had received before we began accepting manuscripts on October 1, 2003, are not included in these totals.

Table One: Submission to Decision Time: 2001-2004

	Turn-Around in days
	2001 manuscripts
	2002 manuscripts
	Jan-Sep 2003 manuscripts
	Oct 2003 – Sep 2004 manuscripts

	Mean
	146.3
	139.2
	108.5
	82.51

	Median
	140
	110
	102
	81

	Maximum
	450
	499
	457
	221

	Minimum
	6
	7
	0
	0

	Range
	444
	492
	457
	221


Hidden by the table are trends that show the result of our learning throughout the year and our corresponding efforts to improve our efficiency.  Figure 1 traces the average turnaround time, from submission to delivery of the decision, throughout the twelve- month period.
  The break in the line is explained by the fact that that we did not accept new submissions in August, while we were on holiday, a policy that was approved by our Editorial Board at last year’s meeting.  That figure shows that that we got off to a strong start, making decisions on our October manuscripts in an average of less than eighty days.   November manuscripts took an average of almost four months to decide, but after that we steadily decreased our turnaround time.

On first glance, the pattern in our first couple of months appears to be consistent with the experience of the young runner competing in his first one-mile race.  Such runners often sprint quickly from the gate only to have “the bear” (a heavy feeling due to oxygen debt) “jump” on their backs in the second lap. We certainly were excited to be new editors and that may have influenced our performance in October, but our relatively slower performance in November of 2003 can be attributed to several non-bear related circumstances.
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When we drafted our budget, we had not foreseen that we would begin to receive manuscripts in October as a part of the changeover, and our budget did not provide for it.  Though offered an advance on funds by ISA, we chose to forge through with the one twenty-hour-a-week assistant we had hired to help with the transition, so that we could afford to have our full complement of three assistants in place for the entirety of the 2004 calendar year. Further complicating matters is that our data base system was not in place until January, necessitating that much of the work now automated was done by hand by our lone assistant.  Suffice it to say that Chelsea Brown, our assistant during this period, deserves our heartfelt thanks for her Herculean effort in the fall of 2003.

The data show a steady and quite marked improvement in our speed throughout the rest of the year.  In each of the last three months for which we have data, we were able to keep our response time under eighty days. To attain an average turnaround time of eighty days or less in the next twelve months seems to us to be a worthy and achievable goal for next year.  Eventually achieving a turnaround of 75 days or lower may not be out of the question. 

Increasing Submissions from Increasingly Diverse Contributors

In Table 2 you will see that we received many more submissions in the 2004 calendar year than in previous years, corresponding with our quicker review turnaround time and more convenient web-based submission procedures.  As of December 22, a cut-off we adopted arbitrarily so that we could write this report, we had received 282 submissions, representing an increase of 43.1% over the previous year and a 60% increase over the number of manuscripts submitted to our predecessors’ term, from 1999-2002.  An upward trend in submissions was also manifested throughout their term, so if one compares this year’s submission rate to that of 1997-2000 (excepting 1998, for which we do not have data), the increase in submissions is 81.9%.   Had the comparison been done on the basis of all new manuscripts (excluding revise and resubmits, data not presented fully here), the trends would be even more striking.
 

Table 2. Number of Submissions by Year (Including Revise and Resubmit Manuscripts)

	Year
	Number
	% change

	2004 (until Dec. 22)
	282
	43.1%

	2003
	197
	-9.1%

	2002
	215
	19.4%

	2001
	180
	7.8%

	2000
	167
	16.8%

	1999
	143
	-7.7%

	1998
	NA*
	NA*

	1997
	155
	NA


* 1998 data are incomplete due to the editorship transition in that year

Who are the contributors, and where are they based?  Previous reports have presented data on the affiliation of authors and their genders.  In their most recent report covering 2002, the Iowa State team reported that 74% of the authors of new submissions were from U.S. institutions, with 26% coming from non-U.S. institutions.  Table 3 shows the affiliation of the submitting author of the 227 new manuscripts that we received this year (January through December 22).  We received 32.6% of manuscripts from non-U.S. colleagues this year, a somewhat larger percentage than in 2002.  This trend is even more compelling if one considers the raw number of new submissions as opposed to percentages.  This year the number of contributors from outside of the United States increased to 74.  Also striking is that we received submissions from every continent, save Antarctica.

Table 3: Affiliations of ISQ Contributors

	Country
	
	Number
	%

	US
	
	153
	67.4%

	Australia
	
	1
	0.4%

	Bangladesh
	
	2
	0.9%

	Barbados
	
	1
	0.4%

	Belgium
	
	3
	1.3%

	Brazil
	
	1
	0.4%

	Canada
	
	8
	3.5%

	Colombia
	
	1
	0.4%

	Cyprus
	
	1
	0.4%

	Finland
	
	1
	0.4%

	Germany
	
	6
	2.6%

	Guyana
	
	1
	0.4%

	Hong Kong
	
	1
	0.4%

	Hungary
	
	1
	0.4%

	India
	
	1
	0.4%

	Israel
	
	4
	1.8%

	Jordan
	
	1
	0.4%

	Korea, North
	
	1
	0.4%

	Korea, South
	
	1
	0.4%

	Lebanon
	
	1
	0.4%

	Mexico
	
	1
	0.4%

	Netherlands
	
	3
	1.3%

	New Zealand
	
	2
	0.9%

	Nigeria
	
	1
	0.4%

	Norway
	
	3
	1.3%

	Singapore
	
	2
	0.9%

	Spain
	
	1
	0.4%

	Sweden
	
	1
	0.4%

	Switzerland
	
	3
	1.3%

	Turkey
	
	2
	0.9%

	UK
	
	18
	7.9%

	Total non-US
	74
	32.6%

	Total
	
	227
	100.0%


An issue of concern to editors in their annual reports has been the gender of contributors and referees.  The figures based on all submissions during the 2004 calendar year, presented in Table 4, support the conclusion that the number of women submitting their work to ISQ is on the rise.  Authors reported gender, or gender was obvious enough that we hazarded our own guesses on 269 of the 282 manuscripts submitted during this period.
  Fifty-five of the manuscripts were submitted by women, compared to 31 in 2002 and 21 in 2001.  The percentage of contributions written by women is also on the upswing, as 20.4% of our submissions came from female authors, as compared to 14.4% and 11.5% in 2002 and 2001, respectively.  The percentage of joint authorships (teams of authors including both males and females) was down slightly from previous years.

Table 4: Gender Distribution of ISQ Contributors

	
	2001
	2002
	2004

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Female
	21
	11.5%
	31
	14.4%
	55
	20.4%

	Male
	145
	79.7%
	163
	75.8%
	196
	72.9%

	Joint
	16
	8.8%
	21
	9.8%
	18
	6.7%


What kinds of work are submitted?  Is the subject matter of articles submitted to the journal, like the pool of contributors, becoming more diverse?  This is more difficult to gauge.  In last year’s report, based only on data from the last quarter of 2003 for purposes of comparison, we adopted the coding scheme of previous editors regarding the topics covered in submissions.  Yet, we were unclear regarding the criteria used to place the work in categories.  It is partly for that reason, and partly as a time saving measure, that we now ask authors to report the subject material covered in manuscripts when they submit manuscripts by our web page.  Because some authors choose to send manuscripts by e-mail, or via hard copy, we still end up classifying some ourselves.  The results of efforts to characterize the content of first-time submissions to ISQ during the 2004 calendar year appear in Table 5, below.

Table 5: Subfield of First Time Submissions

	 
	2001
	2002
	2004

	Field
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies
	2
	1.5%
	7
	5.1%
	7
	3.1%

	Comparative Politics
	10
	7.5%
	8
	5.9%
	7
	3.1%

	Environmental Studies
	1
	0.7%
	3
	2.2%
	4
	1.8%

	Feminist Theory and Gender Studies
	0
	0.0%
	3
	2.2%
	5
	2.2%

	Foreign Policy Analysis
	16
	11.9%
	11
	8.1%
	24
	10.6%

	Human Rights
	NA
	NA
	6
	4.4%
	NA
	NA

	Identity Politics
	2
	1.5%
	4
	2.9%
	6
	2.6%

	International Law
	5
	3.7%
	3
	2.2%
	NA
	NA

	International Law or Human Rights
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	11
	4.8%

	International Organization
	10
	7.5%
	6
	4.4%
	12
	5.3%

	International Political Economy
	16
	11.9%
	28
	20.6%
	40
	17.6%

	International Political Theory
	32
	23.9%
	21
	15.4%
	21
	9.3%

	International Security & Peace Studies
	12
	9.0%
	21
	15.4%
	60
	26.4%

	Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes
	13
	9.7%
	13
	9.6%
	15
	6.6%

	Rational Choice and Formal Modeling
	15
	11.2%
	1
	0.7%
	2
	0.9%

	Other
	0
	0.0%
	1
	0.7%
	13
	5.7%

	Total
	134
	100.0%
	136
	100.0%
	227
	100.0%


It is clear that three subfields--International Political Economy, International Peace and Security and Foreign Policy Analysis—account for relatively more submissions than others.  We did succeed in receiving manuscripts from each of the subfields in this classification scheme.

One reason why such schemes are employed is presumably to capture over time trends.  Unfortunately, we are not too confident in the reliability of the data as compared to previous periods, so we should take care in drawing conclusions regarding such trends.  That being said, there appears to have been a slight decrease in the percentage of submissions dealing with International Political Theory since 2001, though the number of submissions per year held steady at 21 from 2002 to 2004.   There was also an increase in the “Other” category, perhaps owing to authors’ inability or unwillingness to pigeonhole their own work.  Finally, there appears to have been an increase in work from the Peace and Security and International Political Economy Subfields, but a caveat is warranted here, too: it could be that authors themselves are more likely to categorize their contributions as having come from these subfields than previous coders had been.  A final interesting point to highlight is that our submissions from the Foreign Policy Analysis Subfield appears to be increasing in number in proportion to those of other subfields.  This is interesting to note because an issue of concern to the Publications Committee, ISQ’s Editorial Advisory Board, and many others has been whether the new ISA journal, Foreign Policy Analysis, will adversely affect ISQ.  Here we are yet to see any evidence of an adverse effect in the form of a drop-off in submissions.  It will be interesting to monitor future trends in light of the initiation of this new venture.  

Who Reviews?

We started gathering data on who reviews for ISQ in January.  Here we will present data on reviewers for January – November 2004 since data are largely incomplete for December as this document is being written.  In that eleven-month period we requested 918 reviews, 536 of which had been completed at the time of this writing.  About 19.2% of review requests were made of women and 18.8% of the completed reviews came from women.  A comparison with previous data indicates that we are involving somewhat more women in the review process as a percentage of total reviewers, as in previous years the percentage of reviews completed by women had hovered around 15%.

The affiliation of those reviewers is somewhat more international than in previous years, but not especially so.  About 19.2% of our reviewers are affiliated with institutions outside of the United States, with about 6.2% having come from institutions in the U.K.  By comparison, the Iowa State team reported that in 2002 17.3% of their reporters were from institutions outside of the U.S., with 5.7% of them coming from the U.K.

One of the biggest difficulties faced by editors of ISQ and, we presume, other major journals is finding qualified reviewers willing to do reviews in a timely fashion.  We find that the majority of persons we contact to do reviews are quite professional, willing to complete quite useful reviews with celerity.  It is the case, however, that we often find we have to contact numerous reviewers, and in extreme cases as many as ten or twelve, just to obtain three reviews. It is not uncommon to have to wait several weeks, and sometimes as much as two or three months, before we are able to confirm that three qualified individuals are willing to review a piece.  Obviously, this has two unwanted effects: it takes more time to provide authors with useful feedback, thus slowing the review process and the discipline’s dissemination of its knowledge.  It no doubt results in more work on our part, but even more troublesome is that it necessarily results in more work for the subset of the community of scholars who are professional, and provide reviews in a timely fashion. Editors necessarily turn to reviewers whom we can trust to respond, especially when we have had a manuscript in our hands for quite awhile, and have been unable to procure other reviewers.  Members of the Editorial Advisory Board, our colleagues at the University of North Texas and University of Texas at Dallas, our former students, and other friends have been especially helpful in this regard.  

From January to November, 62.2% of the time that we contacted a referee, that person agreed to respond and completed his/her review.   The remaining 37.8% turned us down, either by declining to review, by failing to respond after numerous queries often sent to multiple e-mail addresses, or by not filing a review after they had agreed to do so.
  This is roughly in line with the 33.5% turndown rate reported in the last full Iowa State report, but that figure did not include those who did not respond.  In Figure 2 we present a graph depicting the reviewer turndown rate on a month-by-month basis.  The lowest turndown rates appear to have occurred in January (20.9%) and September (28.1%).
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The highest turndown rate by far occurred in August, the end of the summer vacation at most American universities.  Though we were on vacation during that month and therefore not processing new manuscripts, we did assign reviewers to papers we had received earlier, and we continued to make decisions so that our turnaround time would not be compromised.  Unfortunately, we found that most of our efforts to find reviewers in August did not accomplish much, as 62.8% of the colleagues we contacted during that month did not do a review for us.   Figure 2 also shows that October and November turndown percentages are rather high, as the turndown rate was almost 50% in those months.  However, the November turndown rate might still decrease somewhat as a few late reviews trickle in.

Also worthy of review are data on turnaround time for the majority of colleagues who were kind enough to help us by doing reviews.  In our requests we ask reviewers to respond with a review in 5 weeks.  We tinkered with the timing and wording of our reminders and systematized our efforts throughout the year in an effort to obtain reviews more quickly. The data in Figure 3 show that reviewers responded well to our efforts, as their turnaround time steadily decreased throughout the year.
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In concluding our discussion of ISQ’s peer review system, we wish to note that during our first year as editors, it has become evident that this system is a collective good that necessarily depends on the good will and professionalism of others to respond with good and timely feedback.   We are impressed and gratified that the majority of the discipline has generously given their time and hard work to provide us with reviews when there are no selective incentives to do so.  However, we also notice that there is a sizable minority in the discipline who take advantage of the fruits of the system as contributors, while failing to contribute to it as reviewers.   Many of the refusals to review are quite reasonable, involving those with understandable and legitimate excuses who express their willingness to complete reviews at a later date.  But we also have ample anecdotal evidence of free riders who hinder the working of the system, and we wonder, from what we have seen, if there are regional, institutional, generational, and subject area-related patterns that can be identified in reviewer response rate.  We are gathering further data on this problem and hope to have some useful, empirically based statements on this problem in our future reports.

For now, however, we ask that those in the discipline who have a part in relaying professional values to a younger generation of scholars stress the importance of reviewing for scholarly journals.  If your students are qualified, please encourage them to volunteer to review for us by sending an e-mail note and a current curriculum vita with their areas of expertise to ISQ@UNT.EDU.   Similarly, we would be grateful to those in the discipline who are qualified and wish to review but have not yet been asked by ISQ if they would do the same.

Whose Work Gets Accepted and How Often?

Statistics in this section are based on the population of cases on which decisions were made in 2004, until December 22.  Overall, we made decisions on 250 manuscripts in the 2004 calendar year.  Only 21 of these (or 8.4%) of these were acceptances; a total of 50, or 20% of manuscripts, were given invitations to revise and resubmit; and the remaining 179 (71.6%) were rejections. Several things are worthy of note here.  Most notably, the acceptance rate was about half of the acceptance rate reported for 2002, when 17.7% of manuscripts were accepted.   The percentage of “revise and resubmit” (R and R) invitations also is on the decline , from 32% in 2002 to 20% in 2004.  Recent statistics on acceptances and R and R percentages are presented in Figure 3.  Not included in the figure are statistics for 2003, or R and R percentages for 1999, data for transitional periods that were not included in previous reports.
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The above figures calculate acceptance percentages in proportion to all manuscripts submitted (revise and resubmitted ones included) to be consistent with previous reports.  If we were to code only the end results of the process (whether the manuscripts were eventually accepted or rejected), we would find that 10.5% of manuscripts submitted to ISQ are eventually published, almost always in a revised form.

All of the above statistics point to the conclusion that we set the publication bar higher last year than it had been in the immediate past.   As discussed in our proposal and in last year’s annual report, we did plan to be more stringent in issuing R and R invitations, and the numbers above bear this out.    The large backlog that we inherited coupled with the large increase in manuscripts submitted necessitated that we be somewhat more selective regarding the work that would appear in the journal.  If we had accepted papers at the same rate as in the immediate past, this would have resulted in the acceptance of  about 50 of the 282 manuscripts submitted in 2004, seriously exacerbating the existing backlog.  Still, even with the stringent acceptance rate, the number of manuscripts accepted is roughly the same number accepted by the Iowa State team in 2000 (23) and 2001 (20).

Let there be no doubt that we would like to be able to accept more work in the future and that we believe we could do so without compromising the quality and reputation of the journal.  An increase in the page allotment from 750 to 1000 pages for the 50th volume of the journal (2006) would allow us to do that.  As alluded to earlier, the argument for this was made in a proposal last summer that will be considered by the Governing Council this year.  Though the data at year’s end vary slightly from our earlier projections, they seem to strongly support the substance of the arguments we made in that proposal.

Earlier reports have also presented data on the breakdown of acceptances and revise and resubmits by gender and by subfield, and we will follow that custom here, while noting the caveat that because of the small number of acceptances, the results of any of these breakdowns may be due to chance, as opposed to any real, long-term patterns.  Table 6 presents our decisions on manuscripts by gender of authors.  

Table Six: Decisions by Gender of Authors 2001-2004

	2004
	 

	 
	Accept
	Reject
	R&R
	Total

	Female
	6.1% (3)
	73.5% (36)
	20.4% (10)
	19.6% (49)

	Male
	9.3% (16)
	71.7% (124)
	19.1% (33)
	69.2% (173)

	Joint
	11.8% (2)
	52.9% (9)
	35.3% (6)
	6.8% (17)

	Total
	8.4% (21)
	67.6% (169)
	19.6% (49)
	100% (250)

	2002
	 

	 
	Accept
	Reject
	R&R
	Total

	Female
	10.7% (3)
	64.3% (18)
	25.0% (7)
	12.9% (28)

	Male
	19.0% (32)
	50.0% (84)
	31.0% (52)
	77.4% (168)

	Joint
	14.3% (3)
	38.1% (8)
	47.6% (10)
	9.7% (21)

	Total
	17.5% (38)
	50.7% (110)
	31.8% (69)
	100% (217)

	2001
	 

	 
	Accept
	Reject
	R&R
	Total

	Female
	16.7% (3)
	33.3% (6)
	50.0% (9)
	12.6% (18)

	Male
	16.1% (18)
	45.5% (51)
	38.4% (43)
	78.3% (112)

	Joint
	7.7% (1)
	53.4% (7)
	38.9% (5)
	9.1% (13)

	Total
	15.4% (22)
	44.8% (64)
	39.9% (57)
	100% (143)


In 2004 our acceptance rate for female authors was 3% points below that of males, a gap which is somewhat smaller than that for 2002 but greater than that of 2001, when acceptance rates for men and women were about the same.  In 2004 authorship by teams including both men and women were more likely to be accepted than work presented either by single authors or teams consisting exclusively of one gender.  In 2004 women actually fared a bit better than men when it came to getting invitations to revise and resubmit, but here teams of multiple authors of mixed gender fared better than either.  

Five of 21 (or 23.8%) of the papers we accepted this year were submitted by persons based at non-U.S. institutions.  Four of them were from the United Kingdom and one was from Canada.  Revise and resubmission invitation letters were written to persons based in Canada (4), Great Britain (5), Norway, Turkey, and Singapore. 

The field-by-field distribution of acceptances is presented in Table 7.  The field that accounts for the most acceptances is International Security and Peace Studies, which constituted 23.8% of acceptances.  That percentage is about in line with the proportion of submission emanating from this field--26.4%, (see Table 5).

Table 7: Distribution of Accepted Papers by Field

	 
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2004

	Field
	% (#)
	% (#)
	% (#)
	% (#)

	Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Comparative Politics
	4.3% (1)
	5% (1)
	2.5% (1)
	4.8% (1)

	Environmental Studies
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Feminist Theory and Gender Studies
	13% (3)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4.8% (1)

	Foreign Policy Analysis
	13% (3)
	5% (1)
	2.5% (1)
	9.5% (2)

	Identity Politics
	8.7% (2)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	International Law or Human Rights
	NA
	NA
	2.5% (1)
	4.8% (1)

	International Organization
	NA
	NA
	2.5% (1)
	4.8% (1)

	International Political Economy
	8.7% (2)
	30% (6)
	16% (6)
	4.8% (1)

	International Political Theory
	4.3% (1)
	5% (1)
	30% (11)
	9.5% (2)

	International Security & Peace Studies
	13% (3)
	10% (2)
	13.2% (5)
	23.8% (5)

	Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes
	26.1% (6)
	15% (3)
	21.1% (8)
	0% (0)

	Rational Choice and Formal Modeling
	8.7% (2)
	15% (3)
	10.5% (4)
	0% (0)

	Other
	NA
	NA
	NA
	33.3% (7)

	Total
	23
	20
	38
	21


In comparing the statistics in Table 7 with similar ones on submissions in Table 5, we can identify a few findings worthy of mention here.  First, though there was an acceptance rate of 0% in several of the fields, this is not unusual given our low acceptance rates this year and a low number of submissions in those areas.   Second, we were surprised by the relatively low acceptance rates from the International Political Economy field, which constituted only 4.8% of acceptances but 17.6% of submissions.  Looking over our individual decisions, we can find no evidence of bias.  Our tendency is to think of this as a random occurrence, since several manuscripts from this field have been offered revise and resubmits, and some of these are currently out and under review.  A third rather interesting finding for which we have no explanation is that 33.7% of the papers accepted this year were classified by their authors as being in the “Other” category, and that seven of the thirteen, or about 54%, of those classified as “other” were accepted.   For this we have no explanation, but we are confident that we do not really favor manuscripts that were classified by their authors in the “Other” category.  And we hope that we will not be inundated with them next year because of this (probably) random finding.  Articles forthcoming in ISQ as of January 1, 2005 are listed in Appendix A.

New Initiatives in 2005

We will conclude by expressing some of our plans for 2005, an exercise that seems quite fitting given that this report is being written around the first of the year, a time at which many in the Association are no doubt formulating their New Year’s resolutions.

Quicker Turnaround Time, More Submissions, Greater Diversity

In 2005 priority will be given to continuing the trend toward quicker turnaround time to authors.  Related to this, we hope to improve the reputation of ISQ and to attract a greater number of submissions than we did this year.  If we are granted the page increase that we proposed earlier this year, we will be able to begin to accept a greater number of quality papers to fill the pages of ISQ, hopefully resulting in an acceptance rate of around 12-15%.

Now that our systems are established, however, we can begin to look to accomplish more of what we sought to accomplish when we developed our proposal.
  We would like to attract more submissions, and issue more acceptances to worthy papers from fields that are historically underrepresented in ISQ’s pages.  Traditionally, it has accepted research that substantially adds to our understanding of phenomena of interest to the international studies community. The charge of this journal is to publish the “best work being done in the variety of intellectual traditions included under the rubric of international studies.”
 We take this seriously and, therefore, will be encouraging authors from the variety of traditions in International Studies, and particularly the ISA membership, to submit their best scholarly work to this journal.  It is true that in recent years there has been an addition of journals in the ISA stable with somewhat more specialized purposes than ISQ, and there are proposals on the table for even more in the future.  A number of our colleagues have expressed their concerns over this to us.  In our view the Association’s sponsorship of new, more specialized outlets is not necessarily a bad thing for ISQ so long as the process is managed well.  Indeed, the existence of more specialized journals in the ISA stable makes even more important the mission of ISQ, the Association’s “flagship journal”, for without it the discipline would be in danger of Balkanization.  To deserve the title of flagship journal, ISQ must continue to publish the best work, and it must be open to all.  To continue to attract submissions from all segments of the field, we must strive to increase the visibility and reputation of the journal, however we can.
Making Data Available for Replication Purposes

Our predecessors enacted a policy that we are continuing: that all data used for ISQ publications be made available, either on ISA data sites or a data site developed by the author for that purpose.  Because this policy was enacted rather late in the Iowa State group’s term, it was not fully implemented when we took the reins.  We have worked to do that, and beginning in 2005, quantitative articles published in ISQ should have a note that tells the reader where the data are made available, as well as other information pertinent to replication of the findings.  Data will be available continually on the ISA server at http://www.isanet.org/data_archive.html.  We’d like to offer our thanks to Joel Davis, the Association’s web guru, for helping us with this. 

Changing the Composition of Our Editorial Team and our Editorial Board

Marianne Stewart, one of our Associate Editors, was recently chosen to begin a term as Editor of the American Journal of Political Science.  As a result of that new commitment, she will be leaving our Editorial team at the end of 2005.  We congratulate her, and wish her luck in this endeavor, and thank her for her many efforts on our behalf.  Marianne has been a valued member of the team, and we will continue to seek her counsel on a variety of issues once she leaves us.  As a result of her departure, we have begun to have some conversations regarding possible additions to our Editorial team.  It may well be the case that we will be asking to add new members to our team, as Associate Editors, some time in the next year. 

It is also the case that we will be making some changes to our Editorial Board.  We have conceived of our Editorial Board as a working group to which we can turn for timely, constructive reviews, and for advice on any difficult decisions we may face.  For the most part this has worked quite well, but in our first year we found ourselves to be very short on reviewers in some areas.  Thus, we would like to change the composition of the Board before the beginning of 2006 to provide ourselves with more expertise in areas in which we find ourselves in need of more assistance.  We expect to keep the vast majority of our current Board intact, but to add a few persons in some areas.  This should be no surprise to our current Board members who were informed of our intention to do this at some point when they were originally invited to participate.  Current members of our Editorial Board can be found in Appendix C.

The only additions to the Editorial Board in the last year have been Editors of the other Association’s journals, as we were informed that it was past practice to include them on the Board as a courtesy.  We were happy to do so.  This should be reflected on the cover of the printed version of ISQ in June of 2005.  

We would also like to update the back inside cover of the journal, which has printed the preferred style of ISQ since at least 1983.  Now that the preferred style can be put on the web, we see no reason that space should be used for this.  Anyone with interesting ideas about how that space can be used should please express them to us at the conference or  in an email to ISQ@UNT.EDU.

Establishing Symposia to Enhance Scholarly Dialogue 

In the proposal that we drafted to apply for editorship of ISQ, and in our first meeting with our Editorial Advisory Board last year, we mentioned the possibility of doing occasional special issues with the purpose of encouraging scholarly dialogue on critical issues that are timely and in need of more focused inquiry, with priority given to issues that would be interest to a large segment of our readership.  However, we changed our minds on this, as we considered the issue in light of the backlog that we inherited, discussion with our Editorial Advisory Committee, the results of a survey of that group, and financial concerns tied to doing extra issues.  These concerns led us to question the wisdom of giving up entire issues of ISQ for that purpose.  We found, however, that the Committee was much more amenable to the idea of periodic symposia consisting of three or four short articles, so long as solicitation of the symposia was competitive and the articles that would be included therein would be subjected to stringent peer review, much like other articles we accept for publication.  We have initiated a process that should allow us to identify worthy proposals for symposia.  We foresee that two of these would be published, per year for the remainder of our editorship, beginning with the fiftieth volume in 2006, for which we hope extra pages will be made available.  The call for papers that was sent to all ISA members soliciting proposals is attached to this report.  Currently, we have several one-page inquiries, and we have provided feedback to the authors indicating our interest.  Full proposals are due on March 15 from those who have been invited to submit them.  We foresee a review process by which the contents of proposed symposia would be subjected to external review, as a whole, by three anonymous reviewers.  It is possible that some or all of the proposed papers could be rejected as a part of this process. We would like to pay reviewers of proposed symposia a small honorarium because of the large amount of work involved in such an assignment, relative to the average manuscript review.  We hope to be able to obtain funds from the Association for these honoraria, as a part of an allotment that the organization has given to journals for special projects in recent years.  
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What is Your Research Program? Some Feminist Answers to IR’s Methodological Questions

J. Ann Tickner

Democracy and Diversionary Military Intervention: Reassessing Regime Type and the Diversionary Hypothesis

Jeffery Pickering and Kisangani Emizet

The Political Economy of Intellectual Software Property Protection: The Case of Software

Kenneth C. Shadlen, Andrew Schrank, and Marcus J. Kurtz

When Do Ideologies Produce Alliances? The Holy Roman Empire, 1517-1555

John M. Owen IV

When States Prefer Non-Citizens Over Citizens: Conflict Over Illegal Immigration into Malaysia

Kamal Sadiq

The Nature of Borders and International Conflict: Revisiting Hypotheses on Territory

Harvey Starr and G. Dale Thomas

Kantian Liberalism, Regime Type and Military Resource Allocation: Do Democracies Spend Less?
Benjamin O. Fordham and Thomas C. Walker

Forthcoming Articles Accepted for Publication (as of January 1, 2005)

Primed for Violence: The Role of Gender Equality in Predicting Internal Conflict

Mary Caprioli

Rally ‘Round the Union Jack? Public Opinion and the Use of Force in the United Kingdom, 1948-2001

Dan Reiter

“Women, Children, and Other Vulnerable Groups”: Gender, Strategic Frames and the Protection of Civilians as a Transnational Issue

R. Charli Carpenter

From a Punative Model to a Bargaining Model of Sanctions: Lessons from Iraq

Euclid Rose

Foreign Policy in Transition? Human Rights, Democracy and US Arms Exports

Shannon Blanton

Criminalizing Consequences of Sanctions: The Yugoslav Case in Regional and Comparative Perspective

Peter Andreas

Contingent Borders, Ambiguous Ethics: Migrants in (International) Political Theory

James Brassett

A View From the Top: International Politics, Norms, and the Worldwide Growth of NGOs

Kim Reimann

Two States of Transition: From a Region of War to a Region of Peace

Norrin Ripsman

Machiavelli’s Legacy: Domestic Politics and International Conflict

David Sobek

Leadership Style, Regime Type and Foreign Policy Crisis Behavior

Jonathan Keller

Thinking Inside the Box: A Closer Look at Democracy and Human Rights

Feryal Cherif, Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, George Downs, and Alistair Smith

The Sino-Russian Partnership and US Policy Toward North Korea

David Kerr

Bogus Refugees? The Determinants of Asylum Migration to Western Europe

Eric Neumayer

International Intervention and the Severity of Genocides and Politicides
Matthew Krain

The Peacekeeping-Peacemaking Dilemma

Michael Greig and Paul Diehl

Gender Equity and Intrastate Armed Conflict

Erik Melander

Interdependent and Domestic Foundations of Policy Change

Sarah Brooks

Transnational Informational Politics: Amnesty International’s Country Reporting

James Ron

Appendix B

Call for Papers for ISQ Symposia


International Studies Quarterly invites proposals for a series of special symposia on the contributions of scholarship in international relations and comparative politics to knowledge and understanding of governance and politics in a contentious world.  More specifically, we are interested in one-page proposals for 3-4 high-quality, thematically related articles on major issues and new directions in international and comparative inquiry.  Proposals are expected to:

· Provide a clear and concise statement of the symposium theme;

· Discuss the interest and importance of the theme, with particular reference to its theoretical, methodological, and/or analytical justification; 

· Give examples of the articles, their relationships to the theme, and individuals who might author them; 

· State the technical feasibility of using a symposium.

General examples of symposia include, but are not limited to:

· New directions in international relations and/or comparative politics, notably theoretical advances, conceptual improvements, and/or state-of-the-science analytical and methodological innovations.

· The broader impact of inquiry in international relations and comparative politics, including the policy relevance and public value of research.

· The theoretical, conceptual, and analytical or methodological interface between international and comparative inquiry.


Inquiries about proposals should be directed to Steven Poe, Chief Editor of ISQ (steven_c_poe@unt.edu) not later than January 1, 2005.  Proposals should be received as pdf files sent to ISQ (isq@unt.edu) not later than March 15, 2005.  All proposals will be reviewed by the Chief Editor and Associate Editors John Booth, Steven Forde, David Mason, James Meernik, and Marianne Stewart.  Individuals submitting truly meritorious proposals then will be invited to develop symposia articles and to submit them as pdf files to the Chief Editor.  All symposia articles will enter ISQ’s standard review process, with authors notified of editorial decision by November 30, 2005.
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2004 annual report from the editors of Foreign Policy Analysis
Drafted on behalf of the FPA editors by

Douglas A Van Belle

Editor-in-Chief

December 2004

Introduction 

At the Montreal meeting of the International Studies Association, final approval was given for the creation of Foreign Policy Analysis as the fourth ISA journal.  With the goal of having a first issue published and in the hands of the membership before the ISA meeting in Honolulu, a call for submissions was immediately drafted and editorial work initiated.  The efforts of 2004 have been focused on simultaneously establishing the infrastructure for the new journal, while managing the peer review editorial process to complete the first issue.  With the tremendous amount of assistance offered by the newly selected FPA editorial board, the ISA, Blackwell, and individual ISA members, the first issue is on schedule, with page-proofs already in the hands of authors, and the development of the editorial structures and infrastructures has progressed more rapidly than expected.  At the end of 2004 routines and procedures for the handling of submissions, reviews and the assembly of the journal issues had all become established and refined to the point that we expect that most of the development efforts for 2005 will be focused on automating significant portions of the data management to assist with the increased influx of manuscripts we expect to follow the publication of the first issue
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Editorial Team

Taking advantage of the rapid increase in the speed, reliability and availability of electronic communication, the initial editorial team for Foreign Policy Analysis was assembled from a global pool of scholars.  Based in Wellington New Zealand, the editorial team includes of six individuals, from three different continents.  It includes: Douglas A. Van Belle (New Zealand), Alex Mintz (USA), Ralph Carter (USA), Philip Nel (New Zealand), Bengt Sundelius (Sweden) and Marijke Breuning (USA).

Points of summary for the editorial team include:

1. Extensive professional service to the Foreign Policy Analysis section of the ISA, with four having served as section president/chair, vice-president/vice-chair, and the section’s conference chair.

2. Extensive publication and research records in the field.

3. Previous editorial experience as book review editor (Breuning), editor of Foreign Policy Analysis Notes (Carter, Van Belle) and a FPA book series (Mintz).

4. A range of university working environments, from small state universities to large research universities of both US and European academic structures.

5. A complimentary range of research expertise to cover the prominent research approaches to FPA.

Marijke Breuning is Associate Professor of Political Science at Truman State University.  Her substantive work on foreign policy and development cooperation has been published in International Studies Quarterly, Comparative Political Studies, and numerous other journals.  Her work on the international studies curriculum and other pedagogical subjects has appeared in, e.g., International Studies Perspectives and PS.  She is currently part of the editorial teams of the Journal of Political Science Education and Foreign Policy Analysis.
Ralph G. Carter is Professor of Political Science and Director of the Washington Internship Program at Texas Christian University, where he has also previously served as department Chair. He teaches courses in International Politics, U.S. Foreign Policy, Russian Foreign Policy, and Mideast Conflicts.  He is the editor of Contemporary Cases in U.S. Foreign Policy: From Terrorism to Trade  (2002, 2005), co-author of Making American Foreign Policy (1994, 1996), author or co-author of more than two-dozen journal articles and book chapters, and a member of the Advisory Board for Annual Editions: American Foreign Policy.  His research agenda focuses on U.S. foreign, defence, and trade policy, with particular emphasis on the roles played by members of Congress. He has served the International Studies Association as a member of its Executive Committee, Governing Council (twice), and Finance Committee; as President of its Foreign Policy Analysis Section; and currently as President of its Midwest region.  He has also served on the program committee of the American Political Science Association.

Alex Mintz is Senior Fellow at UN Studies at Yale University and Cullen-McFadden Professor of Political Science and Director, Program in Foreign Policy Decision Making at Texas A&M University.  Professor Mintz is the 1993 recipient of the International Studies Association's Karl Deutsch Award for research.  He has published 9 books, edited volumes and monographs and 60 articles and chapters including several publications in the American Political Science Review, the American Journal of Political Science, the American Journal of Sociology and the Journal of Conflict Resolution. Professor Mintz is the Associate Editor for Experiments and Simulations for the Journal of Conflict Resolution and the editor of the Palgrave-Macmillan book series on Foreign Policy Analysis. Professor Mintz serves on the international boards of the Institute for Conflict Resolution in Sydney, Australia, the Korean Association of Public Policy, the Center for Continuous Auditing at TAMU, ECAAR-Israel, and the Internet Technology Group.  Professor Mintz has also served as President of the Foreign Policy Analysis section of the International Studies Association.
Philip Nel teaches Global Political Economy, Ethics in International Relations, and Global Governance in the Department of Political Studies, University of Otago, New Zealand. He taught for 20 years at the University of Stellenbosch, and initiated Stellenbosch’s highly successful BA and MA in International Studies. He has authored and co-authored seven books, and is editor (with Pat McGowan) of Power, Wealth and Global Equity: An International Relations Textbook for Africa (two editions). He has been visiting Professor in Germany and Japan, and has received the Alexander von Humboldt Research Fellowship (Germany), and a Research Fellowship from The Japan Foundation. Philip serves on the editorial boards of a further two international journals: Global Governance and Global Society. His current research focuses on two themes, namely global welfare inequalities and distributive justice, and the ethics of global governance

Bengt Sundelius is Professor of Government at Uppsala University and at the Swedish National Defence College. He has been a professor of political science and Director of the International Graduate School of University of Stockholm, Head of the Security and Foreign Policy Research Program of the Swedish Institute of International Affairs and Director of Research at the Swedish National Defence Research Establishment and most recently at the Swedish Emergency Management Agency.  Sundelius has served as vice president of the International Studies Association, was founding Chair of the Nordic International Studies Association, has  served on the Steering Committee of the ECPR Standing Group on International Relations. He has been editor of Cooperation and Conflict: Nordic Journal of International Studies (1994-1999) and has served on the editorial boards of the International Studies Review and International Studies Perspectives.  Sundelius has published fifteen books on foreign policy and security issues and his scholarly articles have appeared in International Studies Quartely, International Studies Perspectives, International Studies Review, Journal of Common Market Studies, West European Politics, Government and Opposition, Cooperation and Conflict.  Sundelius has extensive experience in training high level public officials in several countries in crisis management and decision-making under pressure. He has contributed to various government commissions in the area of security and defence policy.
Douglas A. Van Belle serves as Editor-in-Chief and manages the editorial offices in Wellington New Zealand.  A senior lecturer of Media Studies and Politics, his research examines the role of the international news media in foreign policy processes.  Recent books include Press Freedom and Global Politics (Praeger:2000) and A Comparative Analysis of the News Media’s Influence on British, Canadian, French, Japanese and US Development Aid Bureaucracies (Palgrave: 2004).  His research articles have appeared in several journals including: International Studies Quarterly, Journal of Peace Research, Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, Japanese Journal of Political Science, Political Research Quarterly, and Political Communication.

Editorial Board

The first task of the new editorial team was to name a new editorial board.  As can be seen in list provided above, an emphasis was placed on developing a board that represented the breadth of scholarship in the eclectic field of Foreign Policy Analysis.  The resulting board is geographically diverse, with 11 members from outside the US; inclusive, representing the full range of theoretical and methodological approaches to the subject; diverse across cohorts, with both young and more experienced scholars; and knowledgeable, with expertise ranging from feminist approaches to historical study of Indian foreign policy, to game theoretic approaches to the large-N empirical comparative study of global patterns of foreign policy outputs.

The editorial board should be credited with much of the editorial team’s success in meeting its 2004 goals.  In addition to actively encouraging submissions, the editorial board reviewed a tremendous number of articles, often setting aside all other work to provide the rapid turn around necessary to assemble the first issue.  In a two-week period in August, 2004, members of the editorial board provided 26 reviews, more than one review per member of the board, enabling the editorial team to get responses to authors in time to allow significant revisions to be completed before the deadline for Issue 1.  We have been fortunate to have a positive response to our requests for reviews, enabling us to limit the number of reviews we ask of our editorial board, but the quick and reliable responses have been critical in keeping submissions from getting stalled in the review process.

Submissions

The volume of submissions has been remarkable in both its quantity and in the quality of the articles.  The first submission arrived on 5 May and as of 18 November 42 manuscripts have been submitted.  Four manuscripts were withdrawn by the authors before entering review, in response to questions of fit or suggestions that obvious and substantial obstacles to publication be corrected before they were subjected to peer-review.  Of the remaining 38 manuscripts, 10 were rejected on initial review, 12 received favourable responses of R+R and 7 have been accepted for publication.  When the withdrawn papers are considered, this is an initial acceptance rate of approximately 17%.  It should be noted that these figures understate what will probably be the actual rejection rate for this year’s articles.  The editorial team has taken advantage of opportunity offered by the lack of any pre-existing backlog to give revise and resubmits to articles that required extensive revisions but showed promise of offering interesting conceptual or geographic perspectives on the field.  It is expected that a proportion of these will not advance to final acceptance.

Roughly one third of manuscripts in the review process have come from academics working outside the US, with three from Africa and two from Asia and a similar proportion have a woman as the lead or sole author.  Just over half list a woman as one of the authors.  Initial submissions included a relatively high number of senior academics, many of who appeared to be offering the best of their recent work as a way of supporting the establishment of the journal.  Submissions over the last few months of 2004 include a larger proportion of younger scholars.

For 2005 we expect an increase in the number of submissions to follow the delivery of the first issue and we are devoting significant efforts to preparing for a predicted 100 submission year.  This effort includes a web-based submission system, an improved data base and editorial intranet system that increases the automation of tracking reviewers, reviews and reminders for completing reviews, and a reduction in the extent of revisions we consider reasonable when giving R+R’s.

Issue 1, Volume 1

Issue 1 of Volume 1 presented a significant challenge.  We had roughly a 6-month window from the first submission to the day the manuscripts for Issue 1 needed to be delivered to Blackwell, and this had to be done while establishing the basic procedures we now use internally for handling documents, making decisions and generating correspondence.  Both reviewers and authors provided significant contributions to handling this challenge.  Reviewers, particularly those already mentioned in the discussion of the editorial board, responded quickly to requests and helped us keep our average response time to approximately 6 weeks and our longest initial review cycle thus far has been 10 weeks.  Six of the authors included in the first issue completed revisions, sometimes significant revisions, in less than a month to help us meet our first deadline.  In fact, the commitment and effort of these authors is part of the reason the 2005 volume will be weighted toward the first issue.  We felt it important that the first issue, the first impression most ISA members will have of FPA, be substantial, with the widest possible variety of quality research articles.  Issues 2 and 3 will likely include 5 articles each.

Issue 1 includes seven articles, six peer-reviewed research articles and one commissioned article reviewing FPA as a field of study.  David Kinsella, as the representative of the International Studies Review editorial team, was consulted regarding the inclusion of a field review article that would normally fall under the mandate of ISR.  Professor Kinsella agreed that the inclusion of this review article was an important part of defining the journal’s identity for both its readers and its potential contributors.  This will be the only field review article, and the only commissioned article FPA expects to publish.

Issue 1 Contents

Foreign Policy Analysis: Actor-Specific Theory and the Ground of International Relations

Valerie M. Hudson

Chinese Choices: A Poliheuristic Analysis of Foreign Policy Crises, 1950-1996

Patrick James and Enyu Zhang

Bridging the Realist/Constructivist Divide:  The Case of the

Counterrevolution in Soviet Foreign Policy at the End of the Cold War

Robert S. Snyder

Strategic Moral Diplomacy: Mandela, Qaddafi, and the Lockerbie Negotiations

Lyn Boyd-Judson

Accountability and America’s Secret Foreign Policy: Keeping A Legislative Eye on the CIA

Loch K. Johnson

The Domestic Determinants of Foreign Policy Behavior in Middle Eastern Enduring Rivals, 1948-1998

Christopher Sprecher and Karl DeRouen Jr

De-Europeanization by Default? Germany’s EU Policy in Defense and Asylum

Gunther Hellmann, Rainer Baumann, Monika Bösche, Benjamin Herborth and Wolfgang Wagner

Special Issues

The FPA editorial team has decided not to publish special or theme issues.  In the planning and proposal stages for the journal, a variety of special issue options were considered and indicated as possibilities, but there is no interest in pursuing any at the present time.

Editorial Procedures Established

All members of the editorial team play a significant role in the editorial process.  Correspondence with reviewers and authors as well as file keeping are centralized at the Wellington editorial office, but all other aspects of the review process are distributed to individual members of the team.  Selection of reviewers, assessment of the reviews, recommending editorial responses and the writing of response letters all are the responsibility of the editor assigned to a submission.  While the Editor-in-Chief has the authority to make final editorial decisions according to a vote among the editors, thus far, all decisions have been based on consensus.

Most editorial decisions are currently based upon two reviews.  Issues raised in reviews for each submission have tended to be consistent across reviewers and there has been little need for a third or tie-breaking review.  In some instances, where it would be impossible for a positive second review to compensate for the significant substantive issues raised in a first review, rejections have be made on the basis of a single review.  Authors, even when expressing disappointment over the outcome, have said that they appreciate the fact that we are trying to help them get the paper revised and to another journal as quickly as possible, rather than making them wait for another review just to issue a response we know will be negative.  Any reviews that arrive after a decision has been made are forwarded to the author.

FPA began by sending each manuscript out with the request for a review, but this created difficulties in tracking the review process, particularly in terms of when reviews could be expected and when a reminder should be sent.  At the end of October we switched to a query asking for willing reviewers to respond.  Using that response as the key point in the tracking process has tremendously simplified things.  Reviewers also seem to appreciate that the manuscript does not come with the request and we seem to be getting a higher, overall response rate even though there is an extra step involved.

The one significant editorial procedure that has yet to be implemented is the communication of the details of editorial decisions to the reviewers of each article.  This is important both for the transparency of the editorial process and for keeping reviewers, who are also likely to be contributors, abreast of how their reviews compare to others in the field of study.

The absence of this valuable editorial procedure, and also some of the difficulties tracking reviewers, is primarily due to the difficulties created by the unprofessional and unscrupulous behaviour of the contractor hired to create FPA’s web-based submission software.  From the end of May through the beginning of October, the software, which is simply an adaptation of the ISQ software, was “just a few days away” and the editorial office was caught between not wishing to waste effort on creating a system that would almost immediately be replaced by the software, and the extra labour of tracking submissions, reviewers and reviews by hand.  In September, the contractor began “reinterpreting” the contract, attempting to hold the final implementation of the software hostage.  The resulting negotiations were handled in the space of a single sentence, a sentence that became a very brief dismissal of his services when we voted, narrowly, to remove the expletives.

While we made no monetary payments to the programmer, the costs in terms of establishing our organization and our processes were substantial.  One casualty was in sending the information on decisions to the reviewers.  By the time the scramble to finally put something in place to do what the website was supposed to do, and also to get the first issue to Blackwell, a few faults and failures in the manual tracking system left us unable to carry this out retrospectively for 2004.  Priority was placed on keeping the anonymous review process anonymous, and information connecting some of the reviewers to specific reviews for specific articles was lost.  Another casualty was in actually getting these structures in place, tested and working properly, something that is still causing some difficulties and some extra work.

We have modified our manual tracking system and we are working on electronic and web database and submission systems.  We expect to have the user interface on the web fully functional in early 2005, the electronic data base behind the web page will be developed over the course of 2005 and will likely be set up as an Intranet editorial system connecting all the editors with an application built upon a Microsoft Access database.  When the database has been constructed and fully tested, FPA will probably ask the ISA to host this restricted access network, with the intention of leaving it in place for the eventual transition to a new editorial team and, if wanted, all or part can be used by the editorial teams of the other ISA journals.  In December 2004, modifications to the hand tracking system were put in place to prevent the loss of information connecting individual reviewers to specific articles and all submissions in 2005, should conform to the open standard established by ISQ
An additional factor that compounded the difficulties at that time was the departure of Dee Winterburn, the FPA editorial assistant.  Approximately one week prior to the climax of the software saga, Dee was offered a permanent teaching position at one of the local community colleges and with our encouragement, accepted it even though she had to start immediately.  Victoria University of Wellington has offered some additional administrative support, but it will not be until February 2005, that an assistant can be hired.

Outreach

In response to one of the issues discussed at the ISA editors meeting in Boston in July, 2004, the FPA editorial team has taken advantage of opportunities to provide outreach activities to countries and regions where increased participation, both in terms of ISA membership and in terms of submissions to ISA journals, is desired.  FPA funds were used to conduct Editor’s workshops, showcasing FPA, ISA journals, and the value of the ISA more generally at the New Zealand Political Studies Association annual meeting in Hamilton, New Zealand and the International Conference on African Conflicts Management: Resolution, Post-conflict Recovery and Development, in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  This effort will continue in 2005, with presentations at the Australasian Political Studies Association annual meeting and the World International Studies Conference in Istanbul, Turkey.  In 2006, there is a tentative plan for a workshop at International Political Studies Association world conference in Fukuoka, Japan.

Financial

While the departure of the FPA research assistant caused difficulties and added significantly to the workload of the editors right at the time we were trying to prepare the first issue for transmission to Blackwell, it eased the pressures on the start up budget ISA provided for 2004.  Adjusting spending to complement what the structure of VUW allows the Media Studies programme, and the school of social sciences and humanities to provide, the FPA budget has been spent on computer equipment, student assistant wages, and travel funds to supplement what has been made available for the editorial team.

With a start up budget of roughly NZ$17,000 (US$11,000) FPA spent NZ$5,000 on computer equipment and almost the same amount, NZ$5,500 on travel and meeting expenses for the editorial team.  NZ$500 has been spent on incidental expenses, including primarily data storage and back up mediums, and postage.  The remaining funds are budgeted toward travel expenses not yet reimbursed and for office related expenses that FPA agreed to, but has not yet been formally asked to pay.  In terms of the cash budget, FPA expects to carry over approximately NZ$800 from 2004 to 2005.

Victoria University of Wellington has added to its contribution to the editorial efforts by halving Van Belle’s teaching commitment from the 2-1 teaching load promised in the proposal for the journal, to a 1-½ schedule and providing the money to hire tutors to grade the coursework in the one large course he taught by himself.  The Royal Society of New Zealand had contributed NZ$15,000 worth of travel funds for research travel, which will be coordinated with FPA activities to reduce other expenses related to meetings and other activities of the FPA editorial team.

International Studies Perspectives (ISP)

Annual Editorial Report For AY 2004
Submitted by:

David Kinsella and Birol Yesilada, Editors (Portland State University)

On behalf of the entire Editorial Team:

John Damis (Portland State University)

Annette Jolin (Portland State University)

Ronald Tammen (Portland State University)
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and
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This report marks the end of the ISP’s first editorial term.  The outgoing editorial team is pleased with our progress in establishing ISP as leader in our field and is even more pleased that the journal is being handed over to a great team at Portland State.  The transition to the new team has been a smooth one, thanks largely to the work of Javier Morales-Ortiz (UConn, Managing Editor) and Sunny Petit (Portland State, Managing Editor).

As part of the transition, the outgoing team produced the February and May 2005 issues of ISP.  We also handed over approximately one issue of backlog that will be produced by the Portland State team for the August 2005 issue.  The November 2005 issue will thus be the first true issue from the Portland State team.

One of our major goals when the outgoing team took on the editorial duties in 2000 was to develop a manuscript flow sufficient to sustain four issues of the journal each year.  We feel that this goal has been accomplished, while maintaining a high level of quality in the published work.  Put simply, ISP is now a self-sustaining journal in terms of manuscript flow.  Underlying the data below, we are approaching 100 manuscript submissions each of the last two years.  This has meant that we have had to commission very little work for the pages of the journal.  It should be noted that the commissioned work this year focused on special topics, deemed valuable to our field by the editors.  We anticipate that a small number of commissioned pieces will be pursued in the years ahead, though the large share of the journal’s pages will be populated with “normal” peer reviewed work.  Please note that all commissioned work was peer reviewed.

With that said, ISP still is presented with the challenges of continued outreach to maintain that submission level over the longer term.  This means more intensive outreach to the policy community.  It also means actively searching the annual ISA program, and those of other regional and specialized meetings for manuscripts that might be appropriate for submission.  The main reason to continue this effort is that it will further publicize ISP’s mission to our field and those interested from the policy community.

ISA journal editors met together with Tom Volgy and Blackwell Publishing in July 2004 to discuss various issues relating to editorial practices, journal production, and marketing. All in attendance felt the experience was worthwhile, especially for the new editorial teams, and the editors agreed that it would be beneficial to meet on an annual basis as a group (not necessarily with Blackwell).

Appendix

Gender Breakdown for Submitted (Non-Commissioned) Manuscripts (total = 85)

NOTE:  numbers includes pending from 2003 carry-over into 2004

	Female (incl. all female co-author teams)
	Male (incl. all male co-author teams)
	Mixed Gender Co-Author Teams

	Total submitted:  18
	Total submitted:  53
	Total submitted:  14

	Accepted:  2
	Accepted:  12
	Accepted:  5

	Rejected:  13
	Rejected:  32
	Rejected:   6

	Result Pending: 1
	Result Pending: 5
	Result Pending: 2

	Revise & Resubmit: 2
	Revise & Resubmit: 4
	Revise & Resubmit: 1


Gender Breakdown for Commissioned Manuscripts (total = 4)

	Female (incl. all female co-author teams)
	Male (incl. all male co-author teams)
	Mixed Gender Co-Author Teams

	Total submitted: 1
	Total submitted:  3
	Total submitted:  0

	Accepted:  1
	Accepted: 2
	Accepted:  0

	Rejected:  0
	Rejected:  0
	Rejected:   0

	Result Pending: 0
	Result Pending: 1
	Result Pending: 0


Encyclopedia Project


ISA HQ has been approached by our publisher (Blackwell), interested in pursuing a partnership on an encyclopedia project. I cannot report specifics on this issue because as of this writing we have not yet met to discuss the range of details involved with the project, nor its scope. Since those meeting will occur shortly, I will be providing an oral report to the Governing Council on this issue. Neither has there been sufficient time to solicit feedback from the publications committee on this item; however, as time permits, I will try to brief the chair (Jim Ray) of the publications committee prior to the Governing Council meeting and seek his and the committee’s feedback.

Workshop Grants Committee Report 

Report of the ISA Workshop Grants Committee for 2004-2005

The Workshop Grants committee for the 2005 Convention consisted of Philip Schrodt (chair), , Michelle Benson, Martha Crenshaw, Steven Poe, and William Reed.

The committee received 13 proposals requesting a total of $72,000 in support; this was about half of the number of proposals and total requested funding that we received in the previous two years. There was also a substantial decline in the number of non-North American proposals compared to 2004. We had $35,000 to distribute—this is an increase of $7,000 from 2004—and we were able to fund more than half of the proposals. Following earlier practice, we restricted most grants to $5,000 to $6,000. 

As chair, I was somewhat concerned about the decline in the number of proposals, but note that there are at least three possible explanations

· Members, particularly those in Europe, recognized that the Honolulu site would entail unusually high airfares and hotel costs, and therefore the funding would not go as far, and decided not to apply this year;

· The low success rate in 2003 and 2004 (around 20%) has discouraged members from applying;

· A redesign of the ISA web site inadvertently resulted in members having difficulty finding the information about the Workshop Grants Committee during part of the summer.  This was corrected in August but may have discouraged some projects from getting underway in time to complete a proposal.

None of these are long-term problems: the first will not affect the next five meetings (all are in the continental United States); the second will lead to a cyclical pattern in submissions; and the third has been corrected.

Two years ago we instituted a procedure for electronic submission of proposals, and this continues to be a very popular format: none of the proposals were submitted using paper.  We made no further changes in the electronic submission format following several successful modifications we made in 2004, and we experienced no problems. 

Proposals were evaluated using a slight modification of the procedure developed in 1995 that has been used in past years.  Each proposal was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, then proposals were rank ordered based on the average rating.  Proposals are not evaluated by a committee member if he or she has a conflict of interest (as defined by the U.S. National Science Foundation norms for reviewers) with any of the initiators of a proposal.  All of our deliberations were done by email, though we were prepared to use a conference call if disagreements had arisen.

As in previous years, there was a great deal of consensus in the initial ratings, and a cluster of recipients emerged readily, with a large gap separating the rating of the lowest-ranked funded proposal and the rating of the next-best proposal.  While we did not explicitly try to balance the workshops among the various interest areas in the ISA, we feel that the resulting mix of successful proposals was broadly representative of the organization. Applicants were notified by email of the results of our deliberations during the third week of October 2004. 

The workshop proposals that were funded are the following (in alphabetical order by proposer); abstracts for each of these workshops can be found at http://people.ku.edu/~schrodt/ISA.workshops.html):

NGOs and National Reconciliation Among Former Enemies

Henry F. Carey, Georgia State University

Amount Requested $4,000

Amount Awarded: $4,000.

Cooperation, Collective Action and Non-State Actors in Eurasia/Middle East Relations

Gregory Gleason, University of New Mexico

Houman Sadri, University of Central Florida

Carol Saivetz, Harvard University

Amount Requested $5,000

Amount Awarded: $5,000.

Finance as Power: The Second Wave

Virginia Haufler, University of Maryland, College Park

Amount Requested $5,042

Amount Awarded: $5,000.

International Relations in International Communications: Connecting Approaches, Bridging Concepts and Evaluating Methods, Tools and Data

The International Communications Section of the International Studies Association

Amount Requested $5,550

Amount Awarded: $5,500.

The Political Economy of Multinational Corporations and Foreign Direct Investment

Nathan Jensen, Washington University, St. Louis

Quan Li, Pennsylvania State University

Amount Requested $6,000

 Amount Awarded: $5,500.

The Art Of Security: The Relationship Of Gender And Sex To Peace And Conflict  

Helen M. Kinsella, University of Wisconsin, Madison

Marysia Zalewski, Queen's University, Belfast, N. Ireland

Amount Requested $5,000

Amount Awarded: $5,000.

The Baltic Security Triangle: Scandinavia, Russia, and the European Union

Karen K. Petersen, Vanderbilt University

M. Donald Hancock, Vanderbilt University

Amount Requested $7,880

Amount Awarded: $5,000.

Respectfully submitted,

Philip A. Schrodt, University of Kansas
Chair, ISA Workshop Grants Committee

Long Range Planning Committee Report

Memorandum to:


Governing Council, ISA

From:




Ron Tammen, Chair






Long Range Planning Committee

Subject:



Annual Report

During the past year the Long Range Planning Committee has made a transition from focusing on immediate issues to a more traditional strategic planning function.  In the first phase of this transition the Committee was requested to provide advice to the leadership of ISA on two priority issues:  (1) Creating a long range blueprint for the allocation of resources by ISA for Member Services; and (2) Assessing the relative value and/or liability resulting from the rapid growth of ISA.

Although hampered by the loss of key Committee members during the year and certain geographic constraints, the Committee developed and circulated a discussion paper on these topics.
 Individual Committee members offered reflections on the key points in this paper.  There was general agreement on the following observations:

The rapid growth and development of ISA is a positive indicator that the organization has tapped into a need and developed a reservoir of support world wide.  This expansion strongly positions ISA for the challenges of the next 10 years.

Recognizing the value of growth, the Committee also concluded that ISA should mitigate against the depersonalization within a large organization by encouraging more intellectual activity among smaller groups of scholars. Consequently the following recommendation:

Recommendation.  Given sufficient funding, ISA should increase support for workshop grants.  In addition the organization should support members that develop innovative concepts for encouraging smaller groups of scholars to cooperate either electronically or in cross regional meetings. This support could take the form of planning grants and experimental grants. 


This recommendation bridges both of the issues charged to the Committee’s review in phase one.   

In the second phase of the transition, the Committee was requested to broaden its perspective to include long range planning for 5-10 years including an assessment of the following issues:


Given current trends, what will ISA look like in 2010?  

What impact will changing regional demographics (membership) have on the organization, including member services and its governing structure?


What impact will continuing growth have on member services?

With a new membership roster, the Committee will deliberate on these issues with the expectation of providing the Governing Council a report at ISA-Hawaii.  The Committee welcomes, and in fact needs, the advice of the Governing Council during the deliberations on the topics above. 

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES ASSOCIATION

Long Range Planning Committee

Briefing Paper

DRAFT

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an outline of the issues that the Long Range Planning Committee has been asked to examine.  

Charge

The Long Range Planning Committee has been charged by the Governing Council and the President of ISA to engage in traditional long range planning practices. We have been requested to give two issues priority treatment.  (1) Creating a long range blueprint for the allocation of resources by ISA for Member Services; and (2) Assessing the relative value and/or liability resulting from the rapid growth of ISA.

Allocation of Resources for Member Services: Options for Consideration

Background Information:

The rapid growth in ISA membership (80 countries and 3,000 Members) coupled with increasing conference participation has created revenues approaching $1 million.  This is a five fold increase from ten years ago.  

The Governing Council, noting the increase in annual revenue, has made a series of strategic allocation decisions including the following:

To invest in a professional staffing structure for the organization that would be portable and self contained.

To create an endowment which would provide ISA with increased flexibility in its association with its host institution and to provide security against unexpected events.

To enhance Member Services.

The first two items substantially are complete at this point (understanding that endowments are seldom “sufficient”). As for the third, the decision to identify which specific Member Services should be funded and in what amounts originally was delegated to the Finance Committee and the Treasurer.  The Finance Committee and Treasurer, noting that they had a competing mandate to maintain a financially healthy organization, decided to pass Member Services decisions off to the Long Range Planning Committee.  ISA now requests that the Long Range Planning Committee examine this issue to create, if possible, a master allocation plan that does not rely solely on ad hoc opportunities.  

The following list of activities represents decisions already addressed by the Governing Council. These categories could be prioritized, expanded or reduced, within the framework of a long term plan.  Our Committee is not constrained only to these options.  Additional concepts are listed under New Ideas.  You are invited to add to these lists.  Together, they represent a starting point for discussion.  

Currently Funded Initiatives

Travel Support for the Annual Conference.  Travel support has been almost doubled in recent years to about $70,000.  This funds about 6-7% of the requests made.

Support for Program Chair of the Annual Conference.  Responsibilities have grown exponentially along with applications for papers/panels.  The Hawaiian Conference already has 750 more applications than any other ISA Conference.

Subvention for the editorial teams and the new Journals.  Editorial expenses have increased substantially.

Workshop Grants.  Leveraging research ideas and agendas with small meeting grants.  Now about $35,000 which supports about 6-7 grants.

Subsidizing ISA Conferences in Europe.  Conferences in European capitals often are too expensive for junior scholars.  About $10,000 currently allocated for this purpose.

 New Ideas 

Enhancing relationships with partner associations nationally and internationally.  Nationally: Create cooperative programs—joint ventures—with domestic academic associations.  Internationally: specialized small programs to link regions, bridge issues, combine theory and policy.

Programs to assist ISA scholars to become participants in and have influence with the policy community.

A prioritized allocation plan should flow from or be consistent with Member interests.  Assessing Member interests is the difficult issue.  According to ISA leadership, the survey commissioned by the Long Range Planning Committee did not result in much, if any, useful information. Thus the Long Range Planning Committee is operating without a functional data base on Member attitudes on Member Services.

Issues for Discussion

Does the Committee have enough information to make informed decisions about Member Service allocations?  Is there a way to secure such information short of commissioning another survey which is both expensive and time consuming?

Does the Committee have any other, new perspectives to bring to the table that respond to the challenge issued to us to conduct long range planning?  For example, should the Committee attempt to design a strategic plan for 5 or 10 years?   Has ISA thought through its long range objectives with regard to its relationships with its 44 Cooperating Organizations?  Is ISA meeting its stated Goals?

Assessing the Relative Value and/or Liability of Rapid Growth

This is an issue that has been discussed by various Committees and officers but never with any clear resolution or guidance.  All parties recognize that it may not be a resolvable matter but the Long Range Planning Committee has been asked to give it consideration.  

Background Information

ISA was created in 1959 over concerns that APSA was unresponsive to IR theory and international policy interests.  In its early years, it was envisioned that ISA would be a small, concentrated organization with a high degree of specialization.  Since that time, ISA has expanded rapidly and broadly.       

The sheer size of ISA has caused some to reflect upon the lost opportunities for smaller conferences with greater personal interaction.  Others find that the larger critical mass offers substantially more coverage of issues, methodologies and opportunities for participation.  

Issues for Discussion

Is this a resolvable matter?  Are concerns about the size of ISA widespread in the Membership or is this an artifact of “longing for days gone by.”   

If the size issue is held to be significant, are there solutions in terms of structuring smaller conferences or workshops and regional events?  Are there new ways to communicate in smaller groups such as electronic conferences?

Growth has provided some financial flexibility to ISA and has raised its profile.  The organization seems to be tapping a deep base of interest in the academic community.  If these statements are accurate, perhaps the issue is not growth itself but the management of growth.  Does the Committee have any reflections on this issue?

Ron Tammen, Director

Mark O. Hatfield School of Government 

Portland State University

Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee Report

Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee Recommendations on Issues Regarding Plagiarism, adopted by Governing Council, 2004 Annual Meeting.

Recommendations about whether or not this particular committee on Professional Rights and Responsibilities should address the issue of plagiarism.

“The committee recommends that ISA formulates a general, brief but very strong statement condemning plagiarism as a violation of professional conduct and civil law. Beyond that, neither this Committee nor ISA has the legal competence or resources that would allow us to develop a mechanism to adjudicate claims. Furthermore, participation at the Meetings and in the business of the association does not--with the exception of the explicit employees of the association--create any oversight or responsibilities on the part of the Association."

Draft of a possible statement on plagiarism, if this recommendation is adopted:

“The ISA strongly condemns any unauthorized and undocumented expropriation of intellectual property. As an example, plagiarism of text written by (an)other scholar(s) while presenting it as one's own is not only a violation of law in most societies, but a serious offense against the fundamental ethical tenets of the academic profession.”

For the Committee: Etel Solingen (Chair)
Blackwell/ISA Letter to Ashgate Regarding Plagiarism of ISQ Article

December 3, 2004

Rachel Lynch

Managing Director

Ashgate Publishing Ltd

Gower House, Croft Road

Aldershot

Hampshire GU11 3HR

United Kingdom

Dear Ms Lynch:

We are writing jointly as author, publisher, and copyright holder of “The Politics of International Agenda-Setting: Reagan and North-South Relations” (“the Article”) which appeared in Volume 36, Issue 3 (September 1992) of the journal International Studies Quarterly (ISSN 0020-8833).

It has come to our attention that significant sections of the Article have been reproduced without attribution in Neil Winn’s book European Crisis Management in the 1980s, published by Dartmouth Publishing Company in 1996 (ISBN 185521878X).  Specifically, pages 313-316 of the Article are reproduced in large part on pages 23-28 of Neil Winn’s text (please refer to the attached summary).

We have no record of permission being granted for the use of this material and, therefore, we must assume that this is a serious case of plagiarism and infringement of the legal and moral rights of the copyright holder, the International Studies Association.

Due to the seriousness of this case we require that the following action be taken:

· That you cease and desist from promoting, distributing, and selling European Crisis Management in the 1980s with immediate effect; 

· That the remaining stock of European Crisis Management in the 1980s be recalled from all retail outlets and all stock destroyed;

· That an account of all copies printed and distributed prior to the recall be sent to our attention; 
· That any electronic versions of European Crisis Management in the 1980s be removed from any and all websites;

· That an account of any rights sales (including translation, electronic, photocopying, distribution licenses) be sent to our attention;

· That all licensees be informed of this case and instructed to cease production of their licensed versions. If licensed versions are already in print, or available electronically, to instruct such versions to be recalled and destroyed, or removed from websites;

· That an apology be sent from Neil Winn to ourselves;

· That any material from the Article be omitted from any future printings or editions of European Crisis Management in the 1980s;
· That confirmation that the above-mentioned instructions have been completed be sent to our attention as soon as possible;

· That damages, to an amount to be determined, be paid following the completion of the above-mentioned instructions.

We reserve the right to pursue all other legal and equitable remedies should you not comply with this request.

We request that you acknowledge receipt and intent to comply by return of post.

Sincerely yours,

Steven Livingston


Thomas J. Volgy



Robert Campbell 

Professor of Political Science

Executive Director


President
Middle Tennessee State University
International Studies Association

Blackwell Publishing

cc:  Neil Winn

Enclosure

	“The Politics of International Agenda-Setting: Reagan and North-South Relations” by Steven G. Livingston (ISQ 1992 36:3 313-316)
	European Crisis Management   Neil Winn (Introduction pp. 23-28) 1996

	International agenda-setting remains one of the least studied and least understood processes of international politics.  This article develops a general framework for understanding the politics of international agenda-setting.  The framework is applied to the attempt by the Reagan administration to remove North-South relations from the international agenda in the early 1980s.


	International agenda-setting in policy coordination remains one of the least studied and least understood processes of international politics.  This part of the analysis develops a general framework for understanding the politics of international agenda setting during periods of international crisis.  The framework is applied to US-Western European power relations in the three case studies. 



	Agenda-setting is the process of raising issues to salience among the relevant community of actors.  Its political importance is widely recognized (Bachrach and Baratz, 1962, et al.).  Through control of the agenda, “some issues are organized into politics while others are organized out” (Schattschneider, 1960).  Control of the agenda is elemental; it “becomes a primary tool for securing and extending power” (Light, 1982:2).  Failure not only dooms the prospects of action on one’s perceived major problems, it compels attention to issues one may find inappropriate, undesirable, or injurious. 
	Agenda-setting is the process of raising issues tin the process of policy coordination between two or more actors to salience among the relevant community of actors.  Its political importance is widely recognized (Bachrach and Baratz, 1962, et al.).  Through control of the international agenda, “some issues are organized into politics while others are organized out” (Schattschneider, 1960).  Control of the international crisis agenda in the policy coordination process is crucial; it becomes a primary tool for securing and extending power.  Failure not only dooms the prospects of influencing one’s adversaries, and one’s partners, in crisis policy-making,  it compels attention to the issue of whether one is weak or inefficient in making crisis policy.  



	A better understanding of international agenda-setting fills an important gap in our current knowledge of international politics.  Systemic theories of international politics are frequently criticized for their inability to predict or explain specific outcomes. These theories often do better in describing general contours than in providing explanations about particular issues or events in international politics.  Both realism and neoliberalism, for example, provide outlines of relevant systemic factors and processes in particular circumstances.  An understanding of agenda-setting processes can help fill this gap.  First, agenda politics is the intermediate between systemic properties and a priori actor concerns on one hand, and the actual substantive focus of international behaviors and foreign policies on the other.  If one finds plausible that what is at issues affects the nature of ensuing politics (a variant of Schattschneider’s “new policies make new politics”), this is of primary importance.  Second, the agenda-setting process illuminates the conditions under which the factors and processes identifies by systemic theories are actually translated in to outcomes in particular cases. 
	A better understanding of international agenda-setting during conditions of crisis fills an important gap in our current knowledge of international politics.  Systemic theories of international politics are frequently criticized for their inability to predict or explain specific outcomes.  These theories, it is often said, do better in describing general contours than in providing explanations about particular issues or events – such as crises - in international politics. Both neorealism and neoliberalism, for example, provide outlines of relevant systemic factors and processes but say less about the appropriateness, power, or utility of these factors and processes in particular circumstances.  An understanding of agenda-setting processes can help fill this gap.  First, agenda politics is the intermediate between systemic properties and a priori actor concerns on the one hand, and the actual substantive focus of crisis policy-making and foreign policies on the other.  If one finds plausible that what is at issues affects the nature of ensuing politics, this is of primary importance.  Second, the analysis of the agenda-setting process illuminates the conditions under which the factors and processes identified by systemic theories are actually translated in to outcomes in particular cases.



	Failure to consider agenda-setting processes leads analysts to erroneous predictions and understandings about major international issues and their outcomes….  The low attention accorded to agenda-setting politics is, however, not surprising given the relatively little work done on this subject within the study of international politics.  Keohane and Nye, and Mansback and Vasquez remain the only studies directly addressing agenda formation.  Both are self-consciously exploratory.  They are also similar in approach, conceptualizing the agenda as a queue of issues ranked in salience through actors’ employment of pre-existing international processes or institutions.
	Failure to consider agenda-setting processes leads analysts to erroneous predictions and understandings about major international issues and their outcomes.  This, in my belief, has been the case for many years in the sub-field of international crisis studies.  The low attention accorded to agenda-setting politics is, however, not surprising given the relatively little work done on this subject within the study of international politics.  Keohane and Nye, and Mansback and Vasquez remain the only studies directly dealing with agenda formation.  Both are self-consciously exploratory.  They are also similar in approach, conceptualizing the agenda as a queue of issues ranked in salience through actors’ employment of pre-existing international processes or institutions.

	In Power and Interdependence, Keohane and Nye argue the growing importance of agenda-setting and offer a list of factors that may affect agenda formation, highlighting, in particular, the malfunctioning of international regimes.  Later, they acknowledge that “we do not specifiy and model of agenda change.”  Mansbach and Vasquez offer a more extended discussion of agenda-setting, focusing on ‘access routes’ by which actor issues are placed on the systemic agenda.  “These access routes determine what resources are necessary to get an issue on the agenda.”  They suggest ‘high status’ actors have direct access to the agenda whereas weaker actors must use international organizations or transnational groups or engage in disruptive behaviors.  The “nature of formal and informal access point, a structural variable…” is thus cited as the key to agenda control.  However, much of their concern is with developing an issue cycle typology, and the formation or operation of these access routes or points is not developed. 
	In Power and Interdependence, Keohane and Nye argue the growing importance of agenda-setting and offer a list of factors that may affect agenda formation, crises, in particular, or the malfunctioning of international regimes.  Later, they acknowledge that “we do not specifiy and model of agenda change.”  Mansbach and Vasquez offer a more extended discussion of agenda-setting, focusing on ‘access routes’ by which actor issues are placed on the systemic agenda.  Thus, “the access routes determine what resources are necessary to get an issues on the political coordination agenda in an institutional framework.”  They suggest ‘high status’ actors have direct access to the agenda whereas weaker actors must use international organizations or transnational groups or engage in trying to outsmart the high status power.  The “nature of formal and informal access point, a structural variable…” is thus cited as the key to agenda control.  However, much of their concern is with developing an issue cycle typology, and the formation or operation of these access routes or points is not developed. 



	An Agenda-Setting Framework

The lack of an agreed upon agenda locale, let alone an explicit document, frustrates the analysis of international agenda-setting…. we must begin by figuring out where the agenda is…  I start, then, with an understanding that international agenda-setting is similarly embedded in the practices of international relations, allowing for the relative lack of formalization and “fuzziness” of these practices.   Practices may be defined as that instantiation of systemic rules and relationship…. Using Mansbach and Vasquez’s terminology, I label these sites ‘agenda access points’.  It is through utilizing access points that agenda-setting occurs, and the agenda is controlled.
	An Agenda-Setting Framework

The lack of an agreed upon agenda locale, let alone an explicit document, frustrates the analysis of international agenda-setting.  We must begin by analyzing where the agenda is.  I start with the premise that international agenda-setting – in periods of normal day-to-day decision-making – is embedding in the practices of international relations.   Practices may be defined as informal systemic rules and relationship.  During periods of international crisis these rules and relationships between actors in the system undergo a qualitative change.  Everyday practices and rules are overturned for issue-specific analyses related to the specified crisis.  Issues related to actors’ relations during conditions of international crisis are conducted within policy sites.  I label these sites ‘agenda access points’.  It is through utilizing access points that agenda-setting occurs, and the agenda is influenced. 

	An agenda item, or issue, may be conceptualized as a defined problem, a set of alternative solutions, and an attached level of salience (cf. Light, 1982:3).  Access points arise at positions from or through which these three elements can be couples.  They are points from which an actor can, through some contextually appropriate and meaningful action, crystallize issue definition through compelling global attention to it….

Actors are dependent upon the existence of access points to define their issues systematically.  
	An agenda item, or issue, may be conceptualized as a defined problem, a set of alternative solutions, and an attached level of salience.  Access points arise at positions from or through which these three elements can be linked.  They are points from which an actor can, through some contextually appropriate action, crystallize issue definition through compelling attention to it.  Actors are dependent upon the existence of access points to shape their issues systematically.  Access points during periods of international crisis are by definition less common than in normal day-to-day politics, partly because secrecy and speed are of even greater importance to policy-makers. 



	Table 1 indicates important, though not exhaustive, dimensions of international practices with generic access points that arise from them.  Knowledge refers to existing understandings of international rules which “serve as a guide to public policy” (Haas, 1980:368); communications channels, transnational communication patterns; institutional loci of decision-making, arenas where an issue may be legitimately raised and their decision rules; and diplomatic norms, shared understandings of the legitimate and effective forms of formal interstate behavior.    
	The Table below indicated important, though not exhaustive, dimensions of international practices with generic access points that arise from them.  Knowledge refers to existing understandings of international rules that serve as a guide to public policy.  Knowledge access points are attained through either a site of global knowledge production, such as the CIA, or via supportive knowledge such as exchanges of information between national foreign ministries.  Communication Channels refers to transnational crisis communication patterns between states.  The analysis focuses on American and European linkages to transnational networks.  What methods or crisis tactics do the Europeans use in order to influence American policy?  Institutional loci of decision-making refers to bilateral states possess certain shared understanding of how to coordinate policy. 

	Actors must evoke and utilize existing access points to press their favoured agenda items.  But the practices of international relations at any one time situate actors differently in regard to these points.  Actors may possess or be favorably located to use access points, enabling or strengthening their agenda-setting abilities.  Or they may be far from such points; they may lack or oppose dominant knowledges, appropriate norms of diplomacy, and so forth.  The former set of actors are structurally favored in agenda politics.  The latter set face deep constraints.  Lack of suitable access points suggests not only an inability to achieve salience, but an accompanying inability to control the issue definition and alternative specifications processes…
	Actors must find and utilize existing access points to press their favoured agenda items.  But the practices (i.e. the character) of international relations during a crisis will depend upon the context and timing of the crisis.  At any one time actors may be favourably located at access points, enabling or strengthening their agenda-setting abilities.  Or they may be far from such points; they may lack the necessary knowledge, force or will to structurally favoured in crisis agenda-setting politics.  The latter set face deep constraints.  Lack of suitable access points causes not only an inability to achieve influence, but an accompanying inability to control the issue definition and alternative specification processes. 

	TABLE 1. Agenda access points. 


	TABLE ONE: Agenda Access Points

SAME – except  “Crisis” is added to communication channels and diplomacy 


Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee Report


The Committee was asked to look at two issues for this year: ISA’s involvement with partisan issues, and an analysis of section panel quotas at our annual meetings. The reports on both of these items are presented below:

On Political Matters

The Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee was asked to make a recommendation regarding under what conditions, if any, that the International Studies Association as an association should take positions on political matters.  The committee unanimously agreed that ISA should not, as a rule, take positions on partisan issues.  The committee also concluded that it was in the association’s interest to consider resolutions related to the support and maintenance of academic freedom.

Section I:

With regard to the committee’s unanimous conclusion that the association should not as a rule take positions on partisan issues, the committee noted several reasons to support this conclusion.  First, the purpose of the association as stated in the ISA Constitution does not include, and in fact explicitly excludes, the association from taking positions on partisan issues.  As stated in the Constitution of the International Studies Association, “The Purpose of the Association is to serve the needs and enhance the capacities of scholars, practitioners, and others without regard to nationality—having a professional interest in expanding, disseminating, and applying knowledge of interrelations among nations and peoples.”  Under Article II, the Constitution further notes that “The Association is educational and non-partisan.  It will not support or oppose political parties or candidates.  It may take positions on issues only if they are immediately and directly concerned with the purpose stated above and only within the limits that must be observed to maintain tax exemption under the revenue laws of the country in which the headquarters are located.”  The ISA Constitution thus prevents the association from taking positions on any issues that are not directly related to serving the needs and enhancing the capacities of scholars and practitioners.  

Further, partisanship is not one of the primary goals of ISA and may in fact be antithetical to the realization of some of ISA’s stated goals.  The ISA Officer’s Handbook states that ISA has the following goals: 

(1) Provide opportunities for communications among educators, researchers, and practitioners in order to continually share intellectual interests and meet the challenges of a changing global environment; 

(2) Develop contacts among specialists from all parts of the world in order to facilitate scientific and cultural change;

(3) Provide channels of communication between academics and policy makers to promote a successful link between the production of knowledge and its utilization;

(4) Improve the teaching and dissemination of ideas, concepts, methods, and information in the field of International Studies; and 

(5) Maintain a World Wide Web Page on the Internet at: www.isanet.org.

The ability of ISA to achieve these goals would likely be undermined if the association were to begin to take political positions on partisan issues.  However, the committee did note that the association has in fact taken implicit positions on social/political issues, such as when it mandated that our investment should only go to socially responsible funds

Second, the diversity of ISA membership ensures that there will be few partisan issues on which the ISA membership would generally agree.  Currently, the association includes more than 3,000 members from nearly 80 countries.  The association’s desire to encourage international membership particularly from the developing world and from other areas not currently well-represented will increase the cultural and political diversity of the membership even more.  This international diversity is a key strength of ISA and differentiates it from other associations.  Politicizing the association by taking partisan positions would prove detrimental to maintaining and enhancing the association’s international membership.  

Third, there is no effective institutional mechanism by which a consensus on partisan issues could be obtained. While a mechanism exists to propose (via the Annual Meeting of Members) and adopt resolutions (via vote by the Governing Council), these resolutions must be “consistent with this Constitution”.  Any resolution not directly related to the purposes of the association could not be put forward.  Further, the Governing Council consists of the Executive Committee, the head of each component unit of ISA and six at-large representatives.  These individuals typically represent their section, not the political interests of the section membership.  Therefore, a two-thirds majority in the Governing Council in favor of a partisan resolution need not imply that the membership at large would support the resolution.  

The committee also noted that, while it did not believe that the association should take partisan positions, its membership is clearly not barred from doing so.  The committee recommends that ISA consider adopting a resolution similar to that found in the Constitution of the American Political Science Association:  “. . .the Association nonetheless actively encourages in its membership and its journals, research and concern for significant contemporary political and social problems and policies, however controversial and subject to partisan discourse in the community at large these may be” (Article II). 

Section II.

While the committee was able to reach immediate agreement regarding the issue of taking positions on partisan issues as a rule, the more difficult question dealt with whether the association should take positions on issues that more directly related to the association’s purpose of serving the needs and enhancing the capacities of “scholars, practitioners, and others without regard to nationality.”  The constitution allows, but does not require that the association take a position on “issues that are immediately and directly concerned with the [association’s] purpose” so long as the position does not threaten the association’s tax exempt status. 

The committee believed that as an association of scholars and practitioners joined together primarily by our interest in intellectual advancement and communication that encouraging the maintenance and advancement of academic freedom was in fact central to our organization and consistent with the association’s purpose.  The point is made best by considering the association’s ability to pursue any of the goals listed above in the absence of academic freedom.  The committee also believes that the association’s diversity is not an impediment to its ability to take a position on such issues.  While the association’s membership is diverse, the committee believes that academic freedom is a core value of the association’s membership.

The committee notes that a sister organization, the American Political Science Association, similarly differentiates between taking partisan positions generally and taking positions in support of academic freedoms.  While the APSA Constitution states generally that it is non-partisan and will not take partisan positions, it also states that “The Association shall not be barred from adopting resolutions or taking such other action as it deems appropriate in support of academic freedom and of freedom of expression by and within the Association, the political science profession, and the university, when in its judgment such freedom has been clearly and seriously violated or is clearly and seriously threatened” (Article II).  

According to Michael Brintnall, executive director of APSA, this language was used recently to support the decision not to speak out on the Iraq War and not to take a position on a petition calling for free college education for all.  In recent years, however, APSA has taken positions on HR 3077 (the Higher Education Act), the denial of visas to Cuban scholars, and the trial of Dr. Saad Eddin Ibrahim (letters attached).  APSA has also taken positions on research protection and higher education issues (e.g. increasing the National Science Foundation budget).  Brintnall notes that maintaining a line between purely partisan issues and issues that violate or seriously threaten academic freedom and freedom of expression is difficult and that many in APSA have expressed an interest in “projecting their voice” more broadly so as to speak out on non-academic human rights issues.  The council has formed an informal group to consider such issues.  It is clear that opening the door to any political activity can open the door further.  

In light of these considerations as well as the reasons noted above to avoid partisan issues generally, the committee recommends that the association consider resolutions only directly related to infringements on and in support of academic freedom.  The method to propose a resolution to the Governing Council is outlined in the ISA Constitution.  The committee further recommends that to the extent that the association takes a position on an issue in support of academic freedom, any action by the association is limited to a written letter communicating the association’s position to the appropriate individuals.  Under no circumstances, did the committee believe that the association should provide financial support or an endorsement to any organization, party, or individual based on their positions on any issue including academic freedoms.  

Although the committee favored severely limiting the conditions under which the association as an organization should take a position on political issues, the committee encourages the association to provide venues for the membership to express their own political positions and discuss contemporary political issues.  Given that the program is established months before the meeting, we recommend setting aside 2 to 3 panels each convention for a discussion topic to be named later.    

On Panel Quotas

The Professional Rights and Responsibilities Committee was asked to review the manner by which panel quotas were assigned to sections for the International Studies Association annual meeting.  We reviewed the available data over the past several years (2002-2005) and came to the following conclusions.  First, all of the recent program directors believed that with rare exception, they were able to accommodate the demands of each section and often were able to extend the number of panels beyond the original quota if the section submitted panels beyond the quota number.  Second, all of the program directors used a variety of methods to generate final panel quotas, both qualitative and quantitative.  The total number of rooms available at the particular site was the starting point for all quota assignments.  Since the total number of rooms available can change, the absolute number of panels assigned to a section can vary even when the proportion of panels assigned to a section remains constant. Beyond general room availability, all of the program directors used the quota assignments and actual allocation of panels from the preceding year as a starting point for their allocations.  The program directors reported that quotas were modified based on section membership and on the number of paper and panel submissions to that section.  The program directors generally felt that it was difficult to assign quotas based on any hard formula, but did generally concur that the number of submissions to the section carried more weight than section membership.  

The program directors also noted that final panel allocations often differed markedly from the original quota assignment.  In some instances, the section was not able to put together a sufficient number of panels to meet their quota.  More commonly, some sections organized and submitted a number of quality panels beyond their quota.  In recent years, program directors have been able to accommodate many of these additional panels because ISA headquarters has been able to secure additional rooms beyond the original allotment.  Past program directors reported that the allocation of these additional panels typically was based on the number of panels actually submitted by the sections and on the responsiveness of the section organizers.  Sections that turned in panel assignments promptly and with all necessary information provided (chair and discussant) were typically rewarded by additional panel assignments if requested and if available.  

Professional Development Committee Report

2004 Annual Report for the Standing Committee on Professional Development

Chair: Alan Lamborn (Colorado State University)

Members: Christian Davenport, University of Maryland, Robert Latham, Social Science Research Council, Helen Milner, Columbia University, Gregory Sanjian, Bucknell Univesity

The two panel discussions the committee sponsored at that 2004 convention in Montreal –Academic and Non-Academic Careers: From Survival Skills to Ultimate Goals; Publishing: Finding Appropriate Outlets and Learning the Rules of the Road – were well-attended and generated many useful questions and comments from the floor.  The success of those discussions reinforced the observation in the 2003 Annual Report that “at present we seem to have developed a successful model for putting together popular panel discussions [at the annual conventions].”  Two questions remained after Montreal: how we might institutionalize the model for these panel discussions (a question that has become more pressing after the experience planning for the 2005 convention); and whether we should explore some initiatives that go beyond the activities at the annual convention.

On the first question – how to institutionalize the committee’s panels – Karen May, Assistant to the Program Chair for the 2005 convention, has indicated that there are a variety of mechanisms available for making sure the committee’s panels don’t fall through the cracks in the data base and that they are given access to time slots that work well for the audiences they are designed to reach.  I would ask the Governing Council’s support for moving ahead in this direction.

That leaves the more fundamental question of how we might move beyond these convention activities to create a more broadly based set of professional development activities for ISA’s members.  The most intriguing possibility involves developing a more ongoing and coordinated relationship with ISA’s five regions.  The most direct way to lay the groundwork for achieving that goal would be to incorporate regional representation in the committee’s membership.

The current rules on committee membership call for the president of ISA to appoint (with concurrence of the Governing Council) members on two-year staggered terms, including at least two who presently participate in non-academic positions and/or are in the practice of training others for non-academic positions.  After consulting with Bill Thompson and Tom Volgy, I asked the presidents of the regions whether they were interested in participating in an experiment that would put regional representatives on the committee.  They not only responded positively to the idea in principle, they agreed to serve as the representatives during the initial experimental period.  It is my hope that their willingness to invest their time in this experiment will make it possible for committee to more fully achieve the mission it was given when it was created about six years ago:

· Give voice to the interests and needs of graduate students and junior faculty members of ISA.

· Promote the professionalism of young scholars.

· Promote young scholars’ active participation in ISA.

· Develop and provide a forum to assist young scholars in expanding their careers inside and outside of academia.

Diversity Committee Report

Region and Section Business

Rechartering of Sections:


International Communication


International Ethics


SSIP

Other Business

Old Business

New Business


We have received the following request via the Middle East Studies Association:

We are asking the American Political Science Association; International Studies Association; Middle East Studies Association; and the Asian Studies Association to call, along with other professional association, for a national day [or week] of campus teach-ins on the U.S. role in the Iraq War and the War on Terror, to be held in April, 2005 [proposed date: Friday, April 22, or week of April 18].  The purpose of these teach-ins is to encourage and enable scholars with expertise in one or more areas related to these wars to share that knowledge with a wider range of students than is able to enroll in these scholars’ classes.  The goal is simply to educate students about the background to these wars and the most recent developments in them, and to engage students in the theoretical and ethical questions the conflicts raise.  Thus the events would not be linked to any particular programmatic agenda – and it is presumed that the participating scholars would have and offer a range of opinions as to what policies should be pursued. 

The sponsors of the event(s) on any given campus could be an individual department, a group of departments, of simply a group of interested faculty.  Ideally, once the national organizational sponsorship has been confirmed, an announcement could be sent to the Chronicle of Higher Education, and to the professional associations’ memberships, and faculty on the different campuses could then take the initiative to begin organizing.  If possible, some central website could serve as a clearinghouse of events on participating campuses.

P.S.

Hi Tom,
I forward this from Marsha P-P on the teach ins on Iraq War and War on Terror:

Please tell Tom Volgy that Craig Murphy, a former ISA pres, and James Der Derian have endorsed the call (I can't remember if I wrote that last week or not).

P.S. should be worded National call for teach-ins NOT Call for National teach-ins.

Best,
Amy

* Karen May has provided invaluable assistance in preparing this report. 


� In making such decisions we must balance the educational function of the journal, in assisting authors in need of help against our need not to keep the goodwill of reviewers who would be alienated from reviewing for ISQ were they to have to waste their time reviewing poor work, or papers that are clearly inappropriate for ISQ.  In these few instances we do make an effort to offer authors constructive feedback based on our own reading, in our decision letter.  


� Assistants are allowed to inform authors of the status of manuscripts, i.e., the number of reviews that are in and the number that are needed, and to give rough and tentative guesses as to when an author might expect a decision, but they are not allowed to say anything about the content of reviews.  They also sometimes communicate directly with authors after pieces are accepted to make sure we have everything that is necessary for publication.


� If we were to look at the calendar year, many of the November and December manuscripts would still be outstanding.  We would “count” those that were decided early, but systematically exclude those that take longer, thus biasing our estimates of mean and median turnaround time, downward.  This is less of a problem with the September 30, 2004 cut-off date.  At the time of this writing (January 10, 2004) only three of the manuscripts submitted from October 1 2003 to September 30, 2004 are still pending.  Each of these was submitted in September of 2004.  We expect that decisions on all but one will be reached in the next two weeks.


� We declined to send fourteen of the 255 manuscripts out for peer review during the October 1, 2003 to September 30, 2004 period.  These decisions are included in the table to make the data fully comparable with those presented by the Iowa State team.  If these were to be excluded the mean time from submission to decision increases to 86.6 days, and the median to 84 days.  We should also note that the numbers above and those in the tables do not capture improvements in response time due to our accepting submissions electronically and sending decision letters via e-mail, subtracting days from the time decisions were in transit to our contributors. 


� Both Table 1 and Figure 1 include all new submissions, including new manuscripts and revise and resubmits.  


� A total of 149 new submissions were reported in 2002, and 134 in 2001, as compared to the 227 we have received to date in 2004.  This represents an increase in new submissions of 52.3% as compared to 2002, and 69.4% as compared to 2001.


� We use the total number of submitted manuscripts to ensure comparability with numbers from earlier years.  


� Obviously there is a qualitative difference between those who respond quickly to decline to review, and those who simply do not respond, or those who agree to respond but then don’t, but our data for this year did not allow us to address these distinctions.  


� We fear that reviewer turnaround, and perhaps also the time it takes for us to respond to authors may temporarily increase for manuscripts submitted in the last few weeks of 2004 because of difficulties we experienced with our automated system.  Once we discovered the difficulty we began duplicating referee requests through other means, but requests that were sent before we learned about the problem were not immediately duplicated.  As this report is being completed we have discovered and fixed the difficulty, which involved updating our software to conform to a new version of the programming language having been installed on our server.  


� See the back cover of any recent version of the journal, which is the source of this quotation.
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Figure 1. Revenues, Expenditures, and Net Revenues for ISA Annual Conventions, 1996-2003.
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Figure 1. Number of Conference Attendees at the Annual ISA Conference, 1986-2005 (Hawaii estimated using data from January 2005).
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Figure  . Number of Panels at ISA Annual Meetings, 1993-2005 (Hawaii is estimated based on January 2005 data).
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Figure  . Number of Individuals Participating at ISA Annual Confrences, 1993-2005 (Hawaii is estimated based on January 2005 data).
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Sheet1

		Year		Place		Revenues		Expenditures		Net Revenues

		1996		San Diego		137941		79878		58063

		1997		Toronto		156214		98190		58024

		1998		Minneapolis		137659		97692		39967

		1999		DC		201143		141285		59858

		2000		Los Angeles		196447		136883		59564

		2001		Chicago		248475		113975		134500

		2002		New Orleans		345000		140000		160000

		2003		Portland		290433		160173		130260

		2004		Montreal		362,417.00		167464		194752

		2005		Hawaii/tentative																# of panels excluding posters		# of unique participants		# of posters

								Note: expenditure category includes all travel grants and merits awarded to staff on bases on # of booths sold

		1986				Anaheim				504						31

		1987				Washington		1241		1241						46

		1988				St. Louis				877						34

		1989				London		1126 + 300 BISA		1126						39

		1990				Washington		1526		1526						47

		1991				Vancouver		1014		1014						25

		1992				Atlanta				1191						38

		1993				Acapulco		1082+ MISA		1082						38				283		1302

		1994				Washington		1782		1782						48				305		1290

		1995				Chicago				1499						40				322		1378

		1996				San Diego				2000						45				390		1733		3

		1997				Toronto				1800						50				322		1717		2

		1998				Minneapolis				1700						50				339		1516		3

		1999				Washington				2600						55				428		1851		2

		2000				Los Angeles				2500						55				454		1916		6

		2001				Chicago				2400						75				470		2065		7

		2002				New Orleans				3000						66				544		2686		8

		2003				Portland				2400						70				470		2225		11

		2004				Montreal				2720						65				569		2594

		2005				Hawaii (tentative)				2900										619		2945
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EndowHistory

		ISA Endowment History

						6/30/96		6/30/97		6/30/98		6/30/99		6/30/00		6/30/01		6/30/02		6/30/03		Totals

		Solomon Smith Barney

		SB Endowment Money Market

		Deposits				270,477.06		40,000.00		20,000.00		25,000.00		50,000.00				120,000.00		85,000.00		610,477.06

		Transfers to Investment Accounts								(100,000.00)		(100,000.00)		(125,000.00)								(325,000.00)

		Interest Income

		Balance				282,633.59		340,250.36		277,433.79		216,074.42		149,767.12		158,326.21		283,205.65		371,621.45

		SB Social Awareness Fund

		Deposits								100,000.00				25,000.00								125,000.00

		Balance								102,089.86		122,529.97		161,081.17		135,655.89		89,636.83		88,685.78

		PAX World Funds

		Pax World Money Market Acc't

		Deposits/Transfers										75,000.00										75,000.00

		Transfers to investment fund												(75,000.000)

		Balance										75,301.93		2,556.42		2,696.71		2,752.69		2,780.52

		PAX World Investment Fund

		Deposits/Transfers										25,000.00		75,000.00								25,000.00

		Balance										25,000.01		107,107.33		103,784.80		93,450.05		98,337.61

		Domini Funds

		Domini Money Market Acc't

		Deposits/Transfers In												75,000.00								75,000.00

		Transfer to investment fund												(50,000.00)		(25,000.00)

		Balance												26,687.51		339.85		348.10		353.09

		Domini Social Equity Fund												25,000.00								25,000.00

		Deposits												50,000.00

		Balance												74,405.95		81,977.13		68,397.41		68,182.83

		Total Endowment Funds				282,633.59		340,250.36		379,523.65		438,906.33		489,498.17		482,780.59		537,790.73		$   629,961.28
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		ISA ENDOWMENT FUNDS																																																ISA Endowment Fund

						6/30/99				9/30/99				12/31/99				3/31/00								9/30/00				12/31/00				3/31/01				6/30/01				9/30/01				12/30/01						3/31/02		6/30/02		9/30/02		12/31/02		3/31/03		6/30/03		9/30/03		12/31/03		3/31/04		6/30/04		9/30/04		12/31/04		3/31/05		6/30/05		9/30/05		12/31/05

		Solomon Smith Barney																																																Solomon Smith Barney

		SB Endowment Money Market				216,074.42				216,074.42				118,547.75				161,005.61				152,662.26				149,767.12				152,055.52				154,944.93				156,574.57				158,326.12				279,782.63				SB Endowment Money Market		281,526.60		282,205.44		283,205.65		369,141.85		370,391.62		370,997.83		371,621.45		362,195.12		332,835.44		303,184.43		273,549.87		244,206.87		365,585.37		335,585.37		335,585.37		335,585.37

		Deposits												50,000.00																												$   120,000.00								Deposits						85,000.00																		150,000.00

		Transfers								(100,000.00)				-10,000.00				-10,000.00				-5,000.00																												Transfers														(10,000.00)		(30,000.00)		(30,000.00)		(30,000.00)		(30,000.00)		(30,000.00)		(30,000.00)

		Interest Income								2,473.33				2,457.86				$   1,656.65				2,104.86				2,288.40				2,889.41				1,629.64				1,751.55				1,456.51				1,743.97				Interest Income		678.84		1,000.21		936.2		1,249.77		606.21		623.62		573.67		640.32		348.99		365.44		657.00		1,378.50

		Balance				216,074.42				118,547.75				161,005.61				152,662.26				149,767.12				152,055.52				154,944.93				156,574.57				158,326.12				279,782.63				281,526.60				Balance		282,205.44		283,205.65		369,141.85		370,391.62		370,997.83		371,621.45		362,195.12		332,835.44		303,184.43		273,549.87		244,206.87		365,585.37		335,585.37		335,585.37		335,585.37		335,585.37

		SB Social Awareness Fund				122,529.97				122,529.97				115,158.70				139,017.70				158,471.56				161,081.17				171,011.10				163,335.06				134,590.56				135,655.89				106,232.24				SB Social Large Cap Fund		113,577.59		105,275.08		89,636.83		76,418.37		80,832.30		77,416.55		88,685.78		94,972.24		114,145.89		124,147.11		135,331.91		133,106.98		152,936.12		161,936.12		161,936.12		161,936.12

		Deposits												10,000.00				10,000.00				5,000.00																												Deposits														3,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00

		Dividends								204.52				234.30				222.37				98.29				148.94				102.30				226.12				201.25				33.00				55.57				Dividends		9.27		14.02		12.78		7.13		4.69		4.76		4.04		10.61		3.77		4.41		10.21		16.90

		Market Values								(7,575.79)				13,624.70				9,231.49				-2,488.68				9,780.99				-7,778.34				-28,970.62				864.08				(29,456.65)				7,289.78				Market Values		(8,311.78)		-15,652.27		(13,231.24)		4,406.80		(3,420.44)		11,264.47		3,282.42		10,163.04		997.45		2,180.39		(11,235.14)		10,812.24

		Balance				122,529.97				115,158.70				139,017.70				158,471.56				161,081.17				171,011.10				163,335.06				134,590.56				135,655.89				106,232.24				113,577.59				Balance		105,275.08		89,636.83		76,418.37		80,832.30		77,416.55		88,685.78		94,972.24		114,145.89		124,147.11		135,331.91		133,106.98		152,936.12		161,936.12		161,936.12		161,936.12		161,936.12

		PAX World Funds																																																PAX World Funds

		Pax World Money Market Acc't				75,301.93				75,301.93				76,173.38				51,924.73				27,434.62				2,556.42				2,595.25				2,634.67				2,669.24				2,696.71				2,718.49				Pax World Money Market Acc't		2,733.24		2,743.08		2,752.69		2,761.85		2,769.91		2,775.64		2,780.52		2,783.82		2,786.05		2,790.81		2,794.32		2,799.91		2,805.45		2,805.45		2,805.45		2,805.45

		Deposits/Transfers												(25,000.00)				(25,000.00)				-25,000.00																												Deposits/Transfers

		Interest Income								871.45				751.35				509.89				121.80				38.83				39.42				34.57				27.47				21.78				14.75				Interest Income		9.84		9.61		9.16		8.06		5.73		4.88		3.30		2.23		4.76		3.51		5.59		5.54

		Balance				75,301.93				76,173.38				51,924.73				27,434.62				2,556.42				2,595.25				2,634.67				2,669.24				2,696.71				2,718.49				2,733.24				Balance		2,743.08		2,752.69		2,761.85		2,769.91		2,775.64		2,780.52		2,783.82		2,786.05		2,790.81		2,794.32		2,799.91		2,805.45		2,805.45		2,805.45		2,805.45		2,805.45

		PAX World Investment Fund				25,000.01				25,000.01				25,222.73				55,263.03				82,128.53				107,107.33				106,838.66				109,656.63				109,656.63				103,784.80				103,784.80				PAX World Investment Fund		103,784.80		99,690.47		93,450.05		93,450.05		93,625.45		93,625.45		99,328.77		103,927.85		122,050.26		136,927.78		151,744.79		164,853.32		181,246.14		193,246.14		193,246.14		193,246.14

		Deposits/Transfers												25,000.00				25,000.00				25,000.00																												Deposits/Transfers								-573.01						4,000.00		12,000.00		12,000.00		12,000.00		12,000.00		12,000.00		12,000.00

		Dividends								222.72				612.97								1,020.07																1223.3												Dividends		1,099.25		901.26				748.41				599.08		599.08										780.36

		Market Values												4427.33				1865.50				-1,041.27				-268.67				2,817.97								(7,095.13)												Market Values		(5,193.58)		(7,141.68)								5,104.24				6,122.41		2,877.52		2,817.01		1,108.53		3,612.46

		Balance				25,000.01				25,222.73				55,263.03				82,128.53				107,107.33				106,838.66				109,656.63				109,656.63				103,784.80				103,784.80				103,784.80				Balance		99,690.47		93,450.05		93,450.05		93,625.45		93,625.45		99,328.77		103,927.85		122,050.26		136,927.78		151,744.79		164,853.32		181,246.14		193,246.14		193,246.14		193,246.14		193,246.14

		Domini Funds																																																Domini Funds

		Domini Money Market Acc't												75,000.00				75,438.59				51,215.07				26,687.51				327.39				332.31				332.31				339.85				342.81				Domini Money Market Acc't		344.77		346.44		348.10		349.82		351.21		352.18		353.09		354.01		354.93		355.84		356.77		357.82		359.46		359.46		359.46		359.46

		Deposits/Transfers								75,000.00								-25,000.00				-25,000.00				-26,687.51																								Deposits/Transfers

		Interest Income												438.59				776.48				472.44				327.39				4.92								7.54				2.96				1.96				Interest Income		1.67		1.66		1.72		1.39		0.97		0.91		0.92		0.92		0.91		0.93		1.05		1.64

		Balance				0.00				75,000.00				75,438.59				51,215.07				26,687.51				327.39				332.31				332.31				339.85				342.81				344.77				Balance		346.44		348.10		349.82		351.21		352.18		353.09		354.01		354.93		355.84		356.77		357.82		359.46		359.46		359.46		359.46		359.46

		Domini Social Equity Fund												25,000.00				26,270.89				52,807.97				74,405.95				96,688.73				88,812.37				88,812.37				81,977.13				70,284.47				Domini Social Equity Fund		77,478.53		77,450.22		68,397.41		68,049.21		61,447.62		59,257.12		68,182.83		73,266.33		90,713.36		100,836.99		112,639.15		117,752.93		137,433.08		146,433.08		146,433.08		146,433.08

		Deposits								25,000.00								25,000.00				25,000.00				26,687.51																								Deposits														3,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00		9,000.00

		Dividends																												2,448.55								23.86								102.87				Dividends				80.73				231.82				191.46				223.93

		Market Values												1,270.89				1,537.08				-3,402.02				-4,404.73				-10,324.91								(6,859.10)				(11,692.66)				7,091.19				Market Values		-28.31		(9,133.54)		(348.20)		(6,833.41)		(2,190.50)		8,734.25		2,083.50		8,223.10		1,123.63		2,802.16		(3,886.22)		10,680.15

		Balance				0.00				25,000.00				26,270.89				52,807.97				74,405.95				96,688.73				88,812.37				88,812.37				81,977.13				70,284.47				77,478.53				Balance		77,450.22		68,397.41		68,049.21		61,447.62		59,257.12		68,182.83		73,266.33		90,713.36		100,836.99		112,639.15		117,752.93		137,433.08		146,433.08		146,433.08		146,433.08		146,433.08
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Figure 1. ISA Membership Statistics, 1994-2005.
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Figure 1. Revenues, Expenditures, and Net Revenues for ISA Annual Conventions, 1996-2003.
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Figure  . Number of Conference Attendees at the Annual ISA Conference, 1986-2005 (Hawaii estimated using data from January 2005).
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Figure 2. Number of Panels at ISA Annual Meetings, 1993-2005 (Hawaii is estimated based on January 2005 data).
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Figure 3. Number of Individuals Participating at ISA Annual Confrences, 1993-2005 (Hawaii estimated based on January 2005 data).
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		2001		Chicago		248475		113975		134500

		2002		New Orleans		345000		140000		160000

		2003		Portland		290433		160173		130260

		2004		Montreal		362,417.00		167464		194752

		2005		Hawaii/tentative																# of panels excluding posters		# of unique participants		# of posters

								Note: expenditure category includes all travel grants and merits awarded to staff on bases on # of booths sold

		1986				Anaheim				504						31

		1987				Washington		1241		1241						46

		1988				St. Louis				877						34

		1989				London		1126 + 300 BISA		1126						39

		1990				Washington		1526		1526						47

		1991				Vancouver		1014		1014						25

		1992				Atlanta				1191						38

		1993				Acapulco		1082+ MISA		1082						38				283		1302

		1994				Washington		1782		1782						48				305		1290

		1995				Chicago				1499						40				322		1378

		1996				San Diego				2000						45				390		1733		3

		1997				Toronto				1800						50				322		1717		2

		1998				Minneapolis				1700						50				339		1516		3

		1999				Washington				2600						55				428		1851		2

		2000				Los Angeles				2500						55				454		1916		6

		2001				Chicago				2400						75				470		2065		7

		2002				New Orleans				3000						66				544		2686		8

		2003				Portland				2400						70				470		2225		11

		2004				Montreal				2720						65				569		2594

		2005				Hawaii (tentative)				2900										619		2945





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		

										1996		1996		San Diego, CA				2000		45		390		1733				390		1733

										1997		1997		Toronto				1800		50		322		1717				322		1717

										1998		1998		Minneapolis				1700		50		339		1516				339		1516

										1999		1999		DC				2600		55		428		1851				428		1851

										2000		2000		Los Angeles				2500		55		454		1916				454		1916

										2001		2001		Chicago, IL				2400		75		470		2065				470		2065

										2002		2002		New Orleans				3000		66		544		2686				544		2686

										2003		2003		Portland				2400		70		470		2225				470		2225

										2004		2004		Montreal						65		569		2594				569		2594






_1167119858.xls
Chart5

		J

		F

		M

		A

		M

		J

		J

		A

		S

		O

		N



Month

Percentage of Requests

Figure 2: Turndown Rate for Reviewers, 2004

0.2093023256

0.2941176471

0.4210526316

0.3411764706

0.4433962264

0.3287671233

0.3949044586

0.6279069767

0.28125

0.4893617021

0.4622641509



Chart4

		Turkey

		Germany

		Norway

		Canada

		United Kingdom

		Unknown

		Other

		United States



Reviewers by Country

5

7

13

33

44

158

33

576



Reviewers new chart

		January

		February

		March

		April

		May

		June

		July

		August

		September

		October

		November



0.2093023256

0.2941176471

0.4210526316

0.3411764706

0.4433962264

0.3287671233

0.3949044586

0.6279069767

0.28125

0.4893617021

0.4622641509



Sheet1

		

		Completed Review		Number		Percent						Reviews by Month		Requested		Completed

		male		435		81.16						January		43		34		January		0.2093023256

		female		101		18.84						February		51		36		February		0.2941176471

		Total		536		100						March		76		44		March		0.4210526316

												April		85		56		April		0.3411764706

												May		106		59		May		0.4433962264

		Requested Reviews		Number		Percent						June		73		49		June		0.3287671233

		male		742		80.82						July		157		95		July		0.3949044586

		female		176		19.18						August		78		48		August		0.6279069767

		Total		918		100						September		96		69		September		0.28125

												October		47		24		October		0.4893617021

		Total Reviewers		Number		Percent						November		106		57		November		0.4622641509

		male		705		80.66						Total		918		571				0.3779956427

		female		169		19.34

		Total		874		100

		Manuscripts Received

		2001		134

		2002		149

		2003		145

		*2004		231

		*excludes December

		Country Stats

		United States		576

		Unknown		158

		United Kingdom		44

		Canada		33

		Norway		13

		Germany		7

		Turkey		5

		Sweden		4

		New Zealand		4

		Israel		4

		Switzerland		3

		Korea		3

		Finland		2

		France		2

		Taiwan		1

		Czech Republic		1

		Cyprus		1

		Austria		1

		Australia		1

		Japan		1						Turkey		5

		Jordan		1						Germany		7

		Italy		1						Norway		13

		Gabon		1						Canada		33

		Hong Kong		1						United Kingdom		44

		Hungary		1						Unknown		158

		India		1						Other		33

		Singapore		1						United States		576





Sheet1

		J

		F

		M

		A

		M

		J

		J

		A

		S

		O

		N



Month

Percentage of Requests

Figure 2: Turndown Rate for Reviewers

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Reviewers by Country




_1166869342.xls
Chart1

		San Diego		San Diego

		Toronto		Toronto

		Minneapolis		Minneapolis

		DC		DC

		Los Angeles		Los Angeles

		Chicago		Chicago

		New Orleans		New Orleans

		Portland		Portland

		Montreal		Montreal



Revenues

Expenditures

Dollars

Figure 1. Revenues, Expenditures, and Net Revenues for ISA Annual Conventions, 1996-2003.
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Figure  . Number of Conference Attendees at the Annual ISA Conference, 1986-2005 (Hawaii estimated using data from January 2005).
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Figure 2. Number of Panels at ISA Annual Meetings, 1993-2005 (Hawaii estimated based on January 2005 data).
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Figure  . Number of Individuals Participating at ISA Annual Confrences, 1993-2005 (Hawaii is estimated based on January 2005 data).
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										2002		2002		New Orleans				3000		66		544		2686				544		2686

										2003		2003		Portland				2400		70		470		2225				470		2225

										2004		2004		Montreal						65		569		2594				569		2594
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Royalty income

Figure 3. ISA Royalty Income, by Fiscal Years, 1995-2005 (the 2004-05 figure represents the minimum guaranteed income for the fiscal year).
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Figure 5: ISA Total Annual Income, By Fiscal Year, 1994-2003.

356744

395148

450987

421048

495966

496170

640940

667222

703469



Sheet1

				Total annual income				Royalty income

		1994-95		356744				29990

		1995-96		395148				41707

		1996-97		450987				44471

		1997-98		421048				47451

		1998-99		495966				67443

		1999-2000		496170				84200

		2000-01		640940				99085

		2001-02		667222				118560

		2002-03		703469				107943

		2003-04						175000

		2004-05						280000





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1166604822.xls
Chart1

		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001

		2002		2002		2002

		2004		2004		2004



Reject

R&R

Accept

Year

Figure 4: Percentage of Acceptances and Revise and Resubmits, 1999-2004

0.117

0.312

0.149

0.4

0.149

0.32

0.177

0.2

0.084



Sheet1

						Decision

						Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		1999		%		11.70%		NA				NA

		2000		%		14.90%		51.00%		31.20%		97.10%

		2001		%		14.90%		46.00%		40.00%		100.90%

		2002		%		17.70%		50.00%		32.00%		99.70%

		2004		%		8.40%		71.60%		20.00%		100.00%
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Figure 3: Review Turn-around by Month
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sub by year

										Year		Total		New

										1997		155

										1998

										1999		143

										2000		167

										2001		180		134

										2002		215		149

										2003		197		145

										2004		282		231
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sub by month

		Month		Month		Total		% change		First Submissions		% change		R&R

		January		1		22		.		20		-		2

		February		2		29		31.82%		24		20.00%		5

		March		3		20		31.03%		18		-25.00%		2

		April		4		20		0.00%		20		11.11%		0

		May		5		25		25.00%		20		0.00%		5

		June		6		32		28.00%		23		15.00%		9

		July		7		19		-40.63%		16		-30.43%		3

		August		8

		September		9		44		131.58%		32		100.00%		12

		October		10		27		-38.64%		20		-37.50%		7

		November		11		29		7.41%		26		30.00%		3

		December (until 12-15)		12		15		.		12		-		3
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subfields

				2001				2002				2003				2004

		Field		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies		2		1.5%		7		5.1%						7		3.1%

		Comparative Politics		10		7.5%		8		5.9%						7		3.1%

		Environmental Studies		1		0.7%		3		2.2%						4		1.8%

		Feminist Theory and Gender Studies		0		0.0%		3		2.2%						5		2.2%

		Foreign Policy Analysis		16		11.9%		11		8.1%						24		10.6%

		Human Rights		NA		NA		6		4.4%						NA		NA

		Identity Politics		2		1.5%		4		2.9%						6		2.6%

		International Law		5		3.7%		3		2.2%						NA		NA

		International Law or Human Rights		NA		NA		NA		NA						11		4.8%

		International Organization		10		7.5%		6		4.4%						12		5.3%

		International Political Economy		16		11.9%		28		20.6%						40		17.6%

		International Politics Theory		32		23.9%		21		15.4%						21		9.3%

		International Security & Peace Studies		12		9.0%		21		15.4%						60		26.4%

		Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes		13		9.7%		13		9.6%						15		6.6%

		Rational Choice and Formal Modeling		15		11.2%		1		0.7%						2		0.9%

		Other		0		0.0%		1		0.7%						13		5.7%

		Total		134		100.0%		136		100.0%						227		100.0%





country of new submissions char

		



Number

%

Number

%

Number



country

				2002				2003				2004

		Country		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Australia										1		0.4%

		Bangladesh										2		0.9%

		Barbados										1		0.4%

		Belgium										3		1.3%

		Brazil										1		0.4%

		Canada										8		3.5%

		Colombia										1		0.4%

		Cyprus										1		0.4%

		Finland										1		0.4%

		Germany										6		2.6%

		Guyana										1		0.4%

		Hong Kong										1		0.4%

		Hungary										1		0.4%

		India										1		0.4%

		Israel										4		1.8%

		Jordan										1		0.4%

		Korea, North										1		0.4%

		Korea, South										1		0.4%

		Lebanon										1		0.4%

		Mexico										1		0.4%

		Netherlands										3		1.3%

		New Zealand										2		0.9%

		Nigeria										1		0.4%

		Norway										3		1.3%

		Singapore										2		0.9%

		Spain										1		0.4%

		Sweden										1		0.4%

		Switzerland										3		1.3%

		Turkey										2		0.9%

		UK										18		7.9%

		Total non-US		38		25.5%						74		32.6%

		US		111		74.5%						153		67.4%

		Total		149		100.0%						227		100.0%





US State

		State		Number		Percent		Cum.

		not spec.		4		2.72		2.72

		AL		1		0.68		3.4

		AR		1		0.68		4.08

		AZ		2		1.36		5.44

		CA		17		11.56		17.01

		CO		7		4.76		21.77

		CT		3		2.04		23.81

		DC		5		3.4		27.21

		FL		4		2.72		29.93

		GA		4		2.72		32.65

		HI		1		0.68		33.33

		IL		12		8.16		41.5

		IN		4		2.72		44.22

		KS		1		0.68		44.9

		KY		2		1.36		46.26

		LA		3		2.04		48.3

		MA		6		4.08		52.38

		MD		5		3.4		55.78

		MI		3		2.04		57.82

		MN		4		2.72		60.54

		MO		4		2.72		63.27

		NC		3		2.04		65.31

		NJ		3		2.04		67.35

		NM		1		0.68		68.03

		NY		17		11.56		79.59

		OH		6		4.08		83.67

		OK		1		0.68		84.35

		PA		6		4.08		88.44

		RI		2		1.36		89.8

		SC		2		1.36		91.16

		TX		9		6.12		97.28

		VA		2		1.36		98.64

		WA		1		0.68		99.32

		WI		1		0.68		100

		Total		147		100





gender

				2001				2002				2003				2004

				Number		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Female		21		11.5%		31		14.4%						55		20.4%

		Male		145		79.7%		163		75.8%						196		72.9%

		Joint		16		8.8%		21		9.8%						18		6.7%

		Total		182		100.0%		215		100.0%						269		100.0%





decisions

						Decision

						Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		1999		%		11.7%		NA		NA		NA

		2000		%		14.9%		51.0%		31.2%		97.1%

		2001		%		14.9%		46.0%		40.0%		100.9%

		2002		Number		38		108		69		215

				%		17.7%		50.0%		32.0%		99.7%

		2003		Number

				%

		2004		Number		21		179		50		250

				%		8.4%		71.6%		20.0%		100.0%





dec by gender

		2001 acceptance rates by gender														Female		Male		Joint

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total				2001		16.7		16.1		7.7

		Female		16.7% (3)		33.3% (6)		50.0% (9)		12.6% (18)				2002		10.7		19		14.3

		Male		16.1% (18)		45.5% (51)		38.4% (43)		78.3% (112)				2004		6.1		9.3		11.8

		Joint		7.7% (1)		53.4% (7)		38.9% (5)		9.1% (13)

		Total		15.4% (22)		44.8% (64)		39.9% (57)		100% (143)

		2002 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female		10.7% (3)		64.3% (18)		25.0% (7)		12.9% (28)

		Male		19.0% (32)		50.0% (84)		31.0% (52)		77.4% (168)

		Joint		14.3% (3)		38.1% (8)		47.6% (10)		9.7% (21)

		Total		17.5% (38)		50.7% (110)		31.8% (69)		100% (217)

		2003 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female

		Male

		Joint

		Total

		2004 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female		6.1% (3)		73.5% (36)		20.4% (10)		19.6% (49)

		Male		9.3% (16)		71.7% (124)		19.1% (33)		69.2% (173)

		Joint		11.8% (2)		52.9% (9)		35.3% (6)		6.8% (17)

		Total		8.4% (21)		67.6% (169)		19.6% (49)		100% (250)
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acc by subfield

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Field		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)

		Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies		0% (0)		5% (1)		0% (0)				0% (0)

		Comparative Politics		0% (0)		5% (1)		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		Environmental Studies		0% (0)		5% (1)		0% (0)				0% (0)

		Feminist Theory and Gender Studies		13% (3)		0% (0)		0% (0)				4.8% (1)

		Foreign Policy Analysis		13% (3)		5% (1)		2.5% (1)				9.5% (2)

		Identity Politics		0% (0)		5% (1)		8.7% (2)				0% (0)

		International Law or Human Rights		NA		NA		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		International Organization		NA		NA		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		International Political Economy		4.3% (1)		30% (6)		16% (6)				4.8% (1)

		International Political Theory		4.3% (1)		5% (1)		30% (11)				9.5% (2)

		International Security & Peace Studies		13% (3)		10% (2)		13.2% (11)				23.8% (5)

		Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes		26.1% (6)		15% (3)		10.5% (4)				0% (0)

		Rational Choice and Formal Modeling		8.7% (2)		15% (3)		10.5% (4)				0% (0)

		Other		NA		NA		NA				33.3% (7)

		Total		23		20		38				21





time year

		Turn-Around in days		2001 manuscripts		2002 manuscripts		Jan-Sep 2003 manuscripts		Oct 2003 - Sep 2004 manuscripts

		Mean		146.3		139.2		108.5		82.51

		Median		140		110		102		81

		Maximum		450		499		457		221

		Minimum		6		7		0		0

		Range		444		492		457		221
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Submission-to-decision time by year

0
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time month

		Year		Month		Number		Avg. Duration

		2003		October		23		71.73913

		2003		November		14		118.7143

		2003		December		13		93.23077

		2004		January		21		100.8095

		2004		February		28		90.53571

		2004		March		20		101.15

		2004		April		20		74.85

		2004		May		25		88.52

		2004		June		32		75.3125

		2004		July		19		72

		2004		August

		2004		September		40		58.825
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Figure 1: Submission-to-decision time by month
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revdays

		Request sent in		Completed Reviews		Turn-around for reviews

		January		25		49.32

		February		32		50.09

		March		43		39.95

		April		55		38.95

		May		59		37.90

		June		49		33.14

		July		93		35.63

		August		48		34.00

		September		70		27.23

		October		24		28.29

		November		22		28.05

		total/avg		520		36.60
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ISA Royalty Income, by Fiscal Years, 1995-2004.
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Figure 4. ISA Total Annual Income, By Fiscal Year, 1994-2004.
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Figure 2. Revenues, Expenditures, and Net Revenues for ISA Annual Conventions, 1996-2004.
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Sheet1

		Year		Place		Revenues		Expenditures		Net Revenues

		1996		San Diego		137941		79878		58063

		1997		Toronto		156214		98190		58024

		1998		Minneapolis		137659		97692		39967

		1999		DC		201143		141285		59858

		2000		Los Angeles		196447		136883		59564

		2001		Chicago		248475		113975		134500

		2002		New Orleans		345000		140000		160000

		2003		Portland		290433		160173		130260

		2004		Montreal		362,417.00		167464		194752

		2005		Hawaii																# of panels excluding posters		# of unique participants		# of posters

								Note: expenditure category includes all travel grants and merits awarded to staff on bases on # of booths sold

		1986				Anaheim, CA				504						31

		1987				Washington, DC		1241		1241						46

		1988				St. Louis, MO				877						34

		1989				London, England		1126 + 300 BISA		1126						39

		1990				Washington, DC		1526		1526						47

		1991				Vancouver, BC		1014		1014						25

		1992				Atlanta, GA				1191						38

		1993				Acapulco, Mexico		1082+ MISA		1082						38				283		1302

		1994				Washington, DC		1782		1782						48				305		1290

		1995				Chicago, IL				1499						40				322		1378

		1996				San Diego, CA				2000						45				390		1733		3

		1997				Toronto				1800						50				322		1717		2

		1998				Minneapolis				1700						50				339		1516		3

		1999				DC				2600						55				428		1851		2

		2000				Los Angeles				2500						55				454		1916		6

		2001				Chicago, IL				2400						75				470		2065		7

		2002				New Orleans				3000						66				544		2686		8

		2003				Portland				2400						70				470		2225		11

		2004				Montreal

		2005				Hawaii
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sub by year

										Year		Total		New

										1997		155

										1998

										1999		143

										2000		167

										2001		180		134

										2002		215		149

										2003		197		145

										2004		282		231
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sub by month

		Month		Month		Total		% change		First Submissions		% change		R&R

		January		1		22		.		20		-		2

		February		2		29		31.82%		24		20.00%		5

		March		3		20		31.03%		18		-25.00%		2

		April		4		20		0.00%		20		11.11%		0

		May		5		25		25.00%		20		0.00%		5

		June		6		32		28.00%		23		15.00%		9

		July		7		19		-40.63%		16		-30.43%		3

		August		8

		September		9		44		131.58%		32		100.00%		12

		October		10		27		-38.64%		20		-37.50%		7

		November		11		29		7.41%		26		30.00%		3

		December (until 12-15)		12		15		.		12		-		3
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subfields

				2001				2002				2003				2004

		Field		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies		2		1.5%		7		5.1%						7		3.1%

		Comparative Politics		10		7.5%		8		5.9%						7		3.1%

		Environmental Studies		1		0.7%		3		2.2%						4		1.8%

		Feminist Theory and Gender Studies		0		0.0%		3		2.2%						5		2.2%

		Foreign Policy Analysis		16		11.9%		11		8.1%						24		10.6%

		Human Rights		NA		NA		6		4.4%						NA		NA

		Identity Politics		2		1.5%		4		2.9%						6		2.6%

		International Law		5		3.7%		3		2.2%						NA		NA

		International Law or Human Rights		NA		NA		NA		NA						11		4.8%

		International Organization		10		7.5%		6		4.4%						12		5.3%

		International Political Economy		16		11.9%		28		20.6%						40		17.6%

		International Politics Theory		32		23.9%		21		15.4%						21		9.3%

		International Security & Peace Studies		12		9.0%		21		15.4%						60		26.4%

		Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes		13		9.7%		13		9.6%						15		6.6%

		Rational Choice and Formal Modeling		15		11.2%		1		0.7%						2		0.9%

		Other		0		0.0%		1		0.7%						13		5.7%

		Total		134		100.0%		136		100.0%						227		100.0%





country

				2002				2003				2004

		Country		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Australia										1		0.4%

		Bangladesh										2		0.9%

		Barbados										1		0.4%

		Belgium										3		1.3%

		Brazil										1		0.4%

		Canada										8		3.5%

		Colombia										1		0.4%

		Cyprus										1		0.4%

		Finland										1		0.4%

		Germany										6		2.6%

		Guyana										1		0.4%

		Hong Kong										1		0.4%

		Hungary										1		0.4%

		India										1		0.4%

		Israel										4		1.8%

		Jordan										1		0.4%

		Korea, North										1		0.4%

		Korea, South										1		0.4%

		Lebanon										1		0.4%

		Mexico										1		0.4%

		Netherlands										3		1.3%

		New Zealand										2		0.9%

		Nigeria										1		0.4%

		Norway										3		1.3%

		Singapore										2		0.9%

		Spain										1		0.4%

		Sweden										1		0.4%

		Switzerland										3		1.3%

		Turkey										2		0.9%

		UK										18		7.9%

		Total non-US		38		25.5%						74		32.6%

		US		111		74.5%						153		67.4%

		Total		149		100.0%						227		100.0%





US State

		State		Number		Percent		Cum.

		not spec.		4		2.72		2.72

		AL		1		0.68		3.4

		AR		1		0.68		4.08

		AZ		2		1.36		5.44

		CA		17		11.56		17.01

		CO		7		4.76		21.77

		CT		3		2.04		23.81

		DC		5		3.4		27.21

		FL		4		2.72		29.93

		GA		4		2.72		32.65

		HI		1		0.68		33.33

		IL		12		8.16		41.5

		IN		4		2.72		44.22

		KS		1		0.68		44.9

		KY		2		1.36		46.26

		LA		3		2.04		48.3

		MA		6		4.08		52.38

		MD		5		3.4		55.78

		MI		3		2.04		57.82

		MN		4		2.72		60.54

		MO		4		2.72		63.27

		NC		3		2.04		65.31

		NJ		3		2.04		67.35

		NM		1		0.68		68.03

		NY		17		11.56		79.59

		OH		6		4.08		83.67

		OK		1		0.68		84.35

		PA		6		4.08		88.44

		RI		2		1.36		89.8

		SC		2		1.36		91.16

		TX		9		6.12		97.28

		VA		2		1.36		98.64

		WA		1		0.68		99.32

		WI		1		0.68		100

		Total		147		100





gender

				2001				2002				2003				2004

				Number		%		Number		%		Number		%		Number		%

		Female		21		11.5%		31		14.4%						55		20.4%

		Male		145		79.7%		163		75.8%						196		72.9%

		Joint		16		8.8%		21		9.8%						18		6.7%

		Total		182		100.0%		215		100.0%						269		100.0%





decisions

						Decision

						Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		1999		%		11.7%		NA		NA		NA

		2000		%		14.9%		51.0%		31.2%		97.1%

		2001		%		14.9%		46.0%		40.0%		100.9%

		2002		Number		38		108		69		215

				%		17.7%		50.0%		32.0%		99.7%

		2003		Number

				%

		2004		Number		21		179		50		250

				%		8.4%		71.6%		20.0%		100.0%





dec by gender

		2001 acceptance rates by gender														Female		Male		Joint

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total				2001		16.7		16.1		7.7

		Female		16.7% (3)		33.3% (6)		50.0% (9)		12.6% (18)				2002		10.7		19		14.3

		Male		16.1% (18)		45.5% (51)		38.4% (43)		78.3% (112)				2004		6.1		9.3		11.8

		Joint		7.7% (1)		53.4% (7)		38.9% (5)		9.1% (13)

		Total		15.4% (22)		44.8% (64)		39.9% (57)		100% (143)

		2002 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female		10.7% (3)		64.3% (18)		25.0% (7)		12.9% (28)

		Male		19.0% (32)		50.0% (84)		31.0% (52)		77.4% (168)

		Joint		14.3% (3)		38.1% (8)		47.6% (10)		9.7% (21)

		Total		17.5% (38)		50.7% (110)		31.8% (69)		100% (217)

		2003 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female

		Male

		Joint

		Total

		2004 acceptance rates by gender

				Accept		Reject		R&R		Total

		Female		6.1% (3)		73.5% (36)		20.4% (10)		19.6% (49)

		Male		9.3% (16)		71.7% (124)		19.1% (33)		69.2% (173)

		Joint		11.8% (2)		52.9% (9)		35.3% (6)		6.8% (17)

		Total		8.4% (21)		67.6% (169)		19.6% (49)		100% (250)
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acc by subfield

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Field		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)		% (#)

		Comparative Interdisciplinary Studies		0% (0)		5% (1)		0% (0)				0% (0)

		Comparative Politics		0% (0)		5% (1)		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		Environmental Studies		0% (0)		5% (1)		0% (0)				0% (0)

		Feminist Theory and Gender Studies		13% (3)		0% (0)		0% (0)				4.8% (1)

		Foreign Policy Analysis		13% (3)		5% (1)		2.5% (1)				9.5% (2)

		Identity Politics		0% (0)		5% (1)		8.7% (2)				0% (0)

		International Law or Human Rights		NA		NA		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		International Organization		NA		NA		2.5% (1)				4.8% (1)

		International Political Economy		4.3% (1)		30% (6)		16% (6)				4.8% (1)

		International Political Theory		4.3% (1)		5% (1)		30% (11)				9.5% (2)

		International Security & Peace Studies		13% (3)		10% (2)		13.2% (11)				23.8% (5)

		Methodology and the Scientific Study of International Processes		26.1% (6)		15% (3)		10.5% (4)				0% (0)

		Rational Choice and Formal Modeling		8.7% (2)		15% (3)		10.5% (4)				0% (0)

		Other		NA		NA		NA				33.3% (7)

		Total		23		20		38				21





time year

		Turn-Around in days		2001 manuscripts		2002 manuscripts		Jan-Sep 2003 manuscripts		Oct 2003 - Sep 2004 manuscripts

		Mean		146.3		139.2		108.5		82.51

		Median		140		110		102		81

		Maximum		450		499		457		221

		Minimum		6		7		0		0

		Range		444		492		457		221
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time month

		Year		Month		Number		Avg. Duration

		2003		October		23		71.73913

		2003		November		14		118.7143

		2003		December		13		93.23077

		2004		January		21		100.8095

		2004		February		28		90.53571

		2004		March		20		101.15

		2004		April		20		74.85

		2004		May		25		88.52

		2004		June		32		75.3125

		2004		July		19		72

		2004		August

		2004		September		40		58.825





time month
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revdays

		Request sent in		Completed Reviews		Turn-around for reviews

		January		25		49.32

		February		32		50.09

		March		43		39.95

		April		55		38.95

		May		59		37.90

		June		49		33.14

		July		93		35.63

		August		48		34.00

		September		70		27.23

		October		24		28.29

		November		22		28.05

		total/avg		520		36.60
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