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General Attitudes as Editor
Operating rule:  Treat others as I would like to be treated

Open minded as to contents
Will publish articles I disagree with, so long as solid presentation of a substantive contribution

I have had one, perhaps more submissions of mine rejected with editor explicitly saying he disagreed philosophically

I do not urge that policy for all editors; the policy followed by me is right for me, perhaps not for others.

Objective of publication is to advance and enrich the literature of the field

A young author, whose paper is being rejected, should be let down gently, especially if the paper cannot be rescued
Fair but unbiased treatment of important people, e.g., sponsoring association president
Journal editors put their imprint on the journal they edit, but they work within range and quality of submissions, cet. par. commissioned work
When working on next volume, forget the contents of one currently in production

For a long time, I had a bias against publishing my own work in JEI, even cites to my work; AFEE Board voted its encouragement for my publishing in the journal and provided for the current President to oversee the review process.  With RHET&M, my publishing increased due to preparing review essays of my own and publication of archival materials
When I was no longer editor of JEI, I found that the level of ingratiating behavior directed to me fell substantially; Mark Perlman had the same experience.  I ignored both its presence and its absence.
Not of much importance to potential contributors, efforts by people to influence if not control editorial policy.

Referee 

Use of two to seven referees
Timeliness of referee reports—a major concern of mine:  I have submitted my reports to editors of other journals typically within one week, giving it precedence over my own work  [one editor, knowing my promptness, found that I was taking a long time and feared that the manuscript must have been lost in the mail—it was!
Usefulness of referee report to editor and author

Some reports brilliant, better than submitted paper [Irving Sobel, FSU; Patricia]

My willingness to override referee reports if I thought the paper was not sufficiently appreciated; i.e., consider referee reports to editor as advisory, final decision not in hands of referees, unless I had no better idea
Avoidance of publishing material that I knew or suspected was a move in a contest between book author and author of review essay or some other questionable tactic.  In Jacques Melitz and Donald Wench’s Introduction to Viner’s Religious Thought and Economic Society, they review the criticisms made by “two well-known medievalists” which impeded the chapters’ publication after Viner’s death.  The criticisms were, according to Melitz and Winch a matter of “taste” than intellectual standards.  [Trexler review, Renaissance Quarterly, 33.2, Summer 1980, p. 245; Viner, pp. 5ff]
Author

Biased reports:  “see what your paper elicited”  Show them, not bury them; educational experience.
Try to help revise, or redesign, paper.  Mentoring role of editor.
Readers often willing to work with authors on revision
Author’s negative responses few and far between; sociologist whose paper was rejected

