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Editors of professional journals in philosophy rarely write about the journals they edit. It is unclear why this tradition is so prevalent among this community of editors. To the extent that it has an explanation, I suppose it is partially historical, perhaps partially psychological, but most likely it has no successful ethical core. Now that I have the opportunity to do otherwise, I find reason to do so.	Comment by .: It is not clear to me what you mean by this
A professional journal is not a transparent container of philosophical papers. Each journal has a professional identity that cannot be exhausted by its having some specialization or other, especially when it comes to the field of philosophy. Once every fifty years, it is befitting to clarify the professional identity of the journal before you, instead of making do with the few sentences that appear in the margins of each issue.
Now is the time to address this identity, as the current issue, whether in its printed edition or on the Philosophia website, is the fifth and final issue of the fiftieth volume of the journal. At this point, we have a unique opportunity to reflect on this journal with a measure of festivity, but also in the serious, clear, and responsible manner that befits such a journal. Throughout this journal’s fifty-year history, I have served in a senior editorial position. Therefore, in the following, I aim both to describe certain aspects of the journal and to provide their explanation.
The decision to establish the Philosophical Quarterly of Israel had several elements. First, professional philosophical journals across the globe included quite a few journals that presented themselves as national journals (“American,” “Canadian,” “British,” etc.), or otherwise appeared as salient components of a national philosophical community (in Belgium, Finland, Netherlands, Sweden, etc.). The national affiliation of each of these journals was not in that it provided a new avenue of international publications for the philosophers within each country. Rather, the existence of a journal that presents itself as a professional organ planted in the local gardens of a certain country, regardless of whether or not articles within it were written by local philosophers, is a clear expression of the existence of a local professional philosophical community. In the years that preceded the founding of Philosophia, another professional philosophy journal, Iyyun, was published in Israel by the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, but mainly because most of the articles in it were written in Hebrew, it could never be regarded as a global journal. The very appearance of Philosophia, an Israeli quarterly journal of philosophy, on bookshelves throughout the academic world and beyond connected the Israeli philosophical community with the international family of philosophical communities.
Second, the position of the philosophical community in Israel was determined in two directions. In one direction, the community brought forth a specialized quarterly journal that was intended, in language and content, for the international philosophical community. In the other direction, the international community supported the journal in two salient ways: in its willingness to join the editorial board and to publish articles. Indeed, when the journal was established, we invited the greatest analytical philosophers of the time to join the board and they all immediately agreed. Let me just mention, as some examples, Quine, Strawson, Hintikka, and Kripke. Further, the international community supported the journal in publishing original and significant articles, the products of highly distinguished philosophers. Let me mention, for example, the articles by Kenneth Arrow, A.J. Ayer, Roderick Chisholm, Bas van Fraassen, William Frankena, G.T. Geach, Alan Gewirth, Jaakko Hintikka, Richard Popkin, W.V.O. Quine, Gilbert Ryle, Marcus Singer, Peter Singer, J.J.C. Smart, P.F. Strawson, and Michael Walzer.
In this context, it is worth mentioning that we were especially pleased to receive permission to publish until then unpublished writings by Wittgenstein and Carnap.
Third, when founding our journal, the philosophical community in Israel and around the world was engaged in deep controversies regarding the very purpose, methods, and outcomes, of philosophical activity. Two familiar phrases mark this disagreement as a contrast, and conflict, between “analytic philosophy,” with its various branches, and “continental philosophy,” with its different branches. Immediately upon founding the journal, it identified with the analytic school, which was dominant in the philosophy of the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, Australia, and the Scandinavian countries. We will return to represent the controversy between these different streams of philosophy below.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: I would say 'address' instead. But in the Hebrew you use לייצג.
The fourth element, is a less known aspect of establishing, managing, and developing a professional philosophy journal (and of other disciplines in the humanities and social sciences). We have already stated at the outset that, as far as we are concerned, a professional philosophical journal is not merely a container of philosophical writings. A professional philosophical journal has a professional identity that transcends the obvious fact that it is a professional quarterly. The identity of Philosophia developed throughout its fifty years of existence and is now different from what it was when it began. Let us now turn to outline the main components of Philosophia’s identity in the last few decades.
The current identity of Philosophia is expressed in five central pillars of its spirit. Let us briefly present them:	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: Note: you say five central pillars, but you list 7 points below. 
1. 
Analytical spirit:
At the heart of the different branches of analytic philosophy, there were several models of responsible philosophical activity. One tradition engaged language, to avoid innocent yet misleading phrases that preclude clear and responsible thought. Another tradition involved having philosophical discourse resemble scientific (i.e., natural science) discourse in its commitment to clarity and responsibility for content. To the extent that decisive and extreme forms of this trend controlled the conduct of a philosophical community, there emerged in it two phenomena of alienation. First, entire branches of philosophy with rich and full histories were excluded from the field, among them branches dealing with values and norms, which were relegated to commonsense and the sense of justice and fairness, and branches engaged in religion and metaphysics. Second, excluded were the writings of philosophers, specifically from recent generations, who could not withstand the analytical tests of meaningful expression.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /practice	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: Perhaps 'seemingly innocent'?
Over the years, the analytical tendencies moderated. There is extensive, deep, and fruitful analytical activity in all the traditional branches of philosophy, first and foremost in moral philosophy, religion, and metaphysics. The criteria of philosophical discourse that we allow ourselves to call ‘analytic,’ in the spirit of the original tradition of analytic philosophy, are clarity and responsibility. We no longer require a central concern with language, though every philosophical debate concerning natural language, its character, its strengths, and weaknesses, can be an interesting, deep, fruitful, and important debate. We require that the claims that appear within philosophical discourse have transparent and clear contents. And we require the philosophical discourse to proceed responsibly. The nature of the philosophical world allows us to doubt any claim there may be interest in doubting, but we cannot doubt all these claims simultaneously. Therefore, concerning any given philosophical debate, we must be able to articulate the basis for each claim: does it derive from other claims, is it a fundamental claim that is not supposed to be derived from any other, is it supposed to represent facts or perhaps some speculation about the facts, does it express some norm that is itself underwritten by other deeper and more general norms, or is it a proposal of a norm that is up for debate, and so on. Briefly, we can say that, with respect to any given philosophical debate, we can assess the degree to which it is responsibly carried out, if we should know its basic assumptions, the conclusions to which it purports to arrive, and what mechanisms, precisely, are supposed to lead us from the assumptions to the conclusions.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /ethics	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: You use 'זהות' so you might prefer 'identity'.
This is this journal’s present commitment, for quite a few years, to the tradition of analytic philosophy: Everything that is published in this journal must satisfy the strict value requirements of clarity and responsibility. One can publish in this journal articles that appear to be grounded in the tradition of “continental philosophy,” and this appearance is not an obstacle, so long as the article meets the strict requirements of clarity and responsibility.
2. 
Cultural range:
The abovementioned moderation in the analytic approach brought with it a natural, comprehensive, and meaningful extension of the kinds of questions debated in a professional philosophical journal, in the spirit of such an approach, in its current form. Yet, in the last few decades, the range of articles that have been published in this journal has been intentionally extended in another respect, that we consider philosophically significant.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /dimension
It stands to reason that the variety of articles that are published in a professional philosophical journal is influenced indirectly by the background culture of its chief editors. A European journal is influenced, in one way or another, by a European background culture, which, in a philosophical context, includes the ancient Greek culture and the Christian culture, in its various forms. This indirect influence is evident in many areas of philosophy, and we find no fault in it, so long as the philosophical activity expressed in the journal is carried out in accordance with the journal’s professional standards.
It goes without saying that many of the articles that are published in a professional philosophical journal are grounded in the thoughts of some philosopher or other from ancient Greece, Aristotle, for example, or in the meditations of one of the fathers of the Catholic Church, Augustine, for example. In the last few decades, the spirit of Philosophia includes an attempt to extend the scope of the background cultures of philosophical inquiry, without compromising the professional quality of the philosophical debates that are carried out upon such background. As such, this journal published an article about the trolley problem that was grounded in normative conceptions that are expressed in Jewish Orthodox literature. Similarly, efforts were made on occasion to publish an article in philosophy of religion that is grounded, for example, in the systematic thought of some stream of Islam.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /anchored/rooted
Occasionally, a particularly demanding type of article is submitted for publication. This type of article compares philosophical positions that are anchored in different background cultures; for example, a nineteenth-century European philosopher and a current of Japanese thought, with long historical roots in Japanese tradition, which has also adopted elements of western philosophy. The review process of such comparative articles involves significant challenges. In our experience, philosophers are not willing to evaluate only the side of an equation with respect to which they are experts. As such, we require philosophers who are experts in both sides. Usually, there are very few of those and it is no simple task to recruit them for the difficult task of reviewing the article in its totality. Nonetheless, we have never outright rejected an article for which we knew in advance that it would be very difficult to provide a proper professional review.
3. 
Internationalism:
Every professional journal in philosophy, or any other scientific or academic field, is international in two obvious ways. First, it is willing to accept for publication articles that satisfy its professional requirements, especially as regards quality, without preference for the country in which it was written. A journal that fails to behave in this way requires strong and unique arguments for why it has such a preference, which appears immaterial. We know of no such arguments. Second, the journal is interested in a professional, or at times broader, readership, without any preference that is not derived from the fact that the journal is published in some specific language.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: I would suggest putting this in parentheses. I think it would read easier.
There is a deeper affinity to the idea of internationality in the spirit of our journal. We do not doubt that philosophical activity of the highest caliber is constantly being carried out in the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and the Scandinavian countries. Nonetheless, we are also certain of the possibility that high-quality philosophical activity is carried out in other places as well. However, since much of it, perhaps all of it, is published in local journals, written in local languages, such activity may be isolated, failing to contribute appropriately to the global picture of philosophy and failing to receive its deserved recognition.
Therefore, on occasion, our journal will publish critical reviews of the philosophical activity, or a predefined portion of it, in a certain country. Thus, such reviews were published about Italy, Poland, Russia (within certain limits), China (on certain topics), and other reviews are in preparation. Another expression of this international tendency appears in the description of the next element of the journal’s spirit.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: Note that the next element is 'Educational value.' There is no mention of the international tendency in that section, nor in any other section. 
I think you should consider deleting this sentence. 
In this context, we would like to mention a particularly Israeli aspect of the journal’s internationality. The State of Israel enjoys regular relations with many of the countries of the world, yet quite a few continue to refrain from expressing typical friendly relations or even establishing formal diplomatic relations. In the journal’s operation, this network of relations plays no role in guiding our professional conduct. On the contrary, we welcome articles that were written by philosophers from unfriendly or even hostile countries and invite philosophers from such countries to review articles that were submitted for publication, and we are usually answered in the affirmative. Philosophers from Lebanon, Egypt, Turkey, and the United Arab Emirates, regularly collaborate with our journal. Occasionally we receive articles for publication whose authors reside in Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, and even Iran. We are very pleased with them.	Comment by .: Perhaps: this political situation
It bears mentioning that we do not support any boycott movement against people based on their civic, ethnic, national, religious, or other associations. Recently, we published two articles by Russian authors.
4.
Quality and educational value:
The common conception of a professional journal is that it is supposed to be dedicated to the publication of high-quality articles that are of importance and interest to that profession. Indeed, it is not difficult to find professional journals in philosophy that are remarkably successful at fulfilling this role.
It goes without saying that Philosophia also purports to fulfill this role. I believe that we have published numerous high-quality articles of interest and significance. Yet a general evaluation of the publications in Philosophia, throughout its fifty years of existence, must be done from outside its internal framework of appraisal, so as to avoid any favorable bias, as natural as that might be.
Insert table from Cristina on downloads
Without declaring so explicitly, our journal took upon itself another role, which we can call “educational.” This additional value is evident at the point in which an editor must decide, based on reviews received, how to proceed with a submitted article. This is not a difficult decision in extreme cases: reviews that recommend acceptance with no revisions or reviews that recommend outright rejection. However, in most cases the reviews are not extreme, nor do they require minor changes, but demand major revisions. In such cases, in professional journals that do not take themselves to have an additional educational role, editors can decide to reject the article based on the reviews. This is a legitimate decision that is aligned with the editorial ethics of professional journals. Our ethics differ because we have added educational value to the identity of our journal; a value that should be expressed also in editorial decisions on such intermediary cases. Not only do we offer authors a chance to submit a new version of their paper, in which they make revisions as per the reviewer comments or respond to those comments appropriately, but we place the article on a track that allows for several rounds of critical review, revisions or response, and another critical review until the reviewers are satisfied. Only if reviewers are still not pleased with the article after a few such rounds will the article be rejected.
We go out of our way to help authors with their attempts to submit new, corrected, versions of their papers, because we believe that every round of critical review and revision is a process in which the article improves and that its author learns from the criticism more than from revising their article. This is how authors encounter problems, claims, arguments, and specialized debates that they did not know previously, and that now will constitute part of their professional expertise. We see it as our responsibility to bring about such processes of improvement because our cumulative experience teaches us that many of the authors who submit their work to us are academic philosophers in the first half of their professional academic development. We would like to help them bring their papers to a professional level that warrants their publication, in a process of improvement that provides them wider, deeper, and more prolonged, assistance, than the debate over a single article they composed.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /professional
You wrote מקצועיים, but I think this is what you had in mind. 
The decision to give such practical expression to the value of educational development without compromising professional quality, requires two kinds of resources. First, it requires the editor’s time. As we took upon ourselves to act according to a certain set of values, of which educational development is one, we took it upon ourselves the commitment to invest the required time in processes of improvement. Second, it requires the resources of critical review, the use of which is not obvious. Critical reviews are conducted voluntarily and usually do not provide genuine professional benefits. The willingness to read further versions of the same article is commendable. It is an impressive and even moving phenomenon to discover that very often, even if not always, reviewers of the original version of an article are willing to read an additional version of the article or even several such versions. I thank them with all my heart. The pillars upon which a professional journal stands are not only the editors and members of the board, but the philosophers who are willing to engage in critical review of papers, and at times, of additional versions.
5.
Ethics:
Professional conduct is an activity that depends on the practical distinction between appropriate and inappropriate conduct. Appropriate conduct reflects the professional nature of this activity, its purposes and methods, and the values that guide the behavior of those who are responsible for the activity and carry it out. Some of the principles of ethical guidelines are expressed in the ethical code of editors of philosophy journals (link), however, in as much as a professional philosophy journal has a unique identity, that identity will include additional values and principles beyond those that are common to all professional philosophy journals. In the following, we present some of these principles and values.
Responsibility: Naturally, the author of an article takes responsibility for every claim they make within it. Once the article is published, the author bears that responsibility toward all the article’s readers, who are usually from the professional community in whose activities the journal figures. The responsibility of the editor is of a different form. The editor does not bear responsibility for every idea or expression that appears in an article they decide to publish, but mainly for the professional adequacy of the process by which the article was assessed. The editor’s decision to publish is based on the professional opinions of experts on the article’s subject matter. The editor chooses the reviewers and therefore bears responsibility for the appropriateness of that choice. The reviewer’s assessments may contain a variety of recommendations, from the rather rare recommendation to publish the paper as is, to the suggestion to request minor or major revisions, and finally the recommendation to reject the paper. The rationale of relying on expert opinions requires the editor to act in accordance with these recommendations, yet there remains room for editorial discretion, for example, to emphasize or downplay certain details of the recommendations. Such discretion is especially needed when the opinions of the reviewers diverge strongly. In such a case, the editor could appeal to another, third, reviewer, but the pressure to give the author a timely decision generally excludes such a possibility. It is worth mentioning that once an expert has received an article, they have approximately seven weeks to review it, so an appeal to a third reviewer may entail a delay of a few months. Therefore, the editor must decide between conflicting recommendations, according to the reasoning they provide, along with the general educational spirit described above.	Comment by .: I deleted “appealing to an additional reviewer can take many weeks” because it was redundant
Thus, the editor is responsible for the integrity of the professional process surrounding the evaluation of a submitted article, the main components of which are the professional quality of the evaluated article, its command of the background literature, the clarity with which problems and questions are presented, and the originality with which solutions and answers are provided. Nonetheless, the editor is also responsible for the pace at which the process proceeds. This is a complex matter, more so than many imagine. Let us extend our perspective and present the professional support of experts in the activity of the journal.
Expert support: A general professional journal, which publishes papers in a wide range of branches of philosophy, cannot operate without the constant extensive support of experts from among the professional communities of these branches of philosophy. It should be noted that such experts are volunteers, who, after all, do not receive any genuine advantage for the support they provide to the operation of the journal. They do not receive payment for their reports or any other benefits from the journal or the publisher. For a while, I could show my appreciation to an expert who wrote an exceptional review by sending them a philosophy book of their choosing from among the publisher’s books, but today I can no longer do so. Experts can receive confirmation of their having provided a review, but that is not a meaningful compensation relative to their contribution to the professional operation of the journal.
Expediency: Sometimes, I receive complaints from a person who has submitted an article for publication and has not received a significant response in several weeks or months. The authors of these and many other, similar complaints do not appreciate the extent to which the task of locating appropriate reviewers is intensive and tedious. Let me briefly mention a few of the steps involved in the evaluation of an article of which I expect few people are aware.
An article is submitted for publication with an abstract and a bibliography. These are important sources for locating relevant reviewers, but they often are insufficient. The editor also has at their disposal the author’s suggested reviewers. At times, such suggestions are very good and self-evident, but often they require complicated scrutiny. The editor can search for reviewers using scholar.google.com, which is always interesting and often useful, but is not always as helpful, as it is often challenging to find the author’s email from the mere mention of an article. Even when you do manage to reach the website of the author’s university, not all websites are very user-friendly. I remember a case where I quite literally had to solve a puzzle to uncover the scholar’s address. I think it is worthwhile to think about improving the issue of identification in academic ethics.
Some of the scholars who are asked to review an article do not even respond. Sometimes, I search for them at the university to which I thought they belonged, only to discover that they are not there, and it is as though they had never existed as far as the list of faculty members is concerned. Here, too, there is room for improvement in academic ethics. Even though the desire to include the most recent list of faculty members on the department’s website is understandable, there should be some way of forwarding the email addresses of those who are no longer part of the department.
Among those who do respond to requests to read the article in question, many do not accept the request but suggest other reviewers in their stead, and often even include a current email as well as a name. Just as I trust a scholar when I ask them to read an article, so I trust them when they suggest alternative reviewers. Such responses are very helpful.
Many reject the request to read an article and neglect to offer alternative reviewers. Some offer a polite apology, but others are content with a mere click on the link that informs me of their rejection. Seeing as the request is on a volunteer basis, and must be completed quickly, I have no basis for complaint, but I am fond of more polite and helpful responses. At the end of the day, the requested assistance is primarily for the benefit of the paper’s author more than it is for the benefit of the journal.
Many of the scholars accept the request and even provide their review within a few weeks or months. I read the reviews and am highly impressed by their professionalism. Almost no paper is accepted as is and the typical review suggests revisions to various aspects of the paper. Even when a paper is rejected from publication, the reviews help the author in their research. Scholars who review articles submitted for publication deserve every praise.
Usually, the reviews arrive on time, but sometimes scholars who have agreed to read and review an article require a reminder. At times, more than one reminder is required, and occasionally even the reminders are no help and there is no alternative other than finding another reviewer. Thus, the time required to decide on an article can be extended well beyond our expectations and those of the author.
When the author submits a new version, based on prior reviews, it is sent back to the reviewers who read the original version to evaluate whether their review received appropriate consideration. This is another problematic stage of the process, as the original reviewers may not be interested in investing more of their time in evaluating the revised version of the article. In this case, we must find another reviewer who agrees to enter “in the middle of the process,” and sometimes there is no alternative other than for the editor, rather than a new reviewer, to perform the additional evaluation.
The journal’s website provides the author with up-to-date information regarding the status of their submission. However, because that information lacks fine-grained details, it is open to misinterpretation. When the author continuously sees the status “reviewer assigned,” he or she sometimes gets the impression that the article is being neglected, even though in actuality, the search for appropriate reviewers is ongoing. At times, we approach a dozen scholars before finding those that agree to review the article. The reason we are here providing such extensive details of the review process is to reassure authors about its nature.	Comment by .: Perhaps you mean “unassigned”
Sometimes, it is possible to shorten the evaluation process, by distributing the work among different editors who will manage processes in parallel. I have always considered myself responsible for decisions made at certain stages of the process, particularly at the beginning and the end, and I can attest that decisions made at these two stages were immediate. The process is prolonged precisely at those stages that cannot be managed in parallel. Thus, for example, it is unreasonable to have different editors concurrently to search for appropriate reviewers for the same article. Such parallel processes will eventually place unnecessary burdens on the reviewer community, which, though extensive and impressive in its spirit of volunteerism and professionalism, is nonetheless limited, and as such, we ought to avoid the risk of wasting their time.
6.
Stylistic flexibility:
A uniform style is not an empty ornament. With respect to an article’s bibliographical details, it serves a purpose, and it also adds a measure of elegance. Nonetheless, the establishment of strict stylistic rules and mechanisms to enforce them should not be exaggerated. Every article in our journal goes through formal editing, especially its bibliography, as part of the supportive activity of Springer Publishing.
Our stylistic flexibility is expressed in our willingness to publish collections of articles surrounding a particular topic or a new book. In many cases, we respond to the initiative of an author, but in the case of a new book, the initiative is often ours. Readers of this journal have had the opportunity to read quite a few debates surrounding new books, containing an abstract of the book, written by its author, along with commentaries on the book, or parts of it, and replies by the author.
The purpose of issues surrounding a common topic is to encourage philosophical debate concerning issues that we believe require special encouragement. The current issue includes such a collection. On one occasion, a collection published here was the basis for a book that included the papers of the collection along with many other papers. The topic I organized was “Models of God,” and the book, edited by Prof. J. Diller and myself, was “Models of God and Alternative Ultimate Realities.” It included approximately one hundred articles in analytic philosophy of religion, concerning religions and many other cultural traditions. The book was highly successful, as is evident by the extent to which it was used: the book was published in 2013, and throughout the years its chapters have been downloaded 162 thousand times by interested readers. The extensive work that goes into the development of such a book has prevented us from publishing additional books of a similar form, based on collected papers published here, but we encourage authors and editors to think about this possibility, which we find attractive.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /attention 
In the Hebrew you use עידוד again, but I think the sentence also makes good sense with 'attention' instead of repeating the word 'encouragement'.
7.
Ethics: Special issues
Occasionally, we are confronted with ethical questions for which our allegiance to the abovementioned values does not provide a simple and direct practical solution. Following are a few examples.
Let us begin with an example that every editor of a professional journal may occasionally confront. A paper should be submitted for publication in a way that allows for completely anonymous review while the author must also submit his or her identifying details. The appropriate and ethical editorial practice does not require the editor to confirm the identifying information. I have confidence, warranted by the experience of thousands of articles, that an author who sends us a paper for publication provides a name that is indeed their name, provides their affiliation (on the assumption that they are not independent scholars) where they indeed are affiliated, provides their email and that is indeed their email. Once, I received a paper from a person whose name was unfamiliar to me and who presented himself as affiliated with an excellent university in the United States. The paper was short and underwent a quick review process after which it was accepted as is. Someone noted the fast turnaround of the paper on a website that takes interest in philosophical publications. That is when it was revealed that the author had deceived us. He was unknown at the university he mentioned. I was of the opinion that, even if it was worthy of publication, a paper whose author misled the journal board should be erased from its website. Unfortunately, the publisher’s rules of ethics did not lead to the same conclusion. I believe these rules should be rectified.	Comment by .: Please check.  I am not sure I understood
Usually, I have no interest in the response that a paper we publish receives on the various social networks, in so far as it is rooted in some ideological perspective or other, whether I happen to share it, dislike it, or have my intermediate position. My positions concerning ideological, cultural, social, and especially political matters do not penetrate my professional editorial activities at any stage of the evaluation of an article submitted to us for publication.
Different trends find shelter under the heading of “political correctness.” We do not agree with the tendency to reject the very existence of a professional, and responsible, philosophical debate surrounding socially controversial matters. We also reject the tendency to refuse publication of papers based on the public image of the author, so long as their paper can be considered to be an exchange of ideas within a philosophical debate. Recently, this policy was put to a difficult practical test. A paper was submitted for publication in which valid and informed criticisms were leveled against the positions of a professor who was notorious for holding antisemitic attitudes. The paper was reviewed by a clear expert, whose name and other central details of his standing I cannot divulge, for reasons of anonymity of reviewers. The expert recommended publication and that is what I did. Soon after, the professor who was criticized submitted a reply. Should I have rejected the response paper outright, because its author is recognized as an antisemitic activist? I did not think so. The reply article went through the review process and was recommended for publication. I was of the impression that the response article could be seen as a relevant, professional, reply, even though the author mentioned general factual suppositions that echo antisemitic claims. The publication of the article drew attention on a social platform for philosophy lecturers. On second thought, it occurred to me that it would have been better to avoid publishing the first article and the response, to prevent the fact of the article having been published in an Israeli journal from being used to promulgate public antisemitic tendencies.
We do accept the inclination toward linguistic sensitivity. We will avoid publishing articles that utilize phrases that would unnecessarily offend readers. For every offensive phrase, there is an unoffensive alternative that does not demand a meaningful alteration of what is being said. On this point, I trust that the scholars who review the articles submitted for publications will comment upon any such offensive phrases in their review, and in so doing will direct the editor’s attention to the language of the article in future revisions, should such be submitted for publication. Truth be told, I have never encountered such a problem in articles that have been submitted to this journal.
Another ethical challenge, which also has some affinity to the just struggle against antisemitism, arose a few years ago after the publication of the “Black Notebooks,” the journals that Martin Heidegger kept, which expressed philosophical attitudes in the spirit of his thought but also attitudes that deserve to be called “antisemitic.” A professional journal in analytic philosophy, in the conventional sense of this philosophical tradition, could have chosen to reject an article on Heidegger’s work outright, because such work was easily separable from the analytic philosophy of the first half of the twentieth century. However, once we accepted a broader conception of analytic philosophy, we were required to take a position on the possibility of publishing articles about Heideggerian thought, though these were possibly tainted by an affinity to his antisemitic views, as expressed in the “Black Notebooks.” Our position had two components. First, publish professional, thorough, and insightful critiques concerning those “Black Notebooks.” Second, whenever a paper about Heidegger’s thought was submitted to us for publication, we asked authors to make explicitly clear that the Heideggerian views they discuss in their paper have no affinity with those he expressed in the “Black Notebooks.” Not only has no author declined our request, but this policy did not prevent authors from sending us their work on some aspect or another of Heideggerian thought for publication.
As we approach the end, we must thank several of our colleagues for their assistance with central aspects of the life of this journal.
First, let us mention Prof. Alex Blum, who was an editor-partner during the initial years of this journal’s existence. Here are the words he wrote to us on this occasion:
Blum
We owe an especially warm thank you to the many philosophers around the world who agreed to read and evaluate articles that were submitted for publication so that we can decide how this professional journal should treat the articles in question. These readers work professionally, honestly, tirelessly, and with no compensation. The significance of their cooperation with our journal cannot be overstated. This journal is theirs no less than it is ours.
We would like to pay special respects to those who have reviewed more than --- articles for us:
Cristina table on frequent reviewers
We welcome our new Editor in Chief, Prof. Amir Horowitz, of The Open University of Israel. We trust his professional capacities and considerations and wish him all the best for the next fifty years of this journal.
Alongside the new Editor in Chief, we welcome new members to the editorial board. We thank all the members of the editorial board, in retrospect and in advance, for their contribution to the fortitude of our journal.	Comment by Cahen, Arnon: /strength
Over the years we have benefited from the excellent professional assistance of the editorial office and the production department. Many have served in these two important units, and we thank the present team, as an expression of gratitude to them and to all who have preceded them throughout the many years. The current editorial office is managed by Sheryl Ramos and the production department is headed by Arlyn Sechico.
Cristina do Santos is responsible for our relations with Springer, and we thank her for all of her good and blessed work.
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