
E D I T O R I A L

In his most celebrated book, On Liberty, the 19th-century philosopher John Stuart
Mill defended individual liberty and freedom of thought. And quite vigorously so.
He defended liberty in the name of progress and improvement. He defended it
against all types of forces that suppress it. Government was not the only such force.
The greater threats, he thought, came from private forces, from ourselves as societies
and communities. ‘The despotism of custom’, he wrote, ‘is everywhere the standing
hindrance to human advancement, being in unceasing antagonism to that disposition
to aim at something better’. Custom and progress, and in the middle stands the lib-
erty to experiment.

At JIDS we try to embrace this spirit of liberty. We regularly question customs
and traditions, including our own. We try to keep the Journal in motion, to experi-
ment, to adapt, perhaps to lead. Small alterations happen all the time. More mean-
ingful change happens less often, though regularly too. Now is such a time.

But let us start from the beginning.
JIDS was launched in 2010 to focus on issues of enduring significance in the reso-

lution of private and public international disputes. It was designed from the outset as a
journal for those who take the academic side of international dispute settlement
seriously. This is something we will keep doing, and we will try to keep doing it
well—currently, the Journal is ranked first for ‘Civil Litigation and Dispute
Resolution’, second for ‘International Trade’ and second for ‘Commercial Law’, by the
Washington and Lee University law ranking for international, non-US, law journals.

Our main objective on the road ahead is to extend the Journal’s purview beyond
strict law approaches and include relevant areas in the social sciences and the human-
ities. Legal scholars should be (more) aware of developments in neighbouring fields.
Scholars in other fields may find advantages in being (better) connected to what is
going on in law, even when we seem to be playing Lego with rules. Put more boldly,
there is little reason to define our field of international dispute settlement according
to classic disciplinary boundaries, some of which go back to Ancient Rome (quite
the custom, one might say). International dispute settlement is, by its very nature, a
subject matter that combines and can benefit from many different repositories of
moral, cultural and political knowledge—that is, many different intellectual discip-
lines. No existing journal, I think, really reflects this yet. We will try to do just that.

This extension to social sciences and the humanities most immediately translates
into the approach and theme of this current issue of the Journal—a Special Issue on
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‘Empirical Studies on Investment Disputes’. The majority of this Issue’s authors are
not legal scholars (regardless of what we understand a legal scholar exactly to be).
Yet it is, perhaps, the one issue that will resonate the most among lawyers, out of
those we have done so far.

A similarly interdisciplinary Special Issue will follow next year, though with an en-
tirely different focus: it will take a law and literature approach to explore the rele-
vance of Shakespeare’s work for our understanding of international dispute
settlement. It will serve to bring to light, for instance, the tension between some of
the underlying values of the settlement of disputes within their broader social con-
text. (Incidentally, the next 18 months will most likely be marked by more special
issues and themed sections than is usual at JIDS. This does not mark a turn to JIDS
becoming a symposium journal, let alone a conference proceedings journal. It is but
a happenstance collision of dates.)

This extension of the Journal’s purview further manifests itself in the reshuffle of
the Editorial Board. As I said above, at regular intervals we implement more mean-
ingful change. These intervals tend to be three years long because this is the pattern
of the renewal of the Editorial Board. It has been the policy since day one that
Editorial Board members stay for three years. An exceptional few have or are serv-
ing two terms, but not more. Regular rotations on the Board are something we be-
lieve to be of great import. Membership of the Board does not represent a status,
but a certain contribution at a certain time. Those who are leaving the Board now
are warmly thanked for that contribution, and we hope to see them again. Those
who are coming on are enthusiastically welcome. Two of our General Editors are
also joining the Board—Stavros Brekoulakis and Alec Stone Sweet step in in their
stead. As a result, between a quarter and a third of the new Editorial Board mem-
bers are not law-only scholars (depending on what we take that phrase to exactly
mean).

I said above that we are extending the purview of the Journal. I meant exactly that.
I did not mean refocus. We will continue to include strict law approaches, black letter
law studies and practice-oriented scholarship. In part to signal this, and in part to
mark the distinction between what is more news-driven and what is more distantly
reflective, we are introducing a new ‘Current Developments’ section, edited by
Makane Mbengue. This section will in principle feature one article per standard,
non-special issue, discussing a recent case or a legislative or practice development
relating to international dispute settlement.

Finally, I would also like to renew our pledge to deal swiftly with submissions.
For 2015, our average turnaround time, from submission to first decision (Reject,
Revise and Resubmit, Major Revision, Minor Revision and Accept), was 32.5 days.
This, of course, is only possible because of our anonymous reviewers, whose work
has mostly been truly remarkable and prompt, our two editorial assistants, Noel
Lambert for technical questions and Mona Pinchis for academic matters, and OUP’s
continuously helpful and uncomplicated approach. We are all, and perhaps I in par-
ticular as Editor-in-Chief, extremely grateful to all of them.

Thomas Schultz
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