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Refereeing Policy

This Referee Policy is used by the journals The Bible and Critical Theory and Monash Business Review. These ePress journals use a double-blind peer review process for refereed articles. The decision on whether or not to send the submission to referees will be at the discretion of the journal’s Managing Editor, who is empowered to reject papers without sending them to referees.

For information about the refereeing policy for History Australia please contact the journal’s editor, Marian Quartly: marian.quartly@arts.monash.edu.au
For information about the refereeing policy for the Australian Review of Applied Lingustics, please contact the journal’s editor, Roland Sussex: r.sussex@uq.edu.au
Purpose of Referee Reports

Referees' Reports constitute recommendations to the Managing Editor, who is empowered to accept or reject papers for publication subject to this Agreement.

Number of Referees

Each Contributor Work that is to be refereed should be sent to two Referees. If there is a notable discrepancy between the two Referee Reports, or if the difference between Contributors and Referees cannot be resolved readily, a third Referee may be appointed as adjudicator.

Selection of Referees

While the final decision as to the selection of Referees ultimately rests with the Managing Editor, the Managing Editor should regularly seek guidance on suitable referees from the Editorial Board and Associate Editors.

Suggestions from Contributors as to who might act as Referees are often useful, but there is no obligation on Managing Editors to use those suggested.

Adjudication of disagreements

In relation to any particular Contributor Work, it is the Managing Editor’s responsibility to see that, as far as possible, agreement is reached between Contributors and Referees. Although the Referees may need to be consulted again concerning a Contributor’s reply to the Referee Report, further refereeing will be avoided as far as possible.

The Managing Editor may report differences to the Editorial Board and Associate Editors for resolution.

When a Contributor Work is recommended for rejection, the Managing Editor will inform the Contributor/s who have the right to appeal to the Managing Editor if they regard a decision to reject as unfair.

The Managing Editor may refer to Editorial Board and Associate Editors any Contributor Works that have been recommended for acceptance by the Referees, but about which the Managing Editor is doubtful.

Anonymity

The anonymity of Referees should be strictly preserved from Contributors, and vice versa. Referee Reports should be couched in terms that do not disclose the identity of the Contributor. It is, however, acknowledged that a Referee, through knowledge of the field, may divine the identity of the Contributor. A Referee who has inadvertent knowledge of the identity of the Contributor should inform the Managing Editor of this fact before proceeding with the Referee Report.

A Referee should never communicate directly with a Contributor, unless and until such action has been sanctioned by the Managing Editor.

The Managing Editor will make all reasonable efforts to keep the identity of Referees who have supplied Referee Reports confidential, including where the contents of a Referee Report are disclosed to the Editorial Board and/or Associate Editors for the purposes of adjudication of disagreements. The Managing Editor cannot, however, guarantee to maintain this confidentiality in the face of a successful legal action to disclose identity in the event of a Referee having made personally derogatory comments in a Referee Report. For this reason as well as for reasons of normal professional courtesy, Referees should refrain from unnecessary personally negative comments. This should not discourage frank, constructive comments about the content of Contributor Works.

Confidentiality

Referees should treat Contributor Works received for assessment as confidential material. Referees should not consult colleagues to help with the Referee Report without first requesting permission to do so from the Managing Editor. Referees should inform colleagues consulted that that the Contributor Work is confidential.

Information acquired by a Referee from a Contributor Work received for assessment is not available for disclosure or citation until the Work is published.

Speed of Refereeing

Referees should submit their reports with the minimum of delay and within the time specified by the Managing Editor, or inform the Managing Editor immediately if this is not feasible.

Criteria

Referees should be provided with clearly defined review criteria by the Managing Editors. Alternatively, where no criteria is supplied, the following should be addressed by Referees when writing their reports:
1. Is the article:

· convincing?

· well written?

· well researched?

· original?

· important to the field?

· interesting?

· timely?

2. Is the background referenced appropriately?
3. Are important parameters that could affect the study (such as setting, study population, study design) systematically addressed?
4. Is the article appropriate for the journal it has been submitted to?
5. Please indicate areas for improvement.
6. Please indicate whether you would recommend that the article:
· be accepted without revision;

· be accepted with minor revisions;

· be resubmitted with major revisions; or

· be rejected.
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