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About the Guide
This guide has been prepared to assist you with the review process and ensure you are providing the
right kind of feedback to History in the Making contributors. Drawing on the experience of the
History in the Making Journal Collective and feedback from previous reviewers, it answers your
questions about: the purpose of peer review; the process of becoming a reviewer; the basics of the
reviewing process; and how to complete the reviewer report.
The ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ section should be read in conjunction with the two policy
documents also included in the guide:



‘Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports’
‘Reviewer Guidelines’.
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Frequently Asked Questions
The purpose of peer review
1. What is peer review?
Peer review (or refereeing) is a critical part of the academic publishing process. The purpose of peer
review is to determine whether articles are suitable for publication in a scholarly journal. The
process ensures that articles are of a high standard and are of interest to the wider academic
community.
2. What is the purpose of the reviewing process?
Reviewers are involved in the first stage of reviewing for History in the Making. The content of your
reports determines whether submissions are passed on for further consideration by the editors. The
scores and comments provided help the editors to identify strengths and weaknesses within each
submission.
The purpose of the reviewing process is to manage a high volume of submissions efficiently and
ensure all students who submit to the journal receive some feedback on their work.

Becoming a reviewer
3. How do I become a reviewer?
If you are an honours or postgraduate student, you can become a reviewer by completing the
reviewer application form on our website (http://www.historyitm.org/hitmJoin.html) and emailing it
to reviewers@historyitm.org
If you have been published in History in the Making, you will automatically be invited to become a
reviewer.
4. What skills and experience do I need to become a reviewer?
The Journal Collective accepts reviewer applications from a wide range of history students. We are
not looking for knowledge in a specific area or time period and will also consider applications from
students in related disciplines (e.g. classics).
First and foremost we are looking for people with a desire to help other students improve their
historical writing. In addition, we are looking for students and graduates with:




experience in peer review of any kind
editing and proofreading skills
an interest in academic publishing and the journal production process.

Reviewers also need to commit to meeting any deadlines set by the Journal Collective and to
responding in a timely fashion to any queries from the Journal Collective.
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The reviewing process
5. How many people review each article?
Every article that is submitted to History in the Making is reviewed by three people, at least one of
which is an editor or member of the Journal Collective.
6. How are articles assigned?
Articles are assigned to you based on your areas of expertise and level of study. Reviewers will only
be asked to review submissions by students of their year level and below (for example, honours
students will only be asked to review articles by other honours and undergraduate students).
Depending on the number of submissions received, it is not always possible to match articles to the
exact areas of interest of reviewers. If the article you receive is on an unfamiliar topic, we encourage
you to read it first before you make a final decision about whether you are willing to accept it for
review, rather than rejecting it outright (see question 9).
7. How will I know when an article has been allocated to me?
A member of the Journal Collective will email you to let you know when an article has been allocated
to you. You will then need to accept or reject the request. For more information, read the policy
document: ‘Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports’.
8. How do I access the articles that have been assigned to me?
To access your assigned submissions, login to your account in the online journal management
system (http://www.historyitm.org/index.php/hitm/login) and select the ‘Reviewer’ option. When
you click on the link to your active submissions, a list of articles will appear. Select the title of the
article you want to access. This will take you to the submission review page, which shows you the
basic information on the article, the review schedule and the review steps.
9. What should I do if I know nothing about the topic?
We do not expect reviewers to be experts on the articles they are reviewing. If you receive an article
that is outside your area of knowledge, we encourage you to read it first before you make a final
decision about whether you are willing to accept it for review. Even if you are unfamiliar with the
topic, you should still be able to identify whether the submission contains the key features of a good
journal article – which is really what we are looking for in this stage of the review process.
If you do decide that you are uncomfortable accepting the article for review, please make sure you
let the Journal Collective know as soon as possible. Follow the procedure in the policy document,
‘Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports’. As stated in the guide, please make sure that you
give us a reason for declining the article. Once you have rejected an article for review, we will try to
assign you a different submission.
10. How long will I have to complete the review?
The standard reviewing period for History in the Making is four weeks.
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11. What should I do if I cannot complete a review by the due date?
If you are unable to complete a review by the due date, please make sure you contact the member
of the Journal Collective who assigned the article to you or email reviewers@historyitm.org as soon
as possible. We will either arrange for an extension or re-assign the article to a different reviewer.
If you do not submit your report on time and have not contacted the Journal Collective in advance to
provide a reason, you may not be invited to participate in subsequent issues.

Completing the reviewer report
12. What does the reviewer report look like?
Reviewers for History in the Making are required to fill out an online report for each article they
read. The reviewer report contains a standard set of criteria against which submissions should be
assessed and provides a space for reviewers to make comments.
13. How do I complete the reviewer report?
Reviewer reports need to be completed and submitted online. For a step-by-step outline of the
process, read the policy document, ‘Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports’.
14. What are the review criteria?
Reviewers are asked to judge submissions against seven main criteria:


Argument: Does the article have a coherent, persuasive and strong argument?



Topic and Interest: Is the topic well-chosen and would it appeal to many readers?



Writing Style and Expression: Is the submission well-written? Are all ideas expressed
clearly?



Originality: Does the submission draw on original research, use existing research in an
original way or apply a new interpretive paradigm to an existing topic?



Engagement with Academic Debate: Does the submission engage in academic debate in a
critical manner? Does the author demonstrate how their work contributes to or advances
this debate?



Use of Primary Sources: Does the submission use historical evidence to support the
argument? Is the selection of primary sources clearly justified?



Referencing and Presentation: Does the article need substantial grammatical revision? Has
the contributor used appropriate referencing?

15. What option should I select when I am asked whether to recommend the article
for publication?
At the end of the reviewer report, you are asked to select from a number of options regarding the
suitability of the submission for publication. To ensure that reviewers respond in a consistent way,
please apply the categories in the following manner:
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Accept Submission: Choose this option if you think the submission is of an excellent
standard overall and you believe it should be considered for publication. The submission
may still need some revision but will not require substantial editing, structural change or
additional research. Articles in this category will be considered by the Journal Collective for
publication in the forthcoming edition of the journal. They will be allocated to an editor, who
will work with the author to bring the article to publication standard. As a rough estimate,
approximately 10-20% of articles submitted will fall into this category.



Revisions Required or Resubmit for Review: Choose one of these options if you think the
submission is of a high standard but you do not believe it is ready for publication.
Submissions in this category often feature evidence of originality and substantial research
but the argument, structure or expression may require further work. Articles in this category
will be returned to authors with an invitation to resubmit their article for a future edition of
the journal. As a rough estimate, approximately 10% of articles submitted will fall into this
category.



Resubmit Elsewhere: Choose this option if you think the submission is of a high to excellent
standard but you do not think it is suitable for History in the Making and should instead be
submitted to a different journal. For example, the submission may be on a topic of little
interest to generalist readers and better suited to a specialist academic journal.



Decline Submission: Choose this option if you think the submission is of a poor to average
standard and you do not think it should be considered for publication. Submissions in this
category will be returned to authors and they will not be invited to resubmit the article to a
future edition of the journal.

Please do not select the ‘See Comments’ category on the drop-down menu, as we are utilising these
recommendations as a guide to the standard of the submission and will review all your comments as
well.
16. How much feedback should I provide?
The review form consists of both multiple choice sections and comment boxes where you can add
your own feedback. When filling out the reviewer form, we ask that you take the time to write at
least two to three sentences of feedback on each of the assessment criteria. Overall, you should be
aiming to provide authors with a minimum of half a page of personalised feedback. You are welcome
to provide more extended feedback but bear in mind the submissions that pass this review round
will be passed on to editors, who are expected to provide more detailed feedback to the authors.
17. What kind of feedback should I provide?
The reviewing process is intended to be educative. Feedback should focus on improvements that the
contributor might make in future essays or articles, rather than simply describing the problems with
the submission. Remember: all reviewer reports are returned to contributors, regardless of the
submission’s success in passing through to the next round. Please make sure you maintain a level of
professionalism and courtesy to the contributor in your comments.
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18. How much time should I spend reviewing each submission?
The amount of time it takes to review an article will depend on a number of factors, including your
knowledge of the subject area, your experience in reviewing/editing/marking essays and the word
length of the submission. As a general estimate, we suggest that you aim to spend around one hour
on articles of 2000-3000 words and up to two hours on longer articles.
19. How much consideration should I give to the study level of the contributor?
One of the objectives of History in the Making is to publish material from across the spectrum of
undergraduate and postgraduate study. As such, the standard of submissions you receive may vary
greatly depending on whether the contributor is a first year undergraduate answering a set essay
question, an honours student submitting an original seminar paper or a PhD student submitting a
component of their thesis.
To help you assess submissions fairly, we will provide details of the contributor’s level of study,
where available. As you complete the reviewer report, please keep this information in mind and
apply the criteria as is appropriate to someone at this level of study. If you are finding it difficult to
judge the standard of work expected, you may want to look at some articles already published in
History in the Making. You can view articles online at: http://www.historyitm.org/index.php/hitm
20. Where can I find the referencing guidelines for History in the Making?
History in the Making uses the Chicago system of citations. As part of your job as a reviewer, we ask
that you check that submissions use the correct referencing system. If you are in doubt, a summary
of the referencing guidelines and other stylistic requirements for articles is available on our website
at: http://www.historyitm.org/index.php/hitm/about/submissions
21. Are reviewer reports anonymous?
All reviewer reports are filled out on an anonymous basis: the reviewer is not told the name of the
author; likewise, the author is not told the name of the three reviewers. This is to ensure that each
submission is judged on its individual merits. However, reviewers are told whether the work is by an
undergraduate, honours or postgraduate student, to enable them to judge the submission by the
standards consistent with the contributor’s level of study.
22. Can I ask a friend or colleague to help me with my reviewer report?
Articles are allocated to reviewers on a confidential basis. This means that you should not ask friends
or colleagues for help with the reviewer report or discuss the content of submissions with them. If
you need assistance in assessing a submission, please contact the member of the Journal Collective
who assigned the article to you or email reviewers@historyitm.org with your query.
23. Who should I contact if I have a technical problem using the online journal
management system?
If you experience a technical problem while filling out the reviewer report, you should first consult
the policy document, ‘Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports’. If you still need help, please
contact support@historyitm.org – make sure you include your username and the name of the article
you have been assigned, as well as a description of the problem you have encountered.
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Instructions for Completing Reviewer Reports
You’ve now been enrolled as a reviewer on the online journal management system. When
you log in or when you go to your ‘User Home’ page, you should have a listed role as
reviewer, similar to the way author appears if you are enrolled as an author.
To access your assigned submissions, click on the link to your active submissions and then
on the title of the article. This will take you to the submission review page, which shows you
the basic information on the article, the review schedule and the review steps.
Step 1: Accept or Decline to Review the Article
The first step is to accept or decline the offer to review, by clicking on the appropriate option.
This will take you to a screen to send an email notification of your decision to the current
editor for that submission.
You have the option of customising the wording of the email. If you are accepting that isn’t
necessary. If you are declining however we would appreciate some indication of why.
You also have the option to skip sending the email but please do not do this. The emails
help us keep track of the review process.
If you are completing a test run of the review process, please accept. In a real life example,
feel free to decline if you have a valid reason – we would much rather an early decline than
an acceptance with no follow through – but be aware that repeatedly declining reviews may
lead to us not offering them to you.
Step 2: Consult the Reviewer Guidelines
The second listed step is to consult the Reviewer Guidelines. The short version of the
guidelines is on the site and the longer version has been sent to you separately.
Step 3: Download and Read the Article
Step three is to click on the file name to download and read through the article. Feel free to
print it out if you are more comfortable reading on paper than on screen, but please don’t
pass it around or make multiple copies.
If the file won’t download or is in a format that you can’t open or read, let
support@historyitm.org and your editor know as soon as possible.
Step 4: Complete the Review Form
The fourth step is to fill out the review form. Clicking on the little speech bubble shape at the
listed step will bring you to the review form screen. Choose the option in each category that
you feel best represents the level of the article.
Any question marked with an asterisk is a required field. The most common error messages
when attempting to submit a form relate to failure to complete a required field.
Remember to click to save the form once you’ve filled it in. If you start filling it out and realise
you’ll have to come back to it, that is fine, just close it instead of saving it. Don’t hit save until
you’ve reached your final decision.
Step 5: Upload Files
Step five gives you the option of uploading files. At this first round review stage, this step
should be unnecessary.
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Step 6: Make a Recommendation
The final step is to choose a recommendation. For the first round review, we want a sense of
whether you think it is worth going through to the second round of reviews. Please apply the
categories in the following manner:
1. Accept Submission: Choose this option if you think the submission is of an
excellent standard overall and you believe it should be considered for publication.
Articles in this category will be considered by the Journal Collective for publication in
the forthcoming edition of the journal.
2. Revisions Required or Resubmit for Review: Choose one of these options if you
think the submission is of a high standard but you do not believe it is ready for
publication. Articles in this category will be returned to authors with an invitation to
resubmit their article for a future edition of the journal.
3. Resubmit Elsewhere: Choose this option if you think the submission is of a high to
excellent standard but you do not think it is suitable for History in the Making and
should instead be submitted to a different journal.
4. Decline Submission: Choose this option if you think the submission is of a poor to
average standard and you do not think it should be considered for publication.
Submissions in this category will be returned to authors and they will not be invited to
resubmit the article to a future edition of the journal.
Please do not select the ‘See Comments’ category on the drop-down menu, as we are
utilising these recommendations as a guide to the standard of the submission and will review
all your comments as well.
For this first round, we will rely more on the answers you’ve chosen in the review form than
what you choose here.
Once you’ve made your selection, remember to hit the button to ‘Submit Review to
Editor’ so the system accepts it.
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Reviewer Guidelines
What is Peer Review?
Peer review (or refereeing) is a critical part of the academic publishing process. The purpose
of peer review is to determine whether articles are suitable for publication in a scholarly
journal. The process ensures that articles are of a high standard and are of interest to the
wider academic community.
Role of Reviewers
Reviewers are involved in the first stage of reviewing for History in the Making. The content
of their reports determines whether submissions are passed on for further consideration by
the editors. Further, the scores and comments provided by reviewers help the editors to
identify strengths and weaknesses within each submission. The purpose of this process is to
manage a high volume of submissions efficiently and ensure all students who submit to the
journal receive some feedback on their work.
Selection of Reviewers
Reviewers will be selected for the History in the Making journal through two methods:
1. Students who have previously contributed to the journal will be invited to become
reviewers.
2. Students who have not previously contributed to the journal can apply to become
reviewers. Ordinarily, applications will only be sought from honours, graduate or
postgraduate students. The application form can be downloaded at
www.historyitm.org
Reviewers will be asked to work on subsequent issues so long as they have met the
requirements of the review process as established by the journal collective. Key
requirements include:
 meeting any deadlines set by the journal collectives
 providing suitable feedback to contributors
 responding in a timely fashion to any queries from the journal collective.
After contributing to two or more issues, reviewers may be invited by the journal collective to
participate as editors.
Reviewer Reports
Reviewers for History in the Making are required to fill out an online report for each article
they read. The reviewer report contains a standard set of criteria against which submissions
should be assessed and provides space for reviewers to add personalised comments.
All reviewer reports are returned to contributors, regardless of the submission’s success in
passing through to the next round. Thus, reviewers are expected to maintain a level of
professionalism and courtesy to the contributor when making their assessment of the
submission. This process is intended to be educative, so reviewer reports ought to be
framed around improvements that the contributor might make in future essays or articles.
Criteria
Reviewers are asked to fill out online forms rating each submission according to selected
criteria. Some of these criteria are straightforward, where others require substantiation in an
attached text box. The seven main criteria within the form are:
1. Argument: Does the article have a coherent, persuasive and strong argument?
2. Topic and Interest: Is the topic well-chosen and would it appeal to many readers?
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3. Writing Style and Expression: Is the submission well-written? Are all ideas
expressed clearly?
4. Originality: Does the submission draw on original research, use existing research in
an original way or apply a new interpretive paradigm to an existing topic?
5. Engagement with Academic Debate: Does the submission engage in academic
debate in a critical manner? Does the author demonstrate how their work contributes
to or advances this debate?
6. Use of Primary Sources: Does the submission use historical evidence to support
the argument? Is the selection of primary sources clearly justified?
7. Referencing and Presentation: Does the article need substantial grammatical
revision? Has the contributor used appropriate referencing?
Finally, we will ask reviewers to indicate whether or not they recommend the article for
publication.
Number of Reviewers
Each submission is to be reviewed by three reviewers. Wherever possible, articles are
matched to reviewers based on the areas of historical interests they have nominated.
Speed of Reviewing
The time period allocated for the reviewing process will be determined by the journal
collective and relayed to the reviewer when submissions are distributed. This time period will
usually not exceed four weeks.
It is the responsibility of the individual reviewer to inform the journal collective of any
problems which might prevent them from completing the review in the designated time.
Reminders will be sent by the journal collective; however, reviewers who do not submit their
reports on time will not normally be able to participate in subsequent issues.
Anonymity
In order to ensure each submission is judged on its individual merits, contributors will remain
anonymous to reviewers. However, reviewers will be advised whether the work is by an
undergraduate, honours or postgraduate student, to enable them to judge the submission by
the standards consistent with the contributor’s level of study. Similarly, the names of
reviewers will be removed from their reports before they are returned to contributors.
Confidentiality
Reviewers should treat submissions confidentially and should not ordinarily consult friends of
colleagues for help with the referee report. If reviewers require assistance in assessing a
submission, they should contact the journal collective.
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