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Peer Review Process 

Reviewers and editors play a vital role in maintaining the high standards of the African 
Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education, which is why all incoming articles are peer 
reviewed by at least two experts, following the procedure outlined in this document before 
a final publishing decision is made.  

The African Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education employs a double blind peer review, 
in which the reviewers remain anonymous to the author(s) throughout and following the 
review process, whilst the identity of the author(s) is likewise unknown to the reviewers. 
All details that may enable a reviewer to identify the author(s) of an article are removed 
from the article before it is sent to the reviewer. Similarly, the reviewers’ identities are also 
concealed from the author(s) when sending the reviewers’ comments to the author(s). 

Below is a basic outline of what can be expected during the double blind peer review of 
this journal.  

1. Initial Evaluation 

The Journal Manager checks the article’s composition and arrangement against the 
African Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education’s Author Guidelines to make sure it 
includes the required sections, referencing and styles. The quality of the article is not 
assessed at this point. If the article needs review, the Journal Manager will send it to back 
to the author(s) requesting the necessary changes in line with the Author Guidelines.  

The Journal Editor then evaluates the submitted article. It is rare, but possible for an 
exceptional article to be accepted at this stage on the grounds that the author(s) is 
reputable and/or that the content is ground-breaking. However, such article is not 
necessarily exempt from the double blind peer review. Articles that meet the minimum 
criteria are then passed on to at least two expert reviewers. Author(s) of articles rejected 
at this stage will be informed within two weeks of receipt.  

The article is reviewed to ensure that it meets the minimum requirements of the African 
Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education before it is sent to external reviewers. At this stage, 
the article is reviewed for the following: 

• Possible plagiarism: The article is evaluated to compare the level of similarity with 
other published works. Articles that have high level of similarity with other works 
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(including the author’s previous works) are rejected at this stage. Author(s) are 
provided with the similarity report together with the decision to reject the article.  

• Scope: After an article has undergone a similarity check and the level of similarity 
is judged to be appropriate, the content of the article is checked to ensure that it 
fits within the scope of the African Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education. 

• Recent references: The African Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education encourage 
author(s) to cite more recent articles. Preferably, considerable number of the cited 
articles should be works that were published within the last five years.  

• Articles are also checked for the structure, correctness and clarity of the language 
as it adheres to the African Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education’s Author 
Guidelines. Please consult the website for these guidelines.  

The Journal Manager usually makes corrections to minor grammatical errors in such a 
manner that it does not alter the article. However, in situations where language is 
considerably difficult to comprehend, the article is returned to the author(s) to improve 
clarity of the language before the peer review process continues. The article will undergo 
language editing once the peer review process is completed and the article is accepted 
for publishing. 

Articles that fail in this first stage of the review process are returned to the author(s) for 
modification and resubmission, or completely rejected. This first stage of the peer review 
is usually completed within two weeks. 

2. Invitation to Reviewers 

The Journal Manager sends invitations to individuals they believe would be appropriate 
reviewers according to their expertise. These reviewers should have expert knowledge of 
the subject area of the article. The reviewers are invited to review the article by sending 
them the abstract of the article first. Upon acceptance to review the article, the full text of 
the article is sent to the reviewers after the author(s) have been concealed. 

3. Conduction of Reviews 

Reviewers are requested to evaluate the article in terms of the following guidelines: 

1. A brief assessment of the article and its contribution as a research work; 
2. An indication that the article disseminates originality in research as to thought and 

method and new developments or contributions in the relevant field – with clear 
examples from the article; 

3. An indication that the article is methodologically sound; 
4. Clarity of presentation and includes results which are clearly presented and support 

the conclusions; 
5. The article correctly and exhaustively references previous relevant work; 
6. Follows appropriate ethical guidelines, especially as concerns plagiarism; and 
7. Suggested improvements or revision of the article. 

Depending on the extent of the article, reviewers are asked to supply a delivery date, 
usually between three to four weeks.  
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4. Evaluation of Reviews 

The Journal Manager submits the reviews to the Journal Editor who considers all the 
returned reviews before making an overall decision. If the reviews differ widely, the Journal 
Manager may invite an additional reviewer so as to get an extra opinion before the Journal 
Editor makes the final publishing decision. 

5. Article Revision 

If the article needs revision, the article along with the similarity report and blind review 
reports are referred back to author(s) including constructive comments for any revisions 
and improvements. If the revisions are significant, the article will be referred back to the 
reviewer(s) for verification, comments and approval. However, where only minor changes 
were requested this follow-up review might be done by the Journal Manager. 

If the article is rejected, the article along with the similarity report and blind review reports 
are referred back to author(s) explaining the final decision.  

Using the reviewers’ comments, author(s) make corrections to the article and submit a 
revised article to the Journal Manager. 

6. Editor’s Review 

Upon receipt of the revised article, the article undergoes the third and final stage of the 
peer review process. The original article, the revised article, the similarity report and all 
the reviewers’ comments are sent to one of the Editorial Board members of the African 
Journal of Non-Profit Higher Education. The editor reviews the article and makes one of 
the following decisions: 

1. Accept as is;  
2. Accept with minor changes;  
3. Requires major corrections;  
4. Send revised article for review again; or  
5. Reject. 

Articles that are accepted as is are then scheduled for language editing.  

Articles that require corrections (either minor or major) are sent to the author(s) to affect 
these suggested corrections. The amended article is then sent back to the journal for 
review before the article is accepted for publication.  

7. The Decision  

The final publishing decision is made by the Journal Editor with the help of the Editorial 
Board’s remarks and the peer review reports. The decision is communicated to the 
author(s) by the Journal Manager.  
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