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Research questions for this paper/analysis:
· How do reviewers orient to English and language when reviewing papers submitted for publication? 
· Do (and how do) orientations to English and language matter in overall evaluation of papers?

Example of one Text History

Brief summary and extracts from reviewer and editor comments

Background: Article was written by five co-authors in the field of psychology. The main author was a mid-career academic researching and writing with four junior academics. The main author had 17 journal article publications in English and 13 in the national language. The article was submitted to and rejected by one journal then submitted to a second journal, where it was accepted. 

JOURNAL 1
Editor’s response: Reject -- letter accompanying 3 reviews

In a long covering letter (95+ lines), the decision to reject is stated based on the reviews and the editor’s ‘own reading of the manuscript’. The editor’s comments are based on her ‘careful reading of the manuscript myself’, signaled in her widespread use of the first person ‘I’ (I think, I felt, etc.). The critical comments centre on concerns about methodology, analytic tools used and forms of analysis, and are written in the register of hedged commentary (‘it seems to place in opposition’, ‘you seem to assume’, ‘it seems to me that’) with only one emotionally loaded negative evaluation, ‘nonsensical’.

In concluding her comments, the editor signals, however, that the paper could be publishable: ‘I think it could be, but for me, and two of the reviewers, this would involve significant work’. The nature of this significant work is not specified but it is clearly not considered do-able by the editor. 

Reviewer 1. Explicitly negative overall. Many concerns about rhetorical organization, language and style are echoed across the review:

I found the organization of this manuscript to be very confusing.

This paper would benefit from significant reorganization.

Perhaps it is personal preference, but I find the writing style of this/these authors to be very flowery and containing an excess of verbiage.

The length of the sentence, the multiple embedding of concepts, and the way they “back into” an explanation reduces the “reader-friendliness” of the manuscript. 

This manuscript would benefit from significant editing to present concepts in a more straightforward manner.

The author(s) also present a lot of redundancy.

Throughout the entire document you create sentences that are so long that the meaning becomes obscured.

Reviewer 2: Explicitly positive. This is a really interesting paper that touches on an area as yet unexplored. It contributes to the literature of both [XX] and [XX] and is generally very well written.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Possible identifying features of extracts have been removed.] 


Reviewer 3: Brief report (12 lines), points to only one concern and concludes the comments with a request for further information which signals that this reviewer might have recommended a revision rather than rejection

JOURNAL 2: 

Editor’s response. Accept. Brief letter reporting the acceptance decision impersonally, indirectly using the two reviewers’ comments as a warrant. The referees have recommended publication, but also suggest some minor revisions to your manuscript. We would like you to take account of the referee(s)’ comment and revise your manuscript accordingly. 

Reviewer 1: makes no explicit comments on English or language, but  some of the comments signal that language/rhetorical revision is needed:

I understand that---, however perhaps at the beginning you could----

I appreciate how well the writers describe ---, but would like just a bit more on the settings---

I believe somewhere it might be helpful to mention when you begin discussion about---

I am uncertain if you intent [sic] to say---

Reviewer 2 opens her/his comments with congratulations and an explicitly positive evaluation:

I wish to congratulate the author(s) on a well written and engaging paper. I have recommended it be accepted for publication pending revision.
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