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Reviewers wanted  

Peer review is surely the most important process in the editorial management 
of manuscripts received by a scientific journal. Not only does the future of the 
manuscript depend on it, but also the time that authors must wait to know the 
evaluations of their papers by the colleagues who kindly revbiew them. The peer 
review process begins after pre-evaluation by the editorial team and with the 
selection of reviewers who are experts in the topic addressed in each manuscript. 
These people review the paper and send the editorial team a report with their 
impressions, recommendations and their judgement on whether the article is 
publishable in the journal in question according to their criteria (Levkoe et al., 2019).

ORIGIN AND EVOLUTION OF THE PEER REVIEW PROCEDURE

The practice of peer review was first documented in Syria in the 9th century, 
as a method to evaluate the care of recovering patients by physicians (Burnham, 
1990). In the 17th century the procedure underwent a resurgence as a method 
of discussion and validation of scientific findings (Fitzpatrick, 2009), which was 
consolidated a century later with the publication of the journal Medical Essays 
and Observations launched by the Royal Society of Edinburgh from 1743, which 
promoted peer review as a method of evaluating articles prior to publication 
(Kronick, 1990). However, it was not until the mid-20th century that it became 
established as a standard practice in scientific journals (Benos et al., 2007).

Peer review has evolved over time and, in many cases, the adoption of one form 
or another depends on the area of knowledge involved. Traditionally, in natural 
science research, the so-called single-blind procedure has been used: the reviewers 
know the identity of the authors, but the authors do not know the identity of the 
reviewers. However, in the context of educational research, the most common 
procedure is the double-blind review, in which none of the parties involved know 
who the others are (Patel, 2014).

BENEFITS AND CRITICISMS OF PEER REVIEW

The benefits of peer review are evident and its use by journals is not only more 
than justified but also constitutes a quality criterion when they are evaluated. 
Overall, this system acts as a mechanism to maintain the integrity and credibility 
of scientific publications (McNair, 2019). The reports sent to the journal by the 
reviewers not only serve to assess whether the manuscript is viable for publication 
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or not, but more importantly, the authors of the manuscript receive information 
that can be very valuable for improving the work before publication or sending it 
to another journal if necessary (Benos et al., 2007; Levkoe et al., 2019). Finally, 
the peer review process provides the opportunity to complement the authors’ 
perspective with those of the people who have reviewed the work, which can help 
to minimise possible personal biases (Ab-Rahman et al., 2015).

Despite these advantages, peer review also has its critics. One of the most 
frequent is its subjective nature, which inevitably leads to biases and inconsistencies 
in assessments (Gupta, 2017; Levkoe, 2019). Indeed, there are studies showing 
that inter-reviewer agreement is only slightly above what would be expected by 
chance (Kravitz et al., 2010; Marcoci et al, 2022). Moreover, biases of a different 
nature have been found, such as gender bias in male and female editors, the effects 
of which are increased by the lower representation of women in editorial teams 
(Marcoci et al., 2022). Other types of biases have also been detected, such as 
institutional partialities, in which manuscripts from prestigious institutions receive 
better reviews (Guida, 2018), or racial biases, when it comes to the selection of 
reviewers (Cooke et al., 2024). In fact, the issue is so complex that there have been 
some proposals pointing to the need to train and specialise reviewers (Patel, 2014). 
Although peer review is intended to promote fair publication, situations have been 
encountered in which reviewers make unsubstantiated, biased and/or aggressively 
biased assessments, which, not surprisingly, also present a problem in the editorial 
process (Farias et al., 2023). Finally, the literature has highlighted that the lack of 
incentives for manuscript reviewers is also a problem (Armstrong, 1997).

OPEN PEER REVIEW AS AN ALTERNATIVE

In response to the weaknesses that have been found in peer review, a wide variety 
of alternatives have been suggested, which have been grouped together under the 
term Open Peer Review (OPR). This umbrella includes all those forms of review that 
are aligned with Open Science, which includes the identities of reviewers and the 
reports they issue being made public, facilitating greater community participation 
in the manuscript review process (Ross-Hellauer et al., 2017). This review modality 
has some advantages over the traditional style, but also some disadvantages (Ross-
Hellauer, 2017). Among the advantages, these new procedures are expected to have 
a positive impact on the quality and accuracy of review reports. In addition, open 
participation could help the editorial process by reducing the level of mediation by 
journals to find reviewers. Finally, the fact that reviewers’ identities are known makes 
it easier for them to get recognition for their contributions to the final version of 
the paper. This same philosophy may have disadvantages, such as the fact that some 
people find it difficult to be critical of higher status colleagues or that reviewers are 
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reluctant to have their reports made public. In addition, since this scheme suggests 
a greater degree of interaction between reviewers and authors, review times may 
increase and the likelihood of reviewers with a conflict of interest may increase.

WHY REVIEW MANUSCRIPTS?

Reviewing manuscripts is a duty to the scientific community. When we submit 
our own work for consideration by a journal, we value very highly that the response 
times are short and that the reports we receive are as complete as possible. This is 
also what our colleagues expect when we receive an invitation to review a paper 
(Borja & Elliott, 2024). However, in addition to the undeniable commitment to the 
community, reviewing a manuscript allows us to receive a few benefits, such as 
the fact that reviewing other people’s work allows us to improve our own writing 
skills, our analytical thinking and communication skills, among others (August & 
Brouwer, 2024). In addition, reviewing articles allows us to be continuously updated 
on new lines of research and emerging methodologies that can enrich our own 
work (Mbuagbaw et al, 2013). In parallel, some previous research has highlighted 
the benefits for young researchers (McNair, 2019) and, indeed, co-reviewing 
manuscripts between PhD supervisors and their doctoral students has been shown 
to have benefits for both the latter (Garbati, & Brockett, 2018) and their PhD 
supervisors (Burmeister, 2015).

AN INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE

The selection of reviewers for a manuscript is undoubtedly the bottleneck 
in the management process of a scientific journal. The high number of articles 
published each year worldwide means that more people are needed to review 
papers submitted to journals, reaching very unsustainable levels (Helmer et al., 
2020). Besides, some studies have shown that review workload accumulates for 
some people, which has even led to the coining of the term ‘reviewer fatigue’ 
(Waltman et al., 2023). For example, in the context of biomedical publications, 20% 
of researchers carry out between 69% and 94% of reviews (Kovanis et al., 2016). 
Indeed, whereas fifteen years ago, the average number of invitations that needed 
to be sent from journals to engage reviewers for an article was 6 (Donaldson et al., 
2010), more recent studies have found that it can now take up to 15 invitations on 
average (Fiialka et al., 2020).

In this complex context, at Educación XX1 we can do nothing, only thank our 
reviewers for the work they do. Their contributions to the editorial process are 
extremely valuable and, as we said at the beginning of this editorial, help to ensure 
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the quality of the works published. We hope that, in addition, these review papers 
will help them to deepen their research and learn from the community. We would 
also like to encourage other researchers to join our community by contributing 
future manuscript reviews. From our journal, we are confident that their efforts will 
be of benefit to us all.

Diego Ardura
Editor in Chief

Educación XX1
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